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Key findings

Structure and future direction

¢ Head and senior librarian and learning staff report that almost a half of institutions in
HE and a third in FE have integrated or shared library/LRC services such as with IT
or information services. The majority do not see any changes to the current
situation/arrangement over the next 12 months. Overall, around a fifth of institutions
are likely to change. Change is fairly evenly spread between both sectors, mostly
moving in the direction of integration.

e e-Resources/electronic content was cited most frequently as a key challenge facing
libraries and LRCs with issues including management, sharing, provision, access to
and financial constraints. Others challenges included wider funding and financial
issues (particularly within HE), and keeping up-to-date with new technologies and
incorporating them into library/LRC services. Pressure on space was also mentioned
commonly by HE respondents.

e Overall, respondents from 43% of UK HE and FE institutions agreed that
libraries/LRCs should develop non-academic services to complement their traditional
role — more so in FE than HE. However, a sizeable proportion said that it depends
(particularly within HE) and that developing any such services must be in line with the
overall strategy of the institution and needs of the user rather than for the sake of it,
or in some cases purely for financial gain, which could be detrimental to all.

o0 In FE suggestions centred on developing retail/selling activity or shop
facilities, while in HE the focus was more on integrating with other student
services and offering support or advice to students in areas such as careers
development.

o0 The main reason for opposition was that the function of the library could
become diluted with such offerings distracting from the core purpose of
learning. This could create issues around staff resource and training/skills to
manage new services beyond the traditional offering.

Content and licensing issues

e Around half of HEIs (52%) report having collaborated with other academic institutions
compared with a quarter of FE institutions. A similar trend occurs with collaboration
with other parties (e.g. NHS, British Library, software supplier) with 31% of HE
respondents saying they have collaborated compared with only 14% of FE
respondents.

e Frequency of collaboration is also higher within HE with those who have
collaborated, 64% have done so on two or more instances with other academic
institutions in the last 12 months compared with 36% in FE.

e Except for digitisation, HE and FE have tended to collaborate more with other
institutions than with other parties on various activities.

o HE is 12 times more likely to collaborate on digitising collections than FE
HE is 5 times more likely to jointly procure hardware or digital collections than FE
HE is 3 times more likely to collaborate in developing a shared service than FE

e The Dewey Decimal Classification is the dominant classification system; however
there are significant differences between HE and FE in their use of classification
systems.



Heads and senior library / LRC staff from 77% of UK Higher and Further Education
institutions indicated that material, produced by members of their institution, is
systematically managed and shared electronically somewhere within their institution.
There have been no significant changes in the types of material that are managed
and shared since 2007. Encouragingly though, there were significantly fewer
respondents this year who were unsure of what their institution was doing in relation
to electronically shared or managed materials in both HE and FE.

Almost 9 out of 10 heads and senior library / LRC staff from UK Higher and Further
Education institutions indicate that their institution provides support and help, to both
staff and students, in effectively searching the web and the institution’s library or
resource centre for content.

Four out of five of heads and senior library / LRC staff in both HE and FE institutions
indicated that their institution measured the impact of online content or materials on
teaching, learning and research

Heads and senior library / LRC staff surveyed from HEIs are significantly more likely
to have responded to a JISC consultation on licensing or procurement of content for
the academic sector compared with their counterparts in FE (64% vs 38%,
respectively)..

Responding to such a consultation exercise, institutions have generally consulted or
attained data from teaching staff (80%) more than students and learners (36%). Very
few don’t consult with or get data from any of these stakeholders when responding.

Digitisation issues

Heads/senior librarian and learning staff from over half of both FE and HE institutions
revealed that their institution has no digitisation strategy in place. More HE
institutions either have or are planning to put one in place compared with FE where
almost a quarter are unsure if their institution has one already.

Institutions with shared or integrated library/LRC services are significantly more likely
to be planning a digitisation strategy than those where services operate discretely.
HEIs are at least twice as likely as FE institutions to have a central catalogue or list of
collections digitised so far. This difference is influenced by the large proportion (57%)
of FE institutions who claim not to have digitised any collections to date.

HEIs are clearly more ahead in identifying ‘top priority collections’ for digitisation than
FE institutions, with almost two thirds either currently or intending to do so compared
with less than a fifth in FE.

Although only 16% of HEIs have a formal digitisation strategy in place, a much higher
proportion (44%) is prioritising collections for future digitisation.

A higher proportion of Scottish HE/FE institutions as a whole have or are planning to
put a digitisation strategy in place, have a central list or catalogue of digitised
collections, and generally feel more informed about these issues.

JISC Collections

Satisfaction with JISC Collections across institutions as a whole remains high and
largely unchanged since 2007. Satisfaction in HE has increased significantly since
2007 and is now higher than FE.

