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introduction

Quality functions as a strategic competitive asset, 
and libraries with high-functioning quality infrastructures, defined by 

programs with dedicated personnel, are best positioned to demonstrate their 
value. This collection of essays, written by authors from a variety of back-
grounds and library institutions, is dedicated to promoting the benefits of 
developing a quality infrastructure within a library organization. By dedicat-
ing a department, committee, or employee to assessment activities, or imple-
menting programs such as the Baldrige Criteria for Performance Excellence, 
Lean Six Sigma, or the Balanced Scorecard, these libraries have realized sus-
tainable change. The contributors to this volume show that it is possible to 
establish a programmatic approach to measuring, analyzing, and improving 
library services whether a library serves a large research-intensive university, 
a small liberal arts college, or is itself a special library. Such discipline not only 
improves the value of library services, but aids a library or library organization 
in communicating its value to the individuals it serves.

Our hope is to expand librarians’ conversations on assessment beyond 
specific tools to measure customer perceptions of service quality, learning 
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outcomes, and website usability. While knowledge and application of such 
tools is necessary to develop an understanding of library customers’ needs 
and a library’s success at satisfying these needs, these tools, used in isolation, 
cannot effect sustainable change. A library can only continuously improve 
and effectively respond to the needs of the individuals it serves by dedicat-
ing the human, financial, and capital resources required to support effective 
assessment.

These resources are the foundation for any library assessment program. 
Regardless of whether a library refers to its efforts to understand the effective-
ness of its services and programs as assessment, quality improvement, impact 
evaluation, or evidence-based librarianship, a library with an effective quality 
infrastructure must invest in the personnel supporting these programs, and 
provide the equipment and finances necessary to do their work. Further, per-
sonnel in such programs ideally follow a process or model for structuring their 
work. Lean Six Sigma and the Baldrige Criteria, for example, offer a frame-
work that aids an organization’s efforts to consistently seek improvement. By 
working through Lean Six Sigma’s Define-Measure-Analyze-Improve-Control 
(DMAIC) model, or the Baldrige Criteria’s structured questions, a library may 
efficiently gather information regarding a problem or situation and take effec-
tive action. Consciously following such processes prevents library employees 
from skipping important steps in the improvement process, such as failing to 
truly consider the voice of the customer or understand the root cause of an 
issue. Further, by using these processes, or tools such as the Balanced Score-
card, library employees are better positioned to effectively work together and 
communicate their progress to others.1

While the implementation of formal assessment or quality infrastructures 
in libraries is evolving, a variety of approaches are relevant, depending on the 
size of the institution the library supports, and factors such as the library and 
the institution’s culture. Further, many libraries may have already consciously 
or unconsciously adopted elements of established quality infrastructures or 
programs. A recent survey of 536 academic libraries employing more than ten 
professional librarians and having a Carnegie Foundation Basic Classification 
of Master’s/S or above, for instance, revealed that just five of 158 responding 
libraries (3.1 percent) utilized Lean Six Sigma or another established qual-
ity improvement program to structure or organize their library’s assessment 
program.2 An additional 36 libraries (22.8 percent), however, indicated that 
while they had no formally established quality infrastructure, they did have a 
framework or system for identifying, prioritizing, and organizing assessment 
projects. While nearly all survey respondents (n = 151, 95.5 percent) indicated 
that their library leaders promoted and supported the gathering and utiliza-
tion of assessment or quality improvement data, less than half of the same 
survey respondents (n = 70, 44.3 percent) indicated that their library provides 
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a budget to support their assessment or quality improvement activities. Only 
half (n = 83, 52.5 percent) noted their library had staff specifically assigned to 
coordinate their library’s assessment or quality improvement program.

Without devoting a budget or staff to programmatically measuring, ana-
lyzing, and improving library services, libraries will continue to struggle to 
sustain assessment efforts and consistently demonstrate their value. The con-
tributors to this book were tasked to share how a systematic quality or assess-
ment program was established within their library organization, detail the 
roles established for individuals participating in the program, discuss recent 
activities or projects, and indicate how their program has affected sustainable 
change within their organization as evidenced by continuous learning and 
improvement.

The evolution of the well-respected assessment program at the University 
of Washington Libraries is outlined by Steve Hiller and Stephanie Wright in 
chapter 1. The program was established with a task force appointed to study 
the needs of the libraries’ users and the success of the libraries in satisfying 
these needs in 1991, and activities are now directed by an Office of Assess-
ment and Planning, which diligently works to link assessment with the librar-
ies’ strategic planning initiatives using the Balanced Scorecard framework. 
The office is staffed by a director who serves as an internal consultant for 
assessment activities conducted by library staff, and a part-time management 
information librarian, who assists the director in developing, implementing, 
and managing the program. Two standing committees, the Strategic Plan-
ning Action Team and the Libraries Assessment and Metrics Team, support 
the activities of the office, helping to develop outcomes and success metrics, 
and making data and other key information available to staff and the pub-
lic. Ongoing projects include the Triennial and In-Library Use surveys which 
provide longitudinal information detailing how students and faculty use the 
libraries and their information needs and priorities. Usability and other quali-
tative assessment methods are also conducted, and e-metrics focused on elec-
tronic resource usage and costs are collected.

The development of the Management Information Services Department 
at the University of Virginia Libraries is discussed by Lynda White in chapter 
2. Formed in 1997, the department is now staffed by three full-time employees 
dedicated to assessment, data collection, analysis, and reporting. The director 
researches assessment tools and provides data on demand while the associate 
director focuses on gathering and analyzing qualitative data, and a program-
mer provides specialized services for various assessment-related projects. 
Significant projects include the adaptation of the Balanced Scorecard in 2001 
to monitor the overall health of the libraries. Metrics for the scorecard focus 
on various aspects of the libraries’ operations and are reviewed annually to 
confirm ongoing relevance. Recent initiatives include the administration of a 
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work-life survey designed to gather information on organizational communi-
cation issues, employee job satisfaction, staff development, and other issues. 
The department distributes a user satisfaction survey to approximately one 
third of the university’s population annually, allowing faculty and students to 
share their opinions regarding the library’s collections, services, and facilities.

The University of Arizona Libraries’ unique approach to continuously 
improving collections and services is shared by Chestalene Pintozzi in chapter 
3. By adopting core elements of management philosophies, such as Total Qual-
ity Management or Six Sigma, and designing their organizational structure 
around these principles, the libraries has positioned itself to understand the 
needs and expectations of its primary user groups and stakeholders. Recent 
projects have resulted in the redeployment of staff at library reference and 
information desks, cost savings for interlibrary loan through process improve-
ment, and systems for aligning team and personal goals with the libraries’ 
strategic plan. The libraries administers LibQUAL annually to assess service 
quality in relation to customer expectations. It also distributes a Library Ser-
vices Survey to determine how well the libraries’ Information Commons is 
meeting user needs. Ongoing challenges for the libraries’ assessment and 
planning initiatives include the identification of appropriate outcome mea-
sures, and the efficiency and accuracy of data collection and reporting.

Syracuse University Library’s Program Management Center (PMC) is 
introduced by Terriruth Carrier and Nancy Turner in chapter 4. To proactively 
demonstrate the library’s value, the PMC has adopted aspects of the Six Sigma 
and Project Management Professional (PMP) approaches to investigation, 
data collection, analysis, and process improvement. The PMC consists of four 
full-time employees and includes a director who is a certified Project Man-
agement Professional. The director is responsible for developing the library’s 
assessment program, while the head of user research and assessment librarian 
focuses on studying patron use of library services, facilities, and resources. 
The application and statistical analyst librarian manages the library’s data 
sets and develops programs that support staff responsible for collecting data, 
while the project coordinator and data specialist monitors project milestones 
and also consolidates and analyzes data. Two projects that illustrate the 
PMC’s approach to library assessment are detailed in this chapter: the Gate 
Count and Security Alarm project, and the Library Measures Data Repository.

An implementation of the Baldrige Criteria for Performance Excellence 
by the Information Service Office (ISO) at the National Institute of Stan-
dards and Technology, as a means to allow ISO to quickly respond to chang-
ing technologies and customer expectations, is outlined by Barbara Silcox, 
Mary-Deirdre Corragio, Susan Makar, and Mylene Ouimette in chapter 5. The 
ISO uses the Baldrige Criteria to systematically involve its entire workforce 
in strategic planning and organizational assessment. To showcase role model 
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practices that have enabled the organization to create a culture focused on 
knowledge sharing, improvement, and results, details of ISO’s Lab Liaison 
Program, Vision Implementation Project, and Workforce Development and 
Performance Management Systems are provided. Such practices have allowed 
the organization to maintain its focus on creating value for both customers 
and key stakeholders.

Another application of the Baldrige Criteria for Performance Excellence is 
detailed by Xuemao Wang and Emily Thornton of the Emory University Librar-
ies in chapter 6. The historical context for the libraries’ decision to adopt the 
program as a means for guiding self-assessment and continuous improvement 
is provided along with a review of the libraries’ efforts to address the detailed 
questions included in each of the seven categories of the Baldrige Framework 
and provide specific examples of the benefits and challenges the libraries real-
ized after applying the criteria. While work in applying the criteria continues, 
hope remains that the criteria will offer the libraries a means to integrate its 
performance improvement initiatives and establish an organizational culture 
driven by excellence.

A consortial perspective is provided by Dana Thomas and Kate Davis 
through a review of the development of the Ontario Council of University 
Libraries’ (OCUL’s) evaluation and assessment program in chapter 7. Focused 
on supporting OCUL’s Scholars Portal suite of information resources and ser-
vices, the program is influencing the development of both the consortium’s 
and member libraries’ collections and services. Notable projects include the 
development of the Scholars Portal Usage Data utility, which allows consor-
tium members to pull COUNTER-compliant usage data for books and journals 
accessed through the locally developed Scholars Portal interface. The Serials 
Collection Overlap Tool also enables both the consortium and member insti-
tutions to make informed decisions regarding whether to retain existing or 
acquire new content by highlighting the number of unique titles that would 
be added through a purchase, or lost in a cancellation.

The University of California-San Diego Libraries’ unique approach to 
managing the libraries’ assessment activities and supporting data-driven 
decision making is discussed by Kymberly Goodson and Daniel Suchy in chap-
ter 8. Rather than appointing an assessment committee or coordinator, the 
libraries chose to create and fill four analyst positions: the decision support 
analyst, the user services technology analyst, the collection services analyst, 
and the business analyst. The roles and responsibilities for two of these ana-
lyst positions, the decision support and user services technology analysts, are 
specifically outlined in the chapter. Recent activities include ongoing usabil-
ity testing to redesign and maintain the libraries’ website, online tutorials, 
and locally produced digital collections; assessment of the content of chat, 
text, and e-mail reference questions; and collection and analysis of data for 
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the libraries’ space reconfiguration projects. Projects completed by the deci-
sion support analyst have informed the libraries’ budget reduction strategies, 
while projects of the user services technology analyst have directly informed 
decisions related to adopting potential technologies and services or continu-
ing with current technologies and services.

The responsibilities of the Kansas State University Libraries’ Office of 
Library Planning and Assessment are outlined by Laurel Littrell in chapter 9. 
Established after a major organizational restructuring in 2010, the office is 
tasked with increasing assessment capacity to support the libraries’ strategic 
planning efforts and the university’s accreditation needs. The office’s director 
is responsible for leading the libraries’ strategic planning process, monitor-
ing the implementation of the libraries’ strategic plan, and ensuring that the 
libraries’ strategic initiatives remain aligned with the university’s strategic 
agenda. A research and development librarian and a service quality librarian 
are responsible for studying customer satisfaction and researching new prod-
ucts, services, and practices for implementation throughout the Kansas State 
University Libraries. A library data coordinator supports office activities by 
collecting, maintaining, and disseminating statistics related to the libraries’ 
operations. Current activities include supporting the university’s re-accredi-
tation bid, introducing a strategic planning process for the libraries in 2012, 
and administering LibQUAL.

A model for creating an assessment program with limited staff resources 
in a small liberal arts college setting is shared by Lucretia McCulley of the 
University of Richmond in chapter 10. The Boatwright Memorial Library’s 
Assessment Committee uses a focused approach to work together as a team to 
employ a number of assessment tools and methodologies to gather informa-
tion on student learning, user services, and building facilities. The committee 
collaborates with other departments on campus, such as the Office of Insti-
tutional Effectiveness and the Student Development Division, to maximize 
resources, inform its work, and successfully execute assessment projects. Fur-
ther collaborations with the university’s Sociology and Anthropology Depart-
ment has provided valuable feedback on student behavior in their library.

Lastly, a hybrid structure for supporting an assessment program at Wash-
ington University in St. Louis is detailed by Carol Mollman in chapter 11. With 
an Assessment Team led by a full-time assessment coordinator, the libraries 
has successfully developed a culture of assessment via regular communication 
forums and by identifying opportunities to involve over 88 percent of all staff 
in assessment activities. A formal process for initiating, conducting, and com-
pleting assessment projects has been established, and projects are supported 
by specialized subgroups of the Assessment Team. Recent activities include 
the deployment of an in-house Service Quality Survey, which identified user 
concerns regarding Wi-Fi coverage within library buildings, the libraries’ 
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hours, and the availability of collaborative work areas. While the program is 
still evolving, Mollman provides structured commentary illustrating how it 
has served as a catalyst for change.

While the chapters in this book are not intended to be read in any par-
ticular order, they do illustrate that establishing a formal infrastructure for 
supporting a library’s quality or assessment program is imperative for the 
program’s success. Many models for these infrastructures exist and may be 
adapted and applied in academic libraries of various sizes and organizational 
and political cultures. By establishing a programmatic approach to measuring, 
analyzing, and improving library services, academic libraries can realize sus-
tainable change and better position themselves to communicate their value.

Sarah Anne Murphy, MLS, MBA
Coordinator of Assessment

Ohio State University Libraries

NotEs

 1.  Nancy Tague, The Quality Toolbox, 2nd ed. (Milwaukee, WI: ASQ Quality, 
2005), 35.

 2.  Sarah A. Murphy, “Quality Frameworks for Academic Libraries: Organizing 
and Sustaining Library Assessment Activities,” Library Assessment 
Conference, Charlottesville, Virginia, October 31, 2012.
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the university of Washington (uW) is a large, compre-
hensive research university with a main campus located in Seattle, 

Washington, and two smaller branch campuses within thirty-five miles. The 
university has ranked first among public universities in the amount of fund-
ing received from federal research awards since the 1970s (second overall) and 
is rated among the top twenty-five research universities in the world by the 
Times of London and the Academic Ranking of World Universities. Current 
student enrollment is approximately 30,000 undergraduate students and 
15,000 graduate and professional students.

The University of Washington Libraries’ long-established and robust 
assessment program has delivered critical information about user needs, 
library and information use, importance, impact, and priorities during the 
past twenty years. Employing a variety of qualitative and quantitative assess-
ment methods, including a large scale-triennial survey of faculty and students 
conducted since 1992, the libraries uses assessment information extensively 
in planning, program development, service evaluation, and in communi-
cating the value of the library to the broader community. The UW Libraries 

steve hiller and 
stephanie Wright

office of Assessment and Planning, 

University of Washington Libraries

1
From user needs to 
organizational performance

twenty Years of Assessment at the 

University of Washington Libraries

www.alastore.ala.org



2 / chapter  one

has developed and fostered a “culture of assessment” where evidence-based 
decision making and a user-centered focus are expectations from line staff 
to administration. Libraries staff have made substantial contributions to the 
library assessment field in such areas as user needs assessment, usability, col-
lections and resources usage, space planning, and organizational performance 
assessment. As cofounder and cosponsor of the biennial Library Assessment 
Conference, the University of Washington Libraries has been an influential 
leader in promoting and nurturing the value of assessment for libraries and 
their communities.

Organizationally, the program has progressed from a committee to a 
part-time assessment coordinator to an Office of Assessment and Planning, 
headed by a director who is part of the libraries’ administrative leadership. 
Established in 2006, this office works to integrate assessment with strategic 
planning utilizing the Balanced Scorecard organizational performance model. 
Two standing committees, the Strategic Planning Action Team and the Librar-
ies Assessment and Metrics Team, play instrumental roles in supporting these 
efforts.

This chapter will review the development of assessment efforts at the 
University of Washington Libraries and the evolution of an assessment pro-
gram from one that focused primarily on user needs assessment to one that 
is integrated with planning and organizational performance. More informa-
tion about the UW Libraries assessment program, including survey forms and 
results, can be found at the UW Libraries Assessment website.1

Program Foundation, 1991–1994

The University of Washington Libraries established a library assessment 
program in 1991. (See figure 1.1.) The initial catalyst for development arose 
from the libraries’ first strategic plan that year, which called for a user- 
centered approach to services and resources. Specifically, the plan called for 
the libraries to “develop and implement a study to identify user populations, 
their information needs, and how well they are being met.”2 Prior efforts to 
gain information about user needs were sporadic, narrowly focused, or user- 
initiated. Indirect cost studies conducted by consultants for the university in 
the 1980s did include a short survey at campus libraries which gathered basic 
demographic information and the purpose of the visit (research, teaching/
learning, etc.). However, the data were not used by the libraries for assessing 
user behavior or programmatic change. Similarly, while statistics were avail-
able for such areas as circulation and reference, the data had not been ana-
lyzed or used for improvement.

www.alastore.ala.org
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Figure 1.1

organizational infrastructure for Library Assessment 1991–present

Year Groups Leadership/Support Reports to

1991–1997 Task Force on Library 
Services

Cochairs Associate Director, 
Public Services

1997–1999 Library Assessment 
Group

Chair Associate Director, 
Research and 
Instructional Services

1999–2006 Library Assessment 
Group

Library Assessment 
Coordinator (50%)

Associate Dean, 
Research and 
Instructional Services

2006–2008 Library Assessment 
Group

Director, Assessment 
and Planning

Management 
Information Librarian 
(50%)

Director, Assessment 
and Planning

2008– Libraries Assessment 
and Metrics Team

Team Chair

Director Assessment 
and Planning

Other support (25%)

Director, Assessment 
and Planning

Betty Bengtson, director of the University Libraries, appointed the Task 
Force on Library Services in 1991. The task force was charged to develop and 
implement a study to identify the libraries’ various user populations and their 
needs for library services; to evaluate how well the University Libraries is 
meeting those needs; to recommend any needed modifications in or additions 
to the current array of services offered; to recommend levels of library ser-
vices to be provided to primary and secondary users; and to prepare detailed 
reports at each phase of study, evaluation, and recommendation.

To achieve these goals, the task force developed a survey that was mailed 
out in 1992 to faculty and students with the intent to determine who the 
library users and potential users were, why they used (or didn’t use) the 
library, what resources and services were used, and what their needs for 
library-related information were. The survey, which later became known as 
the Triennial Survey, also asked how satisfied faculty and students were with 
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the resources and services of the library. The following year, the task force devel-
oped an In-Library Use Survey to gather data about the use of library services 
by nonaffiliated visitors. These two surveys provided the basis for what was to 
become a lengthy history of user-centered and evidence-based decision making.

Developing an Ongoing Assessment Program, 1995–1999

The UW Libraries’ focus on understanding user needs and ensuring that pro-
grams and services addressed those needs were central to the development of 
a robust assessment program. The user-centered approach to services was also 
seen as the responsibility of all library staff members. The 1995–1999 Strate-
gic Plan reiterated the commitment to a user-centered library:

A user-centered services program must be at the heart of the Librar-
ies’ activities. User-centered services are the responsibility of all Librar-
ies units. Each unit must understand who its users, or customers, are. 
Whom do the units serve and what user needs they are trying to meet 
are the critical questions. Continued attention is required to user needs 
assessment.3

This was translated into the first goal and corresponding objective of the 
1995–1999 Strategic Plan: “Enhance and strengthen services based on user 
needs” and “Implement ongoing user needs assessment and develop criteria 
to measure quality of service.”

The charge for the Task Force on Library Services was revised in 1995 to 
provide support for the libraries’ 1995–99 Strategic Plan as well as to reflect 
the success of the user surveys. The revised charge asked the task force to 
build on the spring 1992 faculty and student surveys and conduct faculty 
and student surveys during spring 1995; finalize a service levels policy and a 
schedule and plan for implementation; develop criteria to measure the quality 
of library services; and recommend organizational strategies for ongoing user 
needs assessment.

As the scope and range of assessment activities increased throughout 
the libraries, the need for an ongoing, coordinated program of assessment 
assumed greater importance. The Task Force on Library Services recom-
mended that it be dissolved in 1997 and suggested that an assessment coor-
dinator position be created that would work closely with a new group focused 
on library assessment. The cover letter to the task force’s report noted that

www.alastore.ala.org
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as a result of the Task Force’s work, the Libraries now has a service pol-
icy and valuable information on the different groups which use librar-
ies, how and why libraries and library services are used, a quantitative 
measure of user satisfaction, and user priorities for the future. The Task 
Force has also laid the foundation for a more sustained and integrated 
Libraries assessment program.

After six years, it’s now time . . . to put into place a more com-
prehensive assessment program. We recommend the appointment of 
an Assessment Librarian to develop an ongoing program and lead and 
coordinate assessment efforts in the Libraries.

While the library assessment coordinator position was included in the librar-
ies’ list of new positions, budget reductions precluded filling it. Instead, a new 
Library Assessment Group was formed with a broader charge to support “the 
University Libraries programs and services through development and imple-
mentation of appropriate evaluation and assessment measures. The Group 
will provide clear and timely reports and results. The Group will also work with 
other assessment efforts on campus as well as provide support and expertise 
for other assessment activities within the Libraries.”

The specific responsibilities of the Library Assessment Group were to 
coordinate the libraries’ measurement, evaluation, and assessment activities; 
develop and implement an ongoing assessment program in support of the 
libraries programs, services, and operations; employ appropriate tools, tech-
niques, and measures to acquire information needed for ongoing user needs 
assessment; develop criteria to measure service quality; provide support and 
expertise for other assessment efforts undertaken in the libraries; dissemi-
nate assessment information in a clear, timely, and appropriate manner to 
library staff, the campus community, and the profession; and collaborate with 
other campus units in related assessment and evaluation efforts.

The link between a user-centered focus and assessment was further devel-
oped with the concept of a “culture of assessment” in the UW Libraries that 
would be a necessary corollary of the user-centered library. Local discussions 
on this concept started in 1994 and Betsy Wilson, associate director of pub-
lic services, developed it further, along with Amos Lakos of the University 
of Waterloo and Shelley Phipps of the University of Arizona. This led to a 
definition of a culture of assessment as “an environment in which decisions 
are based on facts, research and analysis, and where services are planned and 
delivered in ways that maximize positive outcomes and impacts for library 
clients. A culture of assessment is an integral part of the process of change and 
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the creation of a user-centered library.”4 This concept also fit our own model of 
a coordinated but decentralized approach to library assessment.

Building effective, Sustainable and Practical 
Library Assessment, 1999–2005

The 1999–2003 Strategic Plan identified “Assess and evaluate the effective-
ness of our programs and services” as an overriding theme, noting that

academic libraries everywhere are being required by their institutions 
to demonstrate the outcomes and efficacy of funded programs. The 
rapid pace of change and increasing expectations of users necessitate 
continuous examination of library programs and the internal practices 
and resources that support them.