Head and senior librarians/LRC staff from 45% of UK HE/FE institutions said they
would be willing in principle to sign a letter of intent and commit in advance to deals
involving consortia purchasing, while 50% were unsure and require more information



to make this decision. Respondents from HE institutions were significantly more likely
than their counterparts in FE to be willing to participate in this work.

e Both HE and FE felt that the top two priorities for acquiring new content were journals
and e-books. Interestingly, FE ranked multi-media collections in third position.

o Awareness of the JISC Model Licence has increased significantly within HEIs since
2007, while awareness of NESLi2 has increased significantly within both sectors.

e Satisfaction with the JISC Model Licence is significantly higher within HE than FE,
with the proportion ‘very’ satisfied in HE increasing from 18% to 25% in 2008.

e Satisfaction with the NESLi2 Model Licence across all institutions as a whole has
remained unchanged since 2007. However, it has increased by 6 percentage points
in HE and fallen by the same amount in FE.

Communication issues

e Head/senior learning and librarian staff from UK institutions feel best informed about
e-Learning/VLEs and subjects relating to the library and content management and
storage, and least informed about network capabilities, e-Research/e-Science and
Green computing/ICT.

o Generally the level of knowledge in these subjects among this audience has
remained fairly similar to last year, with the following significant exceptions; increases
in the proportion who feel informed about:

0 access management issues (from 62% in 2007 to 76% in 2008),

o0 social software/Web 2.0 (from 37% to 57%)

0 open access (from 46% to 58%).

¢ And a significant decrease in proportion informed about

o digitised data collections (from 47% to 37%)

e The highest awareness of JISC funded activity is in the areas of access management
and e-Learning/VLEs. Since 2007, there have been significant increases in the
proportions of institutions aware of JISC funding activity in access management,
open access and social software/Web 2.0. HE is more likely to be aware of JISC
funded activity than FE.

e Early evidence shows that after six months of activity, a sizeable number of
institutions are aware of JISC’s Libraries of the Future Campaign and feel it is helping
inform them of the role of libraries and JISC’s involvement. The Guardian supplement
‘Libraries Unleashed’ has been the most effective communications channel for
raising awareness of the campaign.

e Overall around a third agreed it a good idea for academic libraries/LRCs to make use
of social networking opportunities to engage students with their services (more so in
FE than HE, but not significantly) but around a half were unsure (rising to almost 60%
in HE).

0 The main reasons for being pro this idea in both HE and FE were that it
allows libraries/LRCs to engage with students using a medium that is already
widely used, up-to-date and popular among students. Importantly, social
networking is something which students respond to.

o0 For those against the idea the main reason was that it would be an intrusion
on students’ social space and therefore should be kept separate. A number in
FE also responded that using such technologies may distract students’
concentration and time towards socialising when they should be studying.

o0 Forthose saying it depends, a similar mixture of reasons were given; whether
students want it in the first place, whether it's perceived as invading their
space (especially in HE) or attempting to be too ‘trendy’, whether it will



distract from their studies (especially in FE), and difficulties in monitoring or

supervision.
Overall head and senior librarian and learning staff from around a third (37%) of
institutions (43% in HE and 34% in FE) were aware of recent marketing innovations
that help promote library or LRC services to students, academics or other users.
Examples ranged from the more innovative (e.g. podcasts, blogs, social networking,
Second Life) to the more traditional (e.g. newsletters, flyers, posters, promotional
days).
There have been significant increases in awareness and knowledge about the UK
Access Management Federation across both HE and FE since 2007.
Increases in awareness of Knowledge Exchange, SCA and e-Framework have been
more modest, with changes occurring more at the ‘know a little’ or ‘just heard of’ level
rather than increases in deeper understanding.
Head and senior librarian and learning staff from 38% of UK institutions have heard
of Knowledge Exchange Licensing. Of those that have heard of it, the majority know
almost nothing about it.
In contrast, awareness and knowledge of NESLi2 SMP is higher, particularly within
HE where 42% claim to know a fair amount or more about it. In FE, although around
half have heard of NESLi2 SMP, very few claim to know much detail about it.
The use of cloud computing is currently low across the sector; slightly higher with HE
than FE. Likelihood of use is also likely to be fairly low with only around one in ten
institutions ‘definitely’ considering it.



Background to survey

Introduction

This is the second year of the redesigned JISC Attitudinal Survey of Head and Senior
Librarians Learning Resource Centre Managers conducted by the Monitoring Unit at the
University of Kent on behalf of JISC. The survey replaced the previous annual Content
Services survey to focus on a wider range of issues pertinent to JISC and the community
beyond simply JISC content services.

This year’s survey was supported by SCONUL who included a number of questions and
assisted in the promotion of the survey to encourage response.