An ongoing assessment program not only provides valuable infor-
mation with which we can plan for innovative and cost-effective new 
library services, but it also responds to our commitment to ensuring 
that public money is spent wisely and effectively.5

The continued growth of libraries assessment efforts made it difficult to 
rely on a volunteer committee for ongoing support and sustainability. The 
Library Assessment Group and others in the libraries continued to state the 
case for someone to have formal designation as library assessment coordina-
tor. Steve Hiller, head of the Science Libraries and chair of the Library Assess-
ment Group, was appointed as half-time library assessment coordinator in 
late 1999 (he continued as head of the Science Libraries). The Library Assess-
ment Group charge was revised to reflect this change, and tasked to work 
with the library assessment coordinator to initiate and support library assess-
ment efforts within the University Libraries; develop an ongoing, sustainable 
assessment program; identify user needs and assess the libraries’ efforts at 
meeting them; foster a culture of assessment within the libraries; provide 
support as needed for assessment efforts conducted by other library staff; 
develop expertise and understanding of assessment measures and techniques 
and share these with library staff as needed; conduct the libraries’ triennial 
user surveys; and communicate assessment activities and results to appropri-
ate individuals and groups.

While information about the UW assessment program had been pre-
sented at conferences and survey information was available on the libraries’ 
website, there was no published record other than articles in the libraries 
newsletter Library Directions. That changed in 2001 with the publication 
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in Library Trends of an article based on a presentation at an Association of  
Research Libraries–sponsored symposium in October 2000 on measuring ser-
vice quality.6 Presentations made at national and international conferences 
from 2001 to 2005 were published in proceedings, papers, and journals and 
that practice has continued.

The UW Libraries was also recognized as an institutional, regional, and 
national leader in assessment. The Northwest Commission on Colleges and 
Universities in its 2003 decennial accreditation review of the University of 
Washington commended the libraries’ commitment to effective assessment, 
stating that “planning, assessment and continuous improvement are ongo-
ing processes with broad staff participation. The libraries’ program for the 
measurement of library use and user satisfaction has resulted in ten years 
of longitudinal data and satisfaction rates and user behavior. This informa-
tion is frequently referred to and used to modify existing services and plan 
new ones.” The UW Libraries received the Association of College and Research 
Libraries’ 2004 Excellence in Libraries award for research libraries. The award 
statement noted that “the UW Libraries have developed exemplary programs 
including innovative digital collections and services, information literacy for 
the UW campus, an assessment centered culture, and creative staff develop-
ment and training.”

In August 2004, Steve Hiller was appointed as a visiting program offi-
cer for assessment at the Association of Research Libraries (ARL). He joined 
Jim Self of the University of Virginia Library and Martha Kyrillidou at ARL 
in developing a service called “Making Library Assessment Work” (later 
renamed “Effective, Sustainable and Practical Library Assessment”). Both the 
University of Virginia Library and the UW Libraries were well-known lead-
ers in the library assessment field. Recognizing that the usage and successful 
implementation of LibQUAL+ had provided copious amounts of assessment- 
related data, the goals of this service were to enable libraries to better uti-
lize this information for change and improvement. A special focus was on the 
organizational structure that would facilitate and sustain success. The service 
consisted of a one and one-half day visit to a participating library followed 
by a report summarizing the participating library’s current situation and rec-
ommendations for moving assessment forward. Forty-three libraries partici-
pated in this service between 2005 and 2010.

integrating Planning and Assessment, 2006–2011

While the strategic plans for 2002–2005 and 2006–2010 reaffirmed the 
libraries’ user-centered focus and the role of assessment in understanding 
user needs and evaluating program effectiveness, ongoing operational and 
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management support for these plans was not well-defined.7 A staff commit-
tee worked with the Libraries Cabinet (administration) to craft the plans, but 
implementation and review were the responsibilities of the cabinet and man-
agers. While a number of the objectives in each strategic plan included some 
form of measurement, these were rarely reviewed or assessed.

As the scope of assessment activities continued to expand and deepen, the 
libraries made the commitment to create an organizational place for assess-
ment with a full-time director responsible for both assessment and planning. 
The alignment and better integration of assessment with planning were seen 
as strengthening overall organizational performance and accountability.

The Office of Assessment and Planning was established in early 2006 with 
Steve Hiller appointed as director. The director is responsible for providing 
leadership and vision for the libraries’ assessment and planning activities, 
ensuring that assessment, measurement, planning, and analysis are integral 
parts of the libraries’ programs and services. The director oversees assessment 
efforts within the University Libraries, serving as an internal consultant for 
assessment activities conducted by other library staff and working with the 
libraries’ areas to analyze and report assessment data. The director represents 
the libraries in campus, regional, and national assessment efforts; evaluates 
the effectiveness of library assessment efforts; and recommends ways to 
strengthen the libraries’ assessment and measurement program. He creates 
and maintains a sustainable planning environment and provides informa-
tion, analysis, and reports to support the libraries’ planning and management 
activities. Lastly, the director establishes, manages, and provides access to 
management information; and coordinates the ARL statistics and handles 
other centrally reported data and requests such as ARL SPEC kits and IPEDS 
surveys. The director reports to the senior associate dean who is responsible 
for library administrative services.

To provide additional support for assessment, a temporary half-time 
position titled management information librarian was created. This position 
works under the general direction of the director of assessment and planning 
and is responsible for supporting assessment efforts within the University 
Libraries. The management information librarian assists in the development, 
implementation, and management of a program to select and provide access 
to data and statistics collected by the libraries. This individual contributes to 
the compilation of a libraries data/fact site and print counterpart and main-
tains and enhances the Libraries Assessment website.

The UW Libraries continues to be an active participant in the national 
and international assessment arenas. In 2006 the management information 
librarian and a colleague at the University of Virginia Libraries coauthored 
an ARL SPEC Kit on Library Assessment, to provide guidance for librarians 
developing assessment programs at their institutions.8 The UW Libraries was 
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one of three cofounders and organizers of the Library Assessment Conference 
which has been held every two years since 2006. In addition to helping orga-
nize the conferences, UW librarians have been active participants, presenting 
papers and posters on such topics as local surveys, e-metrics, usability, quali-
tative studies, the Balanced Scorecard, teaching and learning, and the culture 
of assessment. UW librarians have also presented at each of the Northumbria 
International Conferences on Performance Measurement in Libraries and 
Information Services since 2001.

In 2008 the Library Assessment Group was renamed the Libraries Assess-
ment and Metrics Team (LAMT) and given a revised charge to assist in assess-
ing organizational performance through the development of outcomes and 
success metrics; to help develop a management information infrastructure to 
make data and key statistics available to staff and the public; to maintain the 
Library Assessment website; and to plan the semiannual library assessment 
forums.

LAMT is now responsible for helping to plan the Triennial Survey and the 
In-Library Use Survey, and for reorganizing the presentation of assessment 
and library statistical information on the libraries’ website. The assessment 
page is publicly available and provides information about the membership 
and charge of the Libraries Assessment and Metrics Team as well as presen-
tations, publications, and reports produced by its members. The website pro-
motes transparency in assessment efforts by providing links to results, survey 
forms, and summaries for the Triennial and In-Library Use surveys. In that 
same vein of transparency, the libraries’ statistics are also publicly accessible 
through the website.

Midway through our 2006–2010 Strategic Plan, the Office of Assessment 
and Planning began to explore alternatives that could better support devel-
opment and overall management of the planning process. Our five-year plans 
produced a number of successful initiatives, including the user-centered- 
library and the anytime-anyplace library that are cornerstones of our pro-
grams and services today—but over time the process for creating each new 
strategic plan took longer, was time- and labor-intensive, and was overly 
detailed and inclusive. The “strategic” focus was often overwhelmed by the 
number of goals and objectives and the links with weak oversight, execution, 
and measurement. Many of our staff began to see strategic planning as an 
exercise that was separate from and not tied to their ongoing work.

We began looking in 2008 at other organizational planning and perfor-
mance models, seeking a program that was truly strategic, with focused pri-
orities and choices, and that allowed us to spend less time on process and 
more on strategy and defining key outcomes that could be aligned with orga-
nizational capacity and resources. The model we desired would allow us to 
be sufficiently nimble and agile to adapt to environmental, economic, and 
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institutional changes, as a five-year plan is too long. Such a model would need 
to integrate closely with our long-established assessment program where data 
had been used to inform programs and services but not necessarily linked to 
measuring progress on goals and objectives in the strategic plan. Further, the 
model we sought must involve staff in meaningful efforts to align workflows 
and responsibilities tied to strategic priorities and actions, and align with 
nascent university efforts to develop and implement a more rigorous plan-
ning process

In autumn 2008, the ARL began discussions on using the Balanced Score-
card as an organizational performance model in libraries. We were attracted 
by the focus on aligning strategy with metrics in a balanced framework that 
emphasized services to customers and stakeholders based on internal activ-
ities and a foundation of staff learning and expertise. The UW Libraries was 
one of four ARL libraries to participate in the “Library Scorecard” pilot that 
began in 2009.

The ARL pilot was an opportunity to test the applicability of the Scorecard 
to strategic planning in the libraries and learn from our consultants as well as 
our cohorts. We used the “priorities” that were identified in our 2006–2010 
Strategic Plan for our test scorecard. They were placed in the Scorecard frame-
work and we worked with key individuals to develop outcomes and measures. 
Our takeaways from the Scorecard pilot were to define outcomes before devel-
oping measures, balance existing data with new data collection, and the reali-
zation that strategy drives metrics.

We were sufficiently pleased with the Strategy Map and Scorecard that 
they became the framework for our new 2011–2013 Strategic Plan.9 (See fig-
ure 1.2.) As we build out our thirteen key objectives, staff who work most 
closely in those areas develop actions, outcomes, time lines, and suggest possi-
ble metrics. Metrics are reviewed by both the Strategic Planning Action Team 
and the Libraries Assessment and Metrics Team. Our Strategy Map concisely 
shows who we are and where we want to be to both our staff and the campus 
community—Mission and Strategic Directions (which are represented in the 
Customer and Stakeholder areas) frame the perspectives/objectives with a 
firm underpinning of organizational values. Our Strategy Map and Scorecard 
also are aligned with university initiatives related to student and faculty suc-
cess as well as cost efficiencies and effectiveness.

In 2009 the director of assessment and planning joined the Libraries 
Cabinet (administrative leadership group) and took responsibility for the 
next strategic plan and for preparing the narrative for the annual budget 
submission to the university. Budget submissions in 2010 and 2011 began 
using the Balanced Scorecard as a framework for organizational performance, 
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buttressed by local assessment data and comparative benchmarking statistics 
with peer ARL libraries.

Assessment Activities: Local Surveys

The University of Washington Libraries is well known for its program of 
large-scale cyclical user surveys that have been conducted since 1992 (Trien-
nial Survey). More than just satisfaction surveys, these surveys have provided 
invaluable information about how students and faculty use the libraries, their 
library and information needs and priorities, and the importance and contri-
butions of the libraries during a period of rapid change in the information and 
higher education environments. Additional local cyclical surveys include an 
In-Library Use Survey and a library staff Diversity and Organizational Climate 

Customer Services
• Enhance UW teaching and learning
• Advance research and scholarship
• Provide productive and engaging library spaces

Internal Processes
• Apply and assess new subject 
 librarian framework
• Realign online and print services support
• Review and revise collections and 
 digitization strategies
• Create a sustainable foundation for delivering 
 and assessing teaching and learning

Financial/Stakeholder
• Develop a sustainable academic 
 business plan

Learning and Growth
• Align organizational capacity and structure
 with resources
• Focus staff expertise/work on strategic 
 priorities/actions
• Provide infrastructures that support users
 and staff work

Figure 1.2 UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES,
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN,

2011–2013 STRATEGY MAP
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Survey. The Triennial and In-Library Use surveys have been adapted by a num-
ber of other libraries

Triennial Survey

For the first survey in 1992, the Task Force on Library Services worked with 
the UW Office of Educational Assessment (OEA) on the logistics and design of 
the survey. The task force arrived at several decisions concerning methodol-
ogy that served as a foundation for future surveys:

▪▪ The survey would be run during the spring quarter.
▪▪ The survey population was defined as faculty, graduate and 

professional students, and undergraduates.
▪▪ Separate surveys would be designed for each group, 

although there would be a number of common questions.
▪▪ All faculty would be surveyed and a random sample of each 

student group taken.
▪▪ The survey would be mailed directly to the survey 

population.
▪▪ The survey would be returned to a nonlibrary campus unit 

for data entry.
▪▪ A small incentive would be offered for submission of 

surveys.