This report covers the following five areas:

e Structure and future direction

e Content and licensing issues

o Digitisation issues

o Attitudes towards JISC Collections
e Communication Issues

The questionnaire contained a total of around 40 questions depending on answers given to
previous questions. A small number were repeated from 2007 to allow comparison year on
year.

The report focuses on the response from the higher and further education community,
although a separate section reports on the findings of the six specialist colleges who
participated.

It is important to note, that the findings of this survey reflect the views of Head and
Senior Learning and Librarian staff who responded to the survey, and is therefore a
reflection of their attitudes and perceptions rather than that of the whole community
which JISC serves.

Throughout the report, comparisons between countries are made; however, these findings
should be taken as indicative rather than necessarily representative due to small sample
sizes.

Methodology

The Monitoring Unit was responsible for conducting the fieldwork. A database of survey
contacts was established prior to the start of the survey, allowing invitations to participate to
be sent to named individuals rather than job titles. All institutions with a primary JANET
connection were surveyed. The database contained at least one key contact from all 659
FE/HE/SC organisations with a primary JANET connection.



The primary ‘content survey contact’ was typically the Head Librarian (HE) or Manager of the
Learning Resource Centre (FE). These individuals were invited to take part in the survey and
to encourage other suitable (senior) members of their staff to participate as well. As such,
multiple responses were accepted from single institutions.

Letters of invitation were sent out on 27" May 2008 to survey contacts at 447 FE institutions,
170 HE institutions, and 42 Specialist Colleges, making a total of 659 invited institutions.

The JISC Regional Support Centres were informed of the survey prior to its start and asked
to assist in promoting it to institutions in their area. Announcements advertising the survey
were made on the Monitoring Unit web site and via SCONUL and CILIP email lists.

Regular reminder emails were sent to all those who had not responded. The survey ran for 6
weeks, before finally closing on 4™ July 2008.

As with previous years, a web based survey system (SurveyConsole) was used as the
primary and preferred response method. An Adobe PDF version of the questionnaire was
available on the Monitoring Unit's web site for reference and as an alternative response
method.

Survey response

A total of 296 head/senior learning and librarian staff responded to the survey from 284
separate UK HE and FE institutions representing an overall institutional response rate of
46%, the same as 2007.

The 296 individuals were made up of 91 from HE and 205 from FE. Of the 284 institutions,
83 were HE and 201 FE, equating to sector response rates of 49% and 45%, respectively.
This shows a decrease in HE response from last year from 59% but an increase in FE from
42%. The response may have been affected by the need to push the fieldwork back by
almost two weeks to avoid clashing with two other JISC surveys targeting similar audiences.
Efforts were made to distinguish the survey to increase recognition that it was the annual
survey but the occurrence of multiple surveys is likely to have had a negative impact on
response rates.

240 respondents classified themselves as ‘Head of library, Learning Resource Centre, e-
Learning or similar’, and 56 as ‘Other senior Library or LRC staff’.

A total of 6 Specialist Colleges participated in the survey out of the 42 who were invited to
take part (up from 4 in 2007). Data from this audience is reported on separately although the
low response rate (14%) means caution must be taken with the findings as we cannot be
confident that it is a representative reflection of attitudes across Specialist Colleges as a
whole.

Data analysis and weighting

To ensure that the survey response was representative of the profile of HE/FE institutions
within the UK as a whole, the response profile was checked against the known profile of HE
and FE institutions with a primary JANET connection according to the following parameters;
ratio of HE:FE institutions, geography and JISC Banding. Because we do not have any data



on the actual profile of head or senior learning or librarian staff within HE and FE institutions,
it is not possible to compare the sample profile to that of the academic population profile.
However, we do have details about the profile of HE/FE institutions with primary JANET
connections. The response profile was found to closely match the overall profile of
institutions in each of these three parameters. In addition, the ratio of HE.FE institutions
within each country in the response closely matched the actual profile splits in each of the
countries. As such, no weighting was applied to the data in this respect.

However, because multiple responses were allowed from institutions, it was necessary to
weight the data so that no single institution was over-represented in the response as a result
of more than one individual from that institution responding. This only occurred in a small
number of cases and hence the impact of the weighting was minimal. The findings therefore
reflect the numbers or proportions of institutions rather than individuals.

Full details of the response and weighting are shown in the appendix.