The OEA pulled the student samples from the registrar’s database and the 
faculty names from the payroll database. Surveys were sent to 3,900 faculty 
and samples of 1,000 graduate and professional students and 1,000 under-
graduates. The OEA also arranged for data entry and analysis, providing SPSS 
printouts of frequency responses (and means) for each group and cross-tabs 
by college/school and department for each group. The aggregate results for 
each group (including comments) were distributed to staff and academic 
program-specific information was distributed to subject librarians and unit 
heads. A short report on survey results was also included in the fall 1992 issue 
of Library Directions, a UW Libraries newsletter that was distributed to all UW 
faculty, library donors, regional and ARL libraries, and other interested par-
ties. The 1992 results showed high satisfaction rates for all groups and that 
students, especially undergraduates, were the primary users of the physical 
library. Comments from undergraduates indicated that staff at some service 
desks did not take them seriously. Nearly 50 percent of faculty and graduate 
student respondents and 25 percent of undergraduates said they had con-
nected remotely to the online catalog. While approximately 25 percent of 
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faculty and graduate students had connected remotely to an online biblio-
graphic database, only 2 percent of undergraduates had. Lastly, the top three 
priorities were the same for each group—build collections, improve the online 
catalog, and add bibliographic databases.

The task force made several recommendations for follow-up actions, 
including online catalog improvement; recognizing undergraduates as the 
primary users of our physical spaces; making it easier to connect to library 
resources and services remotely; and ensuring that staff treated students 
respectfully. The latter led to the development of a “good customer service” 
class that all staff were required to participate in.

The strong administrative support of Director Betty Bengtson and the 
new associate director for public services, Betsy Wilson, was instrumental in 
getting the process for the 1992 survey started and ensuring that the results 
were used. The Kenneth S. Allen Endowment Fund, a large unrestricted endow - 
ment for the University Libraries, was also used to support the external costs 
of this survey and others that followed.

The 1992 survey (with some changes) was run again in 1995 and results 
showed a continued shift to use of online discovery tools and resources. 
For faculty and graduate students an increasing percentage of this use was 
done remotely, and remote library visits now surpassed visits to the physical 
library. While the majority of remote use still took place from campus offices 
and labs, 25 percent of the faculty reported connecting to online services and 
resources at least weekly from home. Survey data entry was done by the Office 
of Educational Assessment, but all of the analysis was conducted by two task 
force members using SPSS. With the successful completion of this second 
large-scale user survey of faculty and students, the survey was now optimisti-
cally called the Triennial Survey. The three-year cycle seemed a good fit for the 
iterative processes of survey design, implementation, analysis, recommenda-
tions, and resulting service improvements and changes.

Preparation for the 1998 Triennial Survey included working closely with 
the faculty councils on educational technology and university libraries as well 
as campus computing and communications on questions dealing with the use 
and impact of information technology. The definition of “faculty” was stan-
dardized and this definition was used in all succeeding surveys. Separate sur-
vey “inserts” were sent to faculty and graduate students in the biosciences 
(including health sciences) and the fine arts. Results showed that the fre-
quency of faculty and graduate student visits from outside the library contin-
ued to increase, especially from off campus, and bioscientists were willing to 
sacrifice print for online access.

Succeeding surveys in 2001, 2004, 2007, and 2010 kept a set of core ques-
tions, eliminated others, and added new ones, including some on library impact 
and scholarly communication. The survey went from print to web-based in 
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Figure 1.3

UW Libraries triennial survey, Number of Respondents 

and Response Rate 1992–2010

Group 2010 2007 2004 2001 1998 1995 1992

Faculty 1,634
(39%)

1,455
(36%)

1,560
(40%)

1,345
(36%)

1,503
(40%)

1,359
(31%)

1,108
(28%)

Graduate/
Professional 
Students (UWS)

640
(32%)

580
(33%)

627
(40%)

597
(40%)

457
(46%)

409
(41%)

560
(56%)

Undergrads 
(UWS)

365
(16%)

467
(20%)

502
(25%)

497
(25%)

787
(39%)

463
(23%)

407 
(41%)

OVERALL SATISFACTION BY GROUP: 
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2004. Related but separate surveys for UW Bothell and UW Tacoma students 
were done for the first time in 2007. Faculty from these schools were included 
in the survey population beginning with the 1998 surveys. The 2010 survey 
was run at a time of severe budget retrenchment at the university. The number 
of faculty respondents (1,634), and library importance, impact, and satisfaction 
were the highest ever recorded. However, undergraduate satisfaction dropped, 
related to overcrowding of library facilities. (See figures 1.3 and 1.4.)

in-Library use Survey

The UW Libraries first developed and implemented an In-Library Use Survey 
in 1993 to acquire information about nonaffiliated visitors and their use of 
library services. An elaborate sampling procedure was established that con-
sisted of random two-hour survey periods at the then twenty campus librar-
ies. Those exiting the library during these periods were asked their status and, 
if not university-affiliated, were given a short survey to complete. This method 
provided data on the percent of nonaffiliated users exiting the library as well 
as their activities in the library. Similar surveys were conducted in 1996 and 
1999 but were limited to the five largest campus libraries due to the relatively 
small numbers of nonaffiliated users in most branch libraries and the conse-
quent large number of sampling sessions needed. There were some changes in 
questions between the surveys to capture new information, especially related 
to technology and the use of online resources. Significant changes in in-library 
use patterns were observed among both nonaffiliated users and the University 
of Washington community during the 1990s. The 1999 exit survey revealed 
a continuing decline in the proportion of nonaffiliated users in the largest 
libraries to approximately 10 percent of all users.

Information about University of Washington student and faculty use of 
library facilities came from transactional data and also through the Triennial 
Survey. However, with the continued decrease in the frequency of faculty and 
graduate student visits to the physical library, surveying users in library facil-
ities was seen as a more precise method for acquiring information about who 
was using our libraries, why they visited, and what they did during their visits, 
regardless of affiliation. In 2002 the In-Library Use Survey was given to every-
one entering the library during designated survey periods. Survey methodol-
ogy and distribution remained reasonably consistent in subsequent surveys 
run in 2005, 2008, and 2011. One-page surveys were distributed to those 
entering the library during two-hour time periods in May and completed sur-
veys were returned as users exited the library. Approximately 4,000 surveys 
were returned during each survey year, and they confirmed the importance of 
the library as place for undergraduate students. The surveys over those years 
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Figure 1.5

in-Library Use survey, Number of Respondents by group 2001–2011: 

sessions in Common at UW seattle

2011 2008 2005 2002

Undergraduates 2,495
(74%)
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(69%)

2,091
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(59%)
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(17%)
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(20%)
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(25%)
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(4%)
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(5%)
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(4%)
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Did not state 38
(1%)
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showed a steady increase in the percentage of respondents who were under-
graduates—reaching 75 percent in 2011. Survey results that year also showed 
a decline in the use of library computers and a substantial increase in the use 
of personal computing devices. (See figures 1.5, 1.6, and 1.7.)

Diversity and Organizational Climate Survey

In 2004 the libraries designed and conducted its first Diversity and Organi-
zational Climate Survey. Survey results showed that communication needed 
improvement, and a number of steps were taken to facilitate communication 
at all levels. Similar surveys were run in 2008 and 2011 and showed improve-
ment in communication and diversity importance and action. However, three 
years of budget reductions with no salary increases were factors in low ratings 
for staff support and recognition.

ACTIVITIES DURING LIBRARY VISIT: 
2011/2012 IN-LIBRARY USE SURVEY

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%
Ask for help

L E G E N D

2011                 2012

Look for
material

Work alone Work in
groups

Use library
computer

Use own
computer

Figure 1.7

Figure 1.7

Activities during Library Visit: 2011/2012 in-Library Use survey

www.alastore.ala.org



chapter  one18 /

Other Assessment Activities

While the Triennial Survey remains the centerpiece of the assessment pro-
gram, it is part of a suite of assessment activities that began to coalesce in 
the 1995–99 period. This suite includes e-metrics, usability, other qualitative 
assessment methods, and collaborative assessment both within and external 
to the university.

The work on e-metrics is led by Tim Jewell and colleagues in the Libraries 
Information Resources and Scholarly Communication program. Jewell served 
as an ARL visiting program officer in 1995–96 with a focus on expenditures 
for electronic resources.10 His ARL work led to the development of several 
questions on the ARL Supplementary Statistics Survey that deal with elec-
tronic resource usage and costs. Jewell has continued working with e-metrics 
and had significant involvement in the development of Electronic Resources 
Management systems (ERM), including Project SUSHI during the past ten 
years and in several NISO working groups. More recent e-metrics work has 
involved developing different methods of determining the value of e-journals 
and e-journal packages.

The UW Libraries’ first website was established in autumn 1994 and 
its content was tweaked on an annual basis through 1997 by libraries staff, 
although with little input from the user community. In 1998 a major redesign 
of the website was undertaken with the goal of refocusing it from a library-
centric organizational structure to that of an “information gateway” which 
would enable users to find information that they needed without knowing 
how the library was organized. The libraries collaborated with the UW Depart-
ment of Technical Communications in conducting usability testing with stu-
dents developing the usability protocols and processes. Testing was done in 
the department’s usability lab, which contained a number of tools to support 
different evaluation methods. Significant changes were made to the naviga-
tion and terminology used on the new site as a result of usability testing. 
Usability testing became an integral part of web design, and the libraries 
acquired equipment and expertise to perform its own usability testing begin-
ning in 2001. Subsequent usability efforts have taken place under the aegis 
of the libraries’ Information Technology Services, and notable activities have 
included WorldCat local implementation, LibGuides, and digital library ini-
tiatives.11 The libraries has also used wayfinding to examine the “usability” of 
library physical space.

Qualitative information about library services and resources has tradi-
tionally been derived primarily from survey and suggestion box comments, 
faculty councils, reference transactions, and interactions between subject 
libraries and faculty and graduate students. While survey comments are 
analyzed and categorized, most other qualitative input was not subject to a 
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systematic analysis. In 1998 the libraries conducted its first set of structured 
focus groups, focusing on the biosciences and the fine arts. The bioscience 
focus groups (faculty and graduate students) centered on the use of resources, 
especially electronic resources, while the fine arts focus groups dealt primarily 
with the concept of a central fine arts library that would consolidate exist-
ing libraries for art, drama, and music. Information gleaned from these focus 
groups was used both in planning and for the libraries’ 1998 Triennial Survey, 
which featured special inset surveys for faculty and students in those areas.

Focus groups have been conducted in such areas as interlibrary loan, 
teaching and learning, research needs, scholarly communication, disabled stu-
dent services, and use of electronic and print resources. Three library advisory 
groups (faculty, graduate and professional students, and undergraduates) also 
provide structured input on topics ranging from discovery tools to collabora-
tive work spaces.

Observational studies have also proven valuable, especially for time-sen-
sitive information. Observational studies on the use of services and the use 
of facilities and equipment at specific times of the day have helped adjust 
the location of library computers and desk staffing. Guided observation and 
interviews have been completed, focusing on faculty and graduate student 
searching methods in bibliographic databases and how faculty find and use 
electronic journals. These studies proved quite useful in the development of 
search interfaces.

User surveys in the 1990s revealed that students, especially undergrad-
uates, were the primary users of library facilities. Planning for new and reno-
vated space prior to that time had focused mainly on faculty and library staff 
needs. As use of library space shifted from a collections focus to a user focus, 
efforts were made to gain input from users about their space needs. For exam-
ple, users had the opportunity to try out furniture for renovations in the Ode-
gaard Undergraduate and Suzallo-Allen libraries during internal renovations. 
In general, however, such input was collected indirectly and not in any system-
atic or structured manner.

Two recent renovation projects, the Research Commons and the Ode-
gaard Undergraduate Library, have adopted a user-centered design approach. 
While the Odegaard renovation planning process has just started, students 
are already involved in focus groups, and design concepts. The architectural 
firm responsible for the renovation of the Research Commons space employed 
a user-centered design process that involved charettes and other user involve-
ment throughout the design process, including furniture and equipment 
evaluation.

To create a collaborative environment in which students and faculty can 
come together to share and discuss research, as well as get support for all steps 
of the research process, the design of the Research Commons involved the 
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reconfiguration of 15,500 square feet in the Allen Library into a new type of 
space. When the doors opened in October 2010 it was clear that this space 
was different than any other in the libraries. The majority of the furniture was 
movable for unlimited seating configurations; there were whiteboard surfaces 
on the walls and tables; and new collaborative technology areas with plasma 
screens were available for sharing laptop images.

The same user-centered approach to design that had proven so successful 
was also used to assess how the space was being used. Research Commons 
staff employed several techniques to evaluate why users came to the space, 
what users did in the space, and whether the space fostered collaboration. 
Evaluation methods included observation, discussion groups, and a short sur-
vey in spring 2011. Both the discussion groups and the short survey specifi-
cally asked visitors how they used the space. Each assessment method verified 
the findings of the others: users identified the Commons as collaborative work 
space and enjoyed the ability to customize their work environment with the 
flexible furniture and equipment available to them.

The findings from the survey were even more powerful when compared 
with results from the In-Library Use Survey for nonusers of the Research Com-
mons. By comparing those two surveys we discovered that those who used the 
Research Commons tended to use the library for longer periods of time and 
used more of the services and resources offered by the libraries. Changes made 
based on the results of the discussion groups and surveys included removal of 
some computer workstations and rearrangement of others to deemphasize 
their use as individual work space, and two new reservable group areas were 
created to allow for more and larger group activities.

Collaborative Assessment

The UW Libraries have worked on collaborative assessment efforts with campus, 
organizational, and other institutional partners. The collaborative approach 
provides additional expertise and perspectives that enable richer assessments.

Collaborative assessment efforts with campus partners started in 1994 
around the use of information technology in teaching and learning, especially 
in the UWired program. UWired began in autumn 1994 as a collaborative 
effort among four university units (including the libraries) to help integrate 
information technology and electronic information resources into the cur-
riculum. A UWired evaluation group was established to develop a formative 
assessment program based on evaluation of the various program components 
to support the development and ongoing improvement of UWired offerings. 
Assessment actions included surveying new students and measuring use of 
the Center for Teaching and Learning Technology. Course evaluations focused 
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on competencies and outcomes and establishing outcomes for the major 
UWired activities outside of courses.

The libraries expanded collaboration with the Office of Educational As- 
sess ment and helped add questions relating to library use and satisfaction 
to the OEA’s annual Senior Survey. Collaboration also extended outside the 
UW environment. The University of Washington was one of nine institutions 
that participated in the Coalition for Networked Information (CNI) project 
“Assessing the Academic Networked Environment” in 1997–98. The librar-
ies was the lead party in the UW effort that focused on three major areas: 
use of networked information resources; teaching and learning; and library/ 
information needs assessment. These areas built upon the libraries’ estab-
lished strengths in e-metrics, UWired, and user needs assessment. Project 
briefings on the UW experience in “Assessing the Academic Networked Envi-
ronment” were given at the spring 1998 CNI conference and at the CAUSE con-
ference in December 1998. A full-day pre-conference workshop on “Assessing 
the Academic Networked Environment” was given at the ACRL 9th National 
Conference in 1999, with three of the four presenters from the University of  
Washington.

The University Libraries was one of twelve participants in the ARL 
ServQUAL (later LibQUAL) pilot in 2000. The libraries participated in the 
pilot each year between 2000 and 2003 while still conducting its own sur-
veys. When LibQUAL was finalized for 2004, the decision was made not to 
participate in that survey but to continue with our own. While the LibQUAL 
survey provided some useful information and offered the opportunity to com-
pare results with other research libraries, we believed that local surveys could 
best capture information on user needs and priorities and respond to specific 
issues pertinent to the University of Washington. We also valued the survey 
data we had collected since 1992 and the ability to track changes and trends 
going forward.

The libraries continued to expand its assessment repertoire with new 
collaborative initiatives in information literacy and user-centered design. 
The UW Bothell Library has a long tradition of involvement with course and 
curricular design since its founding in 1991, helping to integrate information 
literacy concepts into the formal academic program. In 2006 Bothell librari-
ans worked with English 102: Writing from Research faculty at the co-located 
community college to rate student work using rubrics. This has evolved into 
a more “practical and sustainable” method of student self-assessment inte-
grated into the course. Identified positive outcomes from this assessment 
method include enhanced student learning, increased faculty-librarian collab-
oration, and higher visibility and relevance of the information literacy instruc-
tion program.12 The effectiveness of this method has also been acknowledged 
through its inclusion in the Outcome Guide used for the course campuswide. 
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Further, the UW Bothell Library was one of five institutions selected to par-
ticipate in the nationwide Rubric Assessment of Information Literacy Skills 
(RAILS) project that began in 2010. Samples of student work were collected 
and evaluated not only with the purpose of assessing students’ learning, but 
also to gauge how well the librarians and faculty were assessing that learning.

Conclusion

The past twenty years have seen library assessment at the University of Wash-
ington grow from an initial survey to a multifaceted assessment program 
that is centered on customer-centered organizational performance within an 
integrated planning and assessment framework. The libraries is recognized 
at the University of Washington as an institutional leader in assessment and 
performance measurement. This has played a key role in decisions to increase 
investment in the libraries. As the university moves to a data-driven alloca-
tion model, it is critical that the libraries present supportive and compelling 
data that demonstrates its value to the university community.

NotEs

 1.  University of Washington Libraries, “UW Libraries Assessment,” http://lib 
.washington.edu/assessment/.

 2.  University of Washington Libraries, “University of Washington Libraries 
Mission and Strategic Plan,” 1991, www.lib.washington.edu/about/
strategicplan/archive/1991/view.

 3.  University of Washington Libraries, “University of Washington Libraries 
Strategic Plan 1995–1999,” 1995, www.lib.washington.edu/about/
strategicplan/archive/1995/view.

 4.  Amos Lakos, Betsy Wilson, and Catherine Larson, “Building a Culture of 
Assessment in Academic Libraries” (paper presented at “Living the Future II” 
conference, Tucson, Arizona, April 21–24, 1998).

 5.  University of Washington Libraries, “Strategic Plan 1999–2003,” 1999, www 
.lib.washington.edu/about/strategicplan/archive/1999/view.

 6.  Steve Hiller, “Assessing User Needs, Satisfaction, and Library Performance at 
the University of Washington Libraries,” Library Trends 49 (2001): 605–25.

 7.  University of Washington Libraries, “Strategic Plan 2002–2005,” 2002, www 
.lib.washington.edu/about/strategicplan/archive/2002-2005-strategic-plan/
view; University of Washington Libraries, “Vision 2010: The Libraries’ 2006–
2010 Strategic Plan,” 2010, www.lib.washington.edu/about/strategicplan/
archive/2006-2010-strategic-plan-vision-2010.

www.alastore.ala.org



from user needs to organizational performance / 23 

 8.  Stephanie P. Wright and Lynda S. White, SPEC Kit 303: Library Assessment 
(Washington, DC: Association of Research Libraries, 2007).

 9.  University of Washington Libraries, “Building Sustainable Futures: The UW 
Libraries 2011–2013 Strategic Plan,” 2011, www.lib.washington.edu/about/
strategicplan.

 10.  Julia C. Blixrud and Timothy D. Jewell, “Understanding Electronic Resources 
and Library Materials Expenditures: An Incomplete Picture,” ARL: A Bimonthly 
Report 197 (1998).

 11.  Christine Tawatao et al., “LibGuides Usability Testing: Customizing a 
Product to Work for Your Users” (paper presented at the Library Assessment 
Conference, Baltimore, Maryland, October 24–27, 2010).

 12.  Leslie Bussert, Karen Diller, and Sue F. Phelps, “Voices of Authentic 
Assessment: Stakeholder Experiences Implementing Sustainable Information 
Literacy Assessments” (paper presented at the Library Assessment 
Conference, Seattle, Washington, August 4–7, 2008).

www.alastore.ala.org



/ 169 

contributors

Terriruth Carrier is new to higher education and library science. She joined 
Syracuse University Library in 2008 as a project manager after spending 
thirty years helping businesses become more productive and efficient using 
Six Sigma and process improvement techniques and methodologies. She is 
now the director of program management at the libraries. Carrier has a BS 
in industrial engineering and operations research and an MS in engineering 
administration, both from Syracuse University. 

Mary-Deirdre Coraggio has worked in public, academic, and technical 
libraries throughout her career. She is currently director of the Information 
Services Office at the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). 
In this role, she directs the NIST Research Library, the NIST Museum and 
History Program, and the NIST Electronic Information Program. Coraggio 
attained her MLIS from Pratt Institute. She is the former head of the Techni-
cal Library Division for the Naval Warfare Center Weapons Division. She is an 
active lecturer, educator, and author. 

www.alastore.ala.org



contributors170 /

Kate Davis was recently named the assistant director for collections and dig-
ital preservation at Scholars Portal, a division of the Ontario Council of Uni-
versity Libraries (OCUL). Prior to this assignment, she was the coordinator of 
the Scholars Portal Ebooks project. Davis earned an MLS in 2006 and an MA 
in Russian and East European studies in 2003, both from the University of 
Toronto. She has worked as a librarian with Scholars Portal since 2006, pro-
viding support to OCUL libraries for various Scholars Portal services.

Kymberly Anne Goodson is a decision support analyst for the University of 
California, San Diego (UCSD) Libraries. Her primary responsibilities include 
investigating the library user experience; developing and implementing ser-
vices to meet user needs; conducting user and usability studies; and collecting 
and analyzing data and other information to support effective library man-
agement decision making. She is currently developing a New Learning Spaces 
program for the UCSD Libraries. Goodson earned her MLIS in 1998 from the 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. She has published in PS: Political 
Science & Politics, the Journal of Access Services, and the Journal of Interlibrary 
Loan, Document Delivery, and Electronic Reserve. 

Steve Hiller is director of planning and assessment at the University of 
Washington Libraries. Prior to assuming this position in 2006, he had been 
head of science libraries and library assessment coordinator. Hiller has been 
active in the library assessment community for twenty years, presenting and 
publishing widely on assessment-related topics. He also serves as an assess-
ment consultant and is co-chair of the Library Assessment Conference, which 
has been held biennially since 2006. His current interests include user needs 
assessment, organizational performance metrics, and developing organiza-
tional capacity for assessment.

Laurel Ann Littrell is the director of library planning and assessment at Kan-
sas State University Libraries. Her previous positions at Kansas State include 
head of the General Information Services Department, interim assistant dean 
for Public Services, chair of Social Sciences/Humanities Libraries, and human-
ities reference librarian. Littrell is an active member on university committees 
and councils related to assessment, technology, planning, and mentoring. She 
received her MLS from Emporia State University. She also earned a BM and an 
MM degree in music theory/composition from Kansas State University and a 
DMA from the Conservatory of Music at the University of Missouri–Kansas 
City.

Susan Makar is a librarian and laboratory liaison in the Electronic Infor-
mation and Publications Program at the National Institute of Standards and 

www.alastore.ala.org



contributors / 171 

Technology (NIST), an agency of the U.S. Department of Commerce. As the 
liaison to the Material Measurement Laboratory and the NIST Program Coor-
dination Office, Makar performs impact analyses and publication assessments 
for NIST scientists, technical staff, and management. She began her library 
career as a reference librarian at Texas Tech University Libraries, where she 
later served as coordinator of computer-assisted search services. Makar has 
also served as a science reference librarian at Georgetown University Librar-
ies. She earned her MLIS from the University of Iowa.

Lucretia McCulley is currently director of outreach services at Boatwright 
Memorial Library, University of Richmond, Virginia. McCulley provides 
administrative oversight for the Outreach Services Division, which includes 
instruction and information services; customer service; and stacks, building, 
and interlibrary loan services. Other areas of responsibility include assess-
ment, marketing, public relations, and staff development. McCulley serves 
as the liaison librarian for the Jepson School of Leadership Studies and the 
Women, Gender and Sexuality Studies Program. She received a BA in history 
from Salem College and an MSLS from the University of Tennessee. She is 
currently a consulting editor for the SAGE Reference handbook series on var-
ious leadership topics, including Gender and Women’s Leadership: A Reference 
Handbook and Political and Civic Leadership: A Reference Handbook.

Carol Mollman, following a career in the business sector and as an adjunct 
professor in business communications at Aurora University, transitioned into 
academic librarianship as associate director of the Kopolow Business Library 
at Washington University in St. Louis. She is currently assessment coordina-
tor for the Washington University Libraries. Mollman earned an MBA from 
Columbia University and an MLIS from the University of Kentucky. She fre-
quently presents on assessment and business-related topics. She also currently 
serves on the Library Advisory Board of the Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis.

Sarah Anne Murphy has held numerous positions at the Ohio State Univer-
sity Libraries since 1999. She is currently coordinator of assessment there. 
Murphy earned an MLS degree from Kent State University in 2000 and an 
MBA from Ohio State’s Fisher College of Business in 2008. She is the author 
of The Librarian as Information Consultant (2011) and has published papers on 
Lean Six Sigma, mentoring, and issues related to veterinary medicine libraries 
in College & Research Libraries, the Journal of Academic Librarianship, and the 
Journal of the Medical Library Association.

Mylene Ouimette is a research librarian and laboratory liaison in the Research 
Library and Information Group at the National Institute of Standards and 

www.alastore.ala.org



contributors172 /

Technology (NIST). Ouimette conducts impact analyses, market and indus-
try research, and other assessment studies for scientists and managers in the 
NIST Physical Measurement Laboratory (PML). She also represents and artic-
ulates the PML’s needs in all matters related to the NIST Research Library’s 
collections and services. Ouimette has master degrees in both engineering 
and library science from the University of Maryland.

Chestalene Pintozzi has held several positions at the University of Arizona 
(UA) Libraries since 1989. She is currently director of project management and 
assessment. Pintozzi has served on the UA Libraries’ Information Resources 
Council and the Strategic Long Range Planning Team and on the University 
of Arizona’s Strategic Planning and Budget Advisory Committee. Prior to her 
tenure at the UA Libraries, Pintozzi was the geology librarian at the University 
of Texas at Austin. Pintozzi earned her MLIS from the University of Texas at 
Austin in 1982. She has published in Library Administration & Management 
and presented at the American Library Association’s Annual Conferences. 

Barbara P. Silcox is program manager for the Electronic Information and 
Publications Program at the National Institute of Standards and Technology 
(NIST), an agency of the U.S. Department of Commerce. Silcox has enjoyed 
a career in a variety of library and information settings, including two years 
with the Baldrige National Quality Program at NIST where she conducted 
marketing and outreach activities and contributed to the rewriting of the 
2000 Education Criteria for Performance Excellence. Silcox earned her MLS 
from the University of Maryland. She has published papers and presented on 
topics related to organizational performance assessment.

Daniel Suchy served as a user services technology analyst at the University 
of California, San Diego Libraries until 2012, when he became manager of 
the UC San Diego Instructional Web Development Center. As user services 
technology analyst, Suchy experimented with a broad range of technologies 
to improve the library user experience. In his new role, Suchy is working to 
identify and implement a technical strategy for online course delivery and 
faculty support. He also oversees the campus’s course podcast program and 
works toward making it and other online instruction offerings more acces-
sible to those with disabilities. Suchy received both an MIS and an MLS from 
Indiana University. His recent publications have appeared in Code4Lib Journal 
and D-Lib Magazine. 

Dana Thomas has been a librarian at Ryerson University Library and Archives 
since 2005, after earning her MIS degree from the University of Toronto’s 
iSchool. At Ryerson, Thomas has worked in the areas of serials, electronic 

www.alastore.ala.org



contributors / 173 

resources, and collection management and evaluation. She is currently the 
evaluation and assessment librarian at Ryerson and chairs the Evaluation 
and Assessment Committee for the Ontario Council of University Libraries 
(OCUL). From 2010 to 2011, Thomas was seconded to the Scholars Portal 
project within OCUL to establish an evaluation and assessment for the con-
sortium. Thomas has presented at numerous Canadian and international con-
ferences and with Ophelia Cheung and Susan Patrick has coauthored the book 
New Approaches to E-Reserve: Linking, Sharing and Streaming (2010).

Emily Thornton has worked in the administration office of the Emory Uni-
versity Libraries for nearly five years. After earning a BA in anthropology from 
Emory University, she enrolled in the SLIS program at the University of South 
Carolina. Thornton completed her MLIS degree in 2012. Her interests include 
the user experience and digital librarianship in the field of academic libraries. 

Nancy B. Turner is librarian and research and assessment analyst at Syracuse 
University Library. In this role she collects and analyzes qualitative and quan-
titative data to understand changing user needs for library resources, services, 
and facilities. Turner earned an MLIS from Clark Atlanta University, an MA 
in social sciences from the University of Chicago, and a BA in anthropology 
from the University of Pennsylvania. Her research interests include the use of 
anthropological methods in understanding the culture of libraries and their 
users; information-seeking behavior and the usability of web interfaces; and 
the organization of data for library assessment.

Xuemao Wang is dean and university librarian at the University of Cincin-
nati, effective August 31, 2012. He was most recently the associate vice pro-
vost for the Emory University Libraries, where he provided oversight for the 
day-to-day operations of the libraries and directly supervised the libraries’ 
Administration Division, Content Division, and Services Division. Wang cur-
rently serves as chair of the IFLA Knowledge Management section. He has a 
strong interest and background in information technology management and 
global librarianship and has worked to strengthen ties between American and 
Chinese libraries. Wang earned an MLS from Kutztown University of Penn-
sylvania, an MLIS from the University of South Carolina, and an MBA from 
Hofstra University. He has authored several papers and book chapters, and is 
regularly invited to give international keynote presentations. 

Lynda S. White has worked at the University of Virginia Library since 
1977, holding various positions in the Fiske Kimball Fine Arts Library and 
in Management Information Services. She received an MS in library science 
from the University of North Carolina in 1972 and an MA in art history from 

www.alastore.ala.org



contributors174 /

the University of Virginia in 1979. White has been on the executive boards 
of both the Visual Resources Association and the Art Libraries Society. She 
has published several articles in both art and library journals; the ArtMARC 
Sourcebook: Cataloging Art, Architecture, and Their Visual Images (1998); and 
with Stephanie Wright, an ARL SPEC Kit on Library Assessment (2007). 

Stephanie Wright earned her MLIS from the University of Washington in 
2001. After working as a computing trainer for the Bill & Melinda Gates Foun-
dation, she returned to the University of Washington Libraries as a science 
librarian. In 2006 Wright became management information librarian in the 
Libraries Office of Assessment and Planning. She has helped to coordinate 
multiple library user surveys, managed collection of various library statistics, 
served on the conference planning team for the 2008 Library Assessment 
Conference, and coauthored an ARL SPEC Kit on Library Assessment. Wright 
was appointed the data services coordinator for the University of Washington 
Libraries in 2010.

www.alastore.ala.org



/ 175 

a
AAA Awards, 166
academic libraries

program management 
centers and, 59–70

support analysts and, 117–127
Academic Libraries Trends and Statistics, 

152
access

systems, 102
workflows, 69

Access and Information Services Team 
(AIST), 47

accreditation, 7, 55, 131, 134, 141, 156
accuracy, improved process, 66
Action Gap surveys, 45–47
activities

assessments and, 161
developing programs and, 4–8
ISO and, 81

local surveys and, 11–21
organizational agility and, 77
performance tracking and, 25
support for, 162–164

administrators, 125–126
advisement, 97
advocacy, OCUL and, 102
after-action reviews, 81
analysis

Baldrige Framework and, 76
collection overlap, 104
project management center and, 61
self-assessment and, 96

analyst positions
about, 117–118
considerations for, 125–127
creating, 118–121
model, 118–121, 124–125
project life cycle, 121
selected projects, 122–124

index

www.alastore.ala.org



indeX176 /

analysts, responsibilities of, 121
application analyst, 61
articles, delivery of, 148–149
Assessment Lite projects, 164
assessments

building of, 6–7
collaborative types, 20–22
customer satisfaction, 50
Effective, Sustainable, and Practical, 36
evidence-based, 73
information literacy rubric, 151
ISO and, 81
library project component, 60
methodologies, 133
needs based, 49
ongoing, 4–6
Online Research Lab, 49–50
Ontario Council program, 101–115
planning and, 7–11
positions for, 118
presenting, 161
programs, 155–167
project management center and, 61
quality management and, 47–48
service quality, 49
support analysts and, 122
sustainable, 35–36
task force teams, 156–157
time for, 104
Washington University and, 155–167

Association of Research Libraries (ARL), 7, 
42, 59, 156

b
Balanced Scorecard (performance model), 

vii, 2, 10
balanced scorecards, 31–35
Baldrige Criteria and Framework, vii, 

73–88
benchmarking project, 30–31
Bengtson, Betty, 3, 13
Bird Library (Syracuse University), 63
board meetings, 83
Boatwright Memorial Library Assessment 

Committee, xii, 141–152

books
counting usage and, 107
delivery of, 148–149
desensitization and, 66
return processes and, 30–31

Brigham Young University (BYU), 47–48
buddies, new hires and, 80
budgets

about, 50–51
analysts and, 125
gate counts and, 68
issues with, 122
reduction strategies, 123
using data and, 61

business analysts, xi
business plans, 93–94, 97
Business Process Support Team (BPST), 94
buy-in, 95

c
cabinets, 8–9, 48–49, 52
CampusLabs surveys, 146, 149–150
Canadian Research Knowledge Network 

(CRKN), 105
career progression, 45
categories, Baldrige criteria, 76
change requests, 94
climate surveys, 17
Coalition for Networked Information 

(CNI), 21
coalitions, forming, 165
code, compliance and definitions, 106–107
collaboration

assessments and, 20–22
Liaison Program and, 83
planning, 102
support analysts and, 119
work spaces and, 19–20

collections
inefficiencies in practices, 63–64
OCUL and, 105
overlap analysis, 104
overlap tools, 112
services analysts, xi

College & Research Libraries (journal), 26

www.alastore.ala.org



indeX / 177 

Colorado Alliance, 112–113
commercial resources/providers, 104
committeesBalanced Scorecard, 32

data compiling, 136
goals of, 143–144
library assessment and 

metrics, 2, 142–144
strategic planning, 2
Strategic Planning Action Team, ix
web usability, 33

commons, designing, 19–20
communication, 34–35

skills for, 133
tools for, 61
vision and, 165–166
workforce development and, 85–87

comparisons, COUNTER and, 106
conferences, 117
consolidation, 166
consortial labels, 113
consultants

about, 97
coaching roles, 160
external, 103
training and, 93

content management tools, 61
continuing education, 144
Continuous Organizational Renewal 

(CORe), 43
Cook, Colleen, 45
Cook, Douglas, 166–167
coordinators, assessment types, 157–161
Corragio, Mary-Deirdre, x
cost analysis, 123
COUNTER compliance, xi, 105–109
Counting Opinions LIBSTAT Survey, 146, 

148
counts, entering and exit, 63
criteria, Baldrige Framework, 75–78, 98
critical thinking, assessing, 49
cross-functional teams, 49
cross-sectional representation, 159
“culture of assessment,” 2, 5–6
custodial department, 67–68
customer service training, 30

customers
assessments of, 50
Balanced Scorecards and, 32
Baldrige Framework and, 76
feedback from, 83
focus, 42
focus on, 93
LibQUAL and, 46
performance and, 77
quality management and, 42
self-assessment and, 96
treatment of, 34

D
dashboards, 62, 68
data

analysis of, 158
application and statistical analysts, 61
collection conclusions, 110–111
collection inefficiencies in, 63–64
compiling committee, 136
customer friendly, 125
importing and harvesting, 108
limiting, 32
logging, 107
presenting, 35–36
repositories for, 68–70
tracking and, 156

Davis, Kate, xi
decision support, xi, 97, 118, 123
Delivery, Description, and Acquisitions 

team, 49
design, COUNTER and, 108
development

evaluation and assessment 
program, 101–115

opportunities for, 85
public services and, 137
user survey programs, 27–28

digitization
information and, 123
innovations and, 93
library initiatives and, 18
projects and, 26
rights management and, 107

www.alastore.ala.org



indeX178 /

director responsibilities, 8, 131–133
discovery catalog options, 164
diversity

quality management and, 42
surveys and, 17

DMAIC model, viii
Document Delivery, 148–149
downloads, tracking, 105–106
drives, shared, 69

E
e-journals

COUNTER and, 106
value of, 18

e-metrics, 18
e-resources, 102–103
EBSCO (database), 105, 112
Effective, Sustainable, and Practical (ESP), 

assessment, 36
electronic devices, 67
Electronic Information and Publications 

(program), 74
Electronic Resources Management (ERM), 

18, 105, 108
Emory University (Georgia), 91–99
empowerment, 42, 166
engagement, staff and, 85
Enterprise Services Portfolio 

Management, 47
entitlements, 113
environmental scans, 48–49
ethnographic methods, 144
evaluation

accommodating changes in, 108
time for, 104

evaluation programs, 101–115
evidence-based decisions, 2
Ex Libris (tool), 108
external scans, 104, 112

F
facilities use assessment, 61
faculty

definition of, 13
reorganization and, 136–137
surveying, 160

federated search, 112
feedback, 83, 85–86, 114
fees, 52–53, 123
fill rates, 122
finances, 32, 50
Finding Information in a New Landscape 

(FINL), 44
First Year Seminars (FYS), 151
flexibility, quality management and, 42
focus groups, 18–19, 35, 146, 159
follow-up interviews, 30
forms, survey types, 2
Fostering Courageous Inquiry (strategic 

plan), 93
framework, 75–79
free access labels, 113
Friends of the Library, 123
functional teams, 48–49
funding, 32, 50

G
Gale (database), 105, 112
gap analysis, 47, 55, 87, 97, 124
gate and security alarm project, 63–68
gate counts, 123
Gerould, James Thayer, 25
goals

individual development plans and, 87
Liaison program and, 84
Library Assessment Committee 

and, 143–144
personal, 45
strategic and operational, 87

Gold Rush (tool), 112–113
Goodson, Kymberly, xi
Google Scholar, 112
Griles, Dave, 28
groups, 3, 6, 9, 113, 150
growth and learning, 32
guidelines, business plans and, 94–95

h
Heath, Fred, 45
HEDS/NITLE survey, 146
Hiller, Steve, ix, 6, 8, 36, 141
hiring, budgets and, 51

www.alastore.ala.org



indeX / 179 

holdings, 113–114
HTML, usage data and, 106
hub of knowledge, 159–160

i
identity, ISO and, 85
ILLIAD software, 149
implementation, 125–127
improvement, 52, 78–81, 126
in-class surveys, 146
In-Library Use survey, ix, 4, 9, 15–17
indexing databases, 105
individual development plans (IDP), 87
information commons (IC), 46–47
information literacy assessment rubric, 

151
Information Services Office (ISO)

about, 73–74
background, 74–75
Baldrige criteria and framework, 75–78
building a culture, 78–81
development and performance, 85–87
Lab Liaison program, 74, 82–84
role model practices, 82
vision implementation project, 84–85

information technology (IT), 120
infrastructure of assessments, 3
institutionalizing approaches, 166–167
institutions, 114, 142
Instructional Services team, 49
Intel Corporation, 43
Interlibrary Loan (ILL), 148–149
interlibrary loans, 43–44, 102, 123
internal processes, 32
internal scans, 104, 112
interns, 28
interviewing processes, 63
interviews, assessment teams and, 159
IPEDS surveys, 8
ISSN lists, 113

J
Jewell, Tim, 18
job satisfaction survey, 34–35
journal subscriptions, 112
journal system, 102

K
Kansas State University, 129–139
Kaplan, Robert S., 45
Kenneth S. Allen Endowment Fund, 13
Knowledge Continuum, 75, 79
knowledge hub, building, 159–160
knowledge management, 76, 96
knowledge-sharing, 80
Kotter, John P., 164–166
Kyrillidou, Martha, 7

l
Lab Liaison program, 74, 82–84
labels, 113
Lakos, Amos, 5
laptop/mobile computing, 36–37
leadership

Baldrige Framework, 76
environment and, 78–79
organizational profiles and, 97
self-assessment and, 97

Lean Six Sigma, vii
learning

assessments of, 49
Balanced Scorecards and, 32
goals of, 45
online vs. standard, 50
outcomes of, 133
quality management and, 42

LibGuides, 18, 146
LibPAS, 97, 123
LibQUAL, x, 30, 45–47, 123, 134, 156
LibQUAL+, 7
LibQUAL Lite, 135
librarians

collaboration with faculty and, 21–22
evaluation and assessment 

types, 101, 104–105
information types, 8–9
liaison, 143, 151
minority and, 97
music type, 34
public service types, 110
research and development, 138
resources type, 29
roles of and, x, xii

www.alastore.ala.org



indeX180 /

librarians (cont.)

service quality types, 136
subject types, 10, 164
tracking users and, 37

libraries
assessment committees and, 142–144
cabinet and, 8–9, 48–49, 52
measures data repository, 68–70
quality of, 49–50

Libraries Assessment and Metrics Team 
(LAMT), ix, 2, 9

Library Assessment Conference, 2
Library Directions (newsletter), 6, 12
Library Scorecard, 10
Library Services Survey, 50
Library Trends (journal), 7
light archive model, 102
literacy assessment rubric, 151
literature review, projects and, 121
Littrell, Laurel, xii
load rights, 105
local shared drives, 69
local surveys, 11–12
logging data, 107
Los Alamos National Laboratory, 92

M
maintenance department, 67–68
Makar, Susan, x
Making Library Assessment Work 

(article), 7, 165
management

information librarians, 8
information services, 28–30
University of Arizona, 41–54

Management by Planning (MBP), 43
marketing activities, 121
McCulley, Lucretia, xii
measure-based approach, 45
measurement

Baldrige Framework, 76
self-assessment and, 96

measures of performance, 46, 73
Measuring the Impact of Networked 

Electronic Services (MINES), 103
Media Resource Center (MRC), 149

meetings, liaisons and, 83
merit-based approach, 45
metadata, 69
methodologies

organizational performance 
excellence, 92

planning, assessment, and, 133
quality and, 60
refining, 83
tools and, 144–146

metrics
business planning and, 97–98
project management center  

and, 61
using, 32–33

MIS projects, 30–31
MISO surveys, 146
mission-critical process, 45
mission statements, 10, 29, 79
mobile access, 123
models, staffing, 52
Mollman, Carol, xii
monitoring, 81, 121
Museum and History (program), 74

n
National Institute of Standards and 

Technology (NIST), 73, 82, 84
needs, 49, 112
Negotiations Resource Teams, 105
New Employee Orientation, 82
new hires, 74, 80
Nielsen, Ernie, 47–48
NIST Monthly Highlights (publication), 83
Northwest Commission on Colleges and 

Universities, 7
Norton, David P., 45
not-for-profit settings, Baldrige and, 95

o
observational studies, 19, 150
Office of Educational Assessment  

(OEA), 12
Office of Management Services (OMS), 42
On-Demand Information Delivery, 50
online courses vs. standard learning, 50

www.alastore.ala.org



indeX / 181 

online database recommendation service, 
124

online instruction guides, 69
Online Research Lab, assessments and, 

49–50
online services, 124
online tutorials, testing and, 122
Ontario Council of University Libraries 

(OCUL)
about, 101–102
COUNTER and data portal, 105–109
history of program, 103–104
librarian for, 104–105
MINES, 109–111
program, 105
serials collection tool, 111–114

open access labels, 113
open archive model, 102
open-ended descriptions, 69
OpenURL link resolver, 109
operations

Baldrige Framework and, 76
goals, 87
self-assessment and, 96
staff and, 84–85

opt-in basis, 105
organizational agility

about, 73–74
background, 74–75
Baldrige Criteria and 

Framework, 75–78
development and management,  

85–87
knowledge, sharing, improvement, 

results, 78–81
Lab Liaison program, 74, 82–84
profiles and, 96
role model practices, 82
vision implementation project, 84–85

organizational performance excellence
about, 91–92
Baldrige criteria for, 94–95
integration, communication, 

engagement, 98–99
introducing, 92–94
self-assessment, 96–98

Ouimette, Mylene, x
outliers, 33

p
page views, 108
Pareto graph, 66–67
participation rates, 162–163
Patron Driven Access (PDA), 50
patron usage, 109
patrons

See customers
pay increases, 45
PDF, usage data and, 106
performance

about, 1–2
activities and, 18–20
Balanced Scorecard model, 2
balanced scorecards, 31–35
Baldrige Framework and, 73
building of assessments and, 6–7
collaborative assessments and, 20–22
management information 

services, 28–30
measures of, 45–46
MIS projects, 30–31
ongoing assessments and, 4–6
planning, assessments and, 7–11
plans for, 85
program foundation, 2–4
reporting of, 94
surveys, 11–17
user survey programs and, 27–28

Performance Effectiveness Management 
System (PEMS), 44–45, 74, 85–87

permissions, websites and, 69
personal goals, 45
Phipps, Shelley, 5
physical space, 148
Pintozzi, Chestalene, x
PITCrew, 44
Plan, Do, Check, Act model (PDCA), 44
plan development, analysts and, 121
planning

assessments and, 7–11, 129
future of, 137–138
long-term usability, 122

www.alastore.ala.org



indeX182 /

planning (cont.)

office of, 130–133
process of, 159
projects and accomplishments, 

134–137
reorganizing, 130
short-term, 166
space considerations, 163

platforms, COUNTER and, 107
policy review, 123
position creation, 47–48
presentations, assessments and, 161
price increases, subscriptions and, 112
Process Improvement Resources Group 

(PIRG), 44, 61
professional development, 87, 102
profiles, organizational, 78
program foundations, 2–4
Program Management Center

about, 59–60
creating, 60–63
gate and security alarm project, 63–68
library measures data 

repository, 68–70
Program Management Center, 59–70
program managers, 75
programs

Effective, Sustainable, and Practical, 33
Electronic Information and 

Publications, 74
Lab Liaison, 74, 82–84
Museum and History, 74
Ontario Council, 101–115
quality types, 47
Research Library Information, 74
tracking performance of, 33
University of Washington, 1–22
user survey, 27–28

Project COUNTER, 106
project management, 47–48
Project Management Center (PMC), 60–63
project management professional (PMP), 

60–61
project-oriented approach, 61
project selection, 160
Project SUSHI, 18

projects
Coalition for Networked 

Information, 21
COUNTER, 105–109
digitization, 26
feedback and, 83
Finding Information in a New 

Landscape (FINL), 44
gate and security alarm, 63–68
managers for, 120
MIS types, 30–31
process improvement, 44
Project SUSHI, 18
RAILS, 22
reshelving types, 44
restructuring, assessment, 

planning and, 47–48
strategic types, 50
support for, 162–164
Vision Implementation, 74, 82, 84–85

ProQuest (database), 105, 112
proxy servers, 108
PsycINFO (database), 105
publisher package labels, 113

Q
QR codes, 137
qualitative information, 18–19, 133
quality management

about, 41–42
challenges, 53–54
current state of, 49–50
future of, 51–53
introducing process 

improvement and, 42–45
LibQUAL and Action Gap 

surveys, 45–47
restructuring and, 47–48
results of, 50–51

quality programs, 46–47, 51–53
Question Pro, 28

r
reading options, 108
reference books, delivery of, 148–149
reference services use, 31

www.alastore.ala.org



indeX / 183 

RefWorks, 102
reorganization, 136–137
reporting lines, 125
reports

COUNTER and, 107
support analysts and, 119
tracking and, 31

repositories, 68–70
repurposing positions, 157–158
research, OCUL and, 102
research librarian, 137
Research Library Information  

(program), 74
research methodology, 158
reserves processing, 43–44, 123
reshelving, 43–45
resources

electronic, 105
evaluating, 108
switching between, 113

responsibilities, feedback and, 85
restructuring

position creation, 47–48
quality management and, 47–48
University of Arizona, 51–53

results
assessment teams and, 161
focus on, 77
information literacy rubric, 151
LIBSTAT surveys, 147–148
organizational agility and, 78–81
quality management, 50–51
quiet and group observations, 150
self-assessments and, 96
tracking and monitoring, 81
University of Arizona, 50–51
Washington University, 163

role model practices, 74, 82
Rubric Assessment of Information 

Literacy Skills (RAILS), 22

S
SACS Assessment Plan, 149–150
salary negotiations, 125
satisfaction, customers, 42
satisfaction by group, 14

scans, external environmental, 104, 112
Scholarly Stats (tool), 108
Scholars Portal Operations Team, xi, 

102–103
Scholars Portal Usage Data (SPUD), 107
schools, holdings and, 114
scope, determining, 69
SCOPUS (database), 105
searches, 149, 164
seating capacity, data analysis and, 122
sections, 107–108
secure documents, 69
security alarm and gate project, 63–68
Self, Jim, 7, 26–27, 36, 141
self-assessments, 21, 92–93, 95–98
self-booking system, 124
self-check circulation, 66
self-service, 122
seminar information rubric, 151
senior management groups, 95, 97
Serials Collection Overlap Tool, xi, 105
Serials Collection Overlap Tool (SCOT), 

111, 113
service quality, assessing, 49, 160
service quality, librarian, 135–136
Service Quality Survey, xii
service statistics, 152
services portfolio, 125
SERVQUAL, 30
SFX (tool), 102, 108, 112–113
shared positions, 29
SharePoint, 61, 65, 69
sharing, organizational agility and, 78–81
shelving processes, 30–31
Silcox, Barbara, x
single-page views, 108
Six Sigma/DMAIC, 44, 60, 63
skill set gaps, identifying, 87
skill summarizing, 157
skills, writing, 84
skills mix, 76
Society for Scholarly Publishing, 84
software application development, 61
space management, 148–150, 156
space planning, 163
space reconfiguration efforts, 122

www.alastore.ala.org



indeX184 /

SPEC kits, 8
special collections, 93
Special Libraries Association, 84
staff

development surveys, 34–35
efficient data collection, 68
feedback from, 85–86
increasing need for, 118
programs for, 74
reorganization and, 136–137
repository training and, 69
shared positions, 29
Vision Implementation 

Project and, 84–85
staffing models, 52
stakeholders

academic libraries and, 117
assessment programs and, 155–167
quality management and, 53–54

standard learning vs. online courses, 50
standardized reports, 65
standards, examples, 43
statistic aggregation tools, 108
statistical analyst, 61
statistical reports, 31
strategic frameworks, 48
strategic goals, 87
Strategic Leadership Council, 131
Strategic Long Range Planning Team 

(SLRP), 2, 43, 48, 50
strategic planning

assessment planning and, 4
Baldrige Framework, 76, 96
building of, 6
integrating planning and 

assessment, 10
maps, 10–11
quality management and, 47–48
reviewing, 48
self-assessment and, 96
support and, 157–158

Strategic Planning Action Team, ix
Stubbs, Kendon, 26–27
student fees, 52–53
student learning, assessing, 49
StudentVoice surveys, 146, 149–150

styles of coordinators, 157
subject disciplines, 110
subscriptions to journals, 112
Suchy, Daniel, xi
suggestion boxes, 146
support, securing, 157–158, 162–164
surveys

Academic Libraries Trends 
and Statistics, 152

Action Gap and LibQUAL, 45–47
assessment teams and, 159
CampusLabs, 149–150
customer satisfaction, 45
diversity and climate, 17
Document Delivery, 148–149
faculty, 160
forms, 2
HEDS/NITLE, 146
in-class, 146
in-library use, 4, 15–17
LibQUAL, 30
LibQUAL and, 45–47
Library Services, 50
LIBSTAT results, 147–148
local, 11–12
MINES, 103
MISO, 146
Quiet and Group, 150
results of, 30–31
service quality, 160
SERVQUAL, 30
StudentVoice, 149–150
triennial types, 12–15
user types, 27–28

SUSHI, 108
sustainable assessments, 35–36
Syracuse University (New York),  

59–70
systems-oriented approach, 76–77

T
tagging, 69
task force, 156–157
teams

Access and Information Services, 47
cross-functional, 49

www.alastore.ala.org



indeX / 185 

Delivery, Description, and 
Acquisitions, 49

functional, 48–49
Instructional Services, 49
Library Assessment and 

Metrics, 2, 9–10
PITCrew, 44
process improvement, 44
reshelving project, 44
Strategic Long Range Planning, 43, 50
Strategic Planning Action, 2, 10
User Experience, 33–34

teamwork, 42
technology, analysts and, 121
templates, 87
testing usability, 122–124
Thomas, Dana, xi
360 Counter (tool), 108
title uses, 107
titles, comparing, 114
tools and methods, assessment, 144–146
Total Quality Management (TQM), x, 42
tracking

data and, 156
performance and, 25–36
results and, 81
tools for, 83

training
assessment coordinators, 162
customer service, 30
external consultants, 93
funding for, 50
liaisons and, 83
repositories and, 69

transformative change, 164–167
Triennial (project), ix
triennial surveys, 9, 12–15
tuition increases, 52–53
tutorials, usability testing and, 122
two-page views, 108

u
Ulrich’s Serials Analysis (tool), 112
University of Arizona, 5, 41–54
University of California, San Diego, 

117–127

University of Richmond, 141–152
University of Virginia, 7, 25–36
University of Washington, 1–22
University of Waterloo, 5
urgency, establishing a sense of, 164
usability

assessment activities, 18
testing and, 165–166
websites and, 33

usage data, 104–109
logging, 107
print to data transition, 112

user access, determining, 69
user behavior, accommodating, 108
user-centered design, 19, 131
User Experience Team, 34
user needs

activities, 18–20
building assessments, 6–7
collaborative assessments, 20–22
ongoing assessment and, 4–6
planning and assessments, 7–11
program foundation, 2–4
surveys, 11–17

user services technology analysts, xi,  
120, 123

user surveys, 19, 27–28
UStat (tool), 108
UWired, 20–21

V
views, tracking, 105–106
vision, 79, 165–166
Vision Implementation Project (ViP), xi, 

74, 82, 84–85
visionary leadership, 77
voice of the customer (VOC), 97
volunteer assessment teams, 155

W
Wang, Xuemao, xi
Washington University

about, 155–156
assessment at, 156–158
coordinator and teams at, 1 

58–161

www.alastore.ala.org



indeX186 /

Washington University (cont.)

support for activities, 162–164
transformative change, 164–167

Web of Science (database), 105
Web Usability Committees, 33
websites

about, 18
mobile access, 123
results and, 161
testing usability, 33, 122

White, Lynda, ix, 28
Why Transformation Efforts Fail  

(article), 164

Wilson, Betsy, 5, 13
workbooks, business plans and, 94–95
workflow analysis, 61
workforce, 76–77, 85–87, 96
Workforce Development systems, 74
worklife surveys, 35
WorldCat, 18
Wright, Stephanie, ix, 36
writing skills, 84
writing surveys, assessment teams  

and, 159

www.alastore.ala.org


	The Quality Infrastructure: Measuring, Analyzing, and Improving Library Services
	Contents
	Introduction
	Chapter 1: From User Needs to Organizational Performance: Twenty Years of Assessment at the University of Washington Libraries
	Program Foundation, 1991–1994
	Developing an Ongoing Assessment Program, 1995–1999
	Building Effective, Sustainable and Practical Library Assessment, 1999–2005
	Integrating Planning and Assessment, 2006–2011
	Assessment Activities: Local Surveys
	Other Assessment Activities
	Collaborative Assessment
	Conclusion

	Chapter 2: Tracking Our Performance: Assessment at the University of Virginia Library
	Development of the User Survey Program
	The Evolution of the Management Information Services Department
	Selected MIS Projects
	The Balanced Scorecard Project
	Sustainable Assessment
	Conclusion

	Chapter 3: The Implementation and Evolution of Quality Management in the University of Arizona Libraries
	Introducing Quality Management and Process Improvement
	Introduction of LibQUAL and Action Gap Surveys
	Restructuring, Project Management, Assessment, and Strategic Planning
	Current State of Quality in the Libraries
	Results of the University of Arizona Libraries’ Focus on Quality
	The Future of Quality in the University of Arizona Libraries
	Challenges
	Conclusions

	Chapter 4: Committed to Quality: Syracuse University Library’s Program Management Center
	Creating the Program Management Center
	Gate and Security Alarm Project
	Library Measures Data Repository
	Conclusion

	Chapter 5: Thriving through Organizational Agility: The NIST Information Services Office’s Baldrige Journey
	Background
	The Baldrige Criteria and Framework
	Building a Culture Focused on Knowledge Sharing, Improvement, and Results
	Role Model Practices
	ISO’s Lab Liaison Program
	Vision Implementation Project
	ISO’s Workforce Development and Performance Management Systems
	Conclusion

	Chapter 6: Pursuing Organizational Performance Excellence: The Emory University Libraries’ Journey
	Introducing Organizational Performance Excellence, 2006–2009
	Introducing the Baldrige Criteria for Performance Excellence, 2009–2010
	The Self-Assessment, 2010–present
	Conclusion: Integration, Communication, and Wider Engagement, 2012–Future

	Chapter 7: The Development of an Evaluation and Assessment Program for the Ontario Council of University Libraries
	History of Evaluation and Assessment at OCUL
	The Evaluation and Assessment Librarian
	The Evaluation and Assessment Program
	COUNTER Compliance and the Scholars Portal Usage Data Portal
	A Second Iteration of MINES for Libraries at OCUL
	The Serials Collection Overlap Tool: Facilitating Evidence-Based Collection Development
	Conclusion

	Chapter 8: Creating Analyst Positions in an Academic Library: The UC-San Diego Example
	Evolution of the Analyst Position Model: The UCSD Libraries’ Solution
	Typical Project Life Cycle
	Selected Projects of the Decision Support and User Services Technology Analysts
	Benefits and Challenges of the Analyst Model
	Considerations for Libraries Thinking of Implementing the Analyst Model
	Conclusion

	Chapter 9: Kansas State University Libraries Office of Library Planning and Assessment
	Reorganizing for the Twenty-First Century
	The Office of Library Planning and Assessment
	Projects and Accomplishments
	Looking to the Future
	Conclusion

	Chapter 10: Building an Assessment Program in the Liberal Arts College Library
	Institutional Context
	Creating a Library Assessment Committee
	Assessment Tools and Methods
	Assessment Findings
	First Year Seminar Information Literacy Assessment Rubric
	Library Statistics
	Conclusion

	Chapter 11: Developing a Library Assessment Program at Washington University in St. Louis
	A Brief Chronology of Assessment at Washington University Libraries
	Roles of the Assessment Coordinator and the Assessment Team
	Securing Staff Support for Library Assessment Activities
	Assessment and Transformative Change
	Conclusion

	Contributors
	Index