All base sizes are presented in the report in terms of the unweighted number of respondents
(296) and institutions (284), unless otherwise stated. Throughout the report, the term
‘significant’ refers to differences that are statistically significant at the 95% level or greater (p
= less than or equal to 0.05).
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Structure and future direction

In summary:

¢ Head and senior librarian and learning staff report that almost a half of institutions in
HE and a third in FE have integrated or shared library/LRC services such as with IT
or information services. The majority do not see any changes to the current
situation/arrangement over the next 12 months. Overall, around a fifth of institutions
are likely to change. Change is fairly evenly spread between both sectors, mostly
moving in the direction of integration.

e e-Resources/electronic content was cited most frequently as a key challenge facing
libraries and LRCs with issues including management, sharing, provision, access to
and financial constraints. Others challenges included wider funding and financial
issues (particularly within HE), and keeping up-to-date with new technologies and
incorporating them into library/LRC services. Pressure on space was also mentioned
commonly by HE respondents.

e Overall, respondents from 43% of UK HE and FE institutions agreed that
libraries/LRCs should develop non-academic services to complement their traditional
role — more so in FE than HE. However, a sizeable proportion said that it depends
(particularly within HE) and that developing any such services must be in line with the
overall strategy of the institution and needs of the user rather than for the sake of it,
or in some cases purely for financial gain, which could be detrimental to all.

o0 In FE suggestions centred on developing retail/selling activity or shop
facilities, while in HE the focus was more on integrating with other student
services and offering support or advice to students in areas such as careers
development.

o The main reason for opposition was that the function of the library could
become diluted with such offerings distracting from the core purpose of
learning. This could create issues around staff resource and training/skills to
manage new services beyond the traditional offering.

Service structure

Head and senior librarian and learning staff from 57% of UK HE/FE institutions state that
library/LRC services function as a discrete service within the institution, compared with 37%
of institutions where library/LRC services are part of an integrated or shared service such as
with IT or information services. Only 5% of institutions overall have some form of other
arrangement e.g. entirely outsourced services.

Statistically significant differences do occur between HE and FE. HEIs are significantly more
likely to have integrated or shared library/LRC services than FE institutions (46% vs 34%,
respectively), and in contrast three-fifths of FE institutions have discrete services compared
with around a half of HEIs.
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Table 1: Which of the following best describes how library/LRC services are
currently set up within your institution/organisation?

Arrangement All HE/FE HE FE
Functions as a discrete service 57% 49% 61%
Part of integrated/shared service (e.g.

with IT services or information 37% 46% 34%
services)

Other 5% 5% 6%

Base: All HE/FE (296 respondents, 284 institutions)

Although based on small sample sizes, the proportion of HE/FE institutions with integrated or
shared library/LRC services is higher in Scotland (47%), Wales (54%) and Northern Ireland
(50%) than in England (35%). This difference is largely accounted for by FE in England
where around two-thirds of institutions have discrete services, while in HE the proportions
are broadly similar.

The figures in Table 1 closely match those given by heads, directors and managers of
IT/Network services in the JISC Network Infrastructure Survey in January 2008, where 32%
stated their IT services were integrated or shared with other services such as library or
information services. 65% stated they operated discretely.

Future direction

Heads and senior librarian and learning staff from the majority of institutions do not see any
changes to the current situation/arrangement over the next 12 months. Overall, around a fifth
of UK HE and FE libraries/LRCs are likely to change fundamentally in how they are
structured with other internal services over the next 12 months. Change is fairly evenly
spread between both sectors, mostly moving in the direction of integration.

For those currently operating with discrete library/LRC services the main area of change will
be towards more integrated services, and those currently with integrated or shared services
becoming either more integrated or devolved.

Table 2: Do you see this situation/arrangement changing in the next 12 months?

Integrated/
Direction Discrete service shared service All HE/FE institutions
No change 73% 83% 76%
Yes, integration 18% 7% 13%
Yes more devolved - 4% 1%
Yes, other 5% 1% 4%
It depends 3% 4% 4%
Don't know 1% 1% 1%

Base: All HE/FE (296 respondents, 284 institutions).

In contrast, fewer heads, directors and managers of IT/network services from institutions
where IT services currently operate discreetly, feel that their IT services structure will change
(14% compared with 27% of librarians and LRC managers). The likelihood for change is very
similar within institutions across England, Wales and Scotland (with around 23% of
institutions likely to change).
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Key challenges

Respondents were asked what they thought will be the two most significant challenges for
academic libraries or learning resource centres over the next few years. Answers were given
in open text rather than respondents being provided with a list of potential challenges. A
range of challenges were given and the following chart shows those cited by 5% or more
respondents from across HE and FE as a whole.

Q What do you think will be the two most significant challenges for academic
libraries/LRCs over the next few years?

Electronic resources/ e-Content| 26%

Finance/funding/budgets | |16%

Keeping up-to-date/ abreast of technology/ |

. . | 13%
incorporating new technology

Information skills/ information Iiteracy| |9%
Changes in education/ changing |:|8°/
learning patterns 0
Integrating services/integration with |:|8%
e-Learning
Web 2.0 technology |:|8%
Managing resources |:| 7%

Needs/expectations of students |:| 7%
Space/pressure on space |:| 7%
Staff issues/ staff capabilities/
workforce development
New buildings/ new builds |:|6%
Access issues (Federated)
Access Management

Encouraging use of resources |:| 5%

Base: all HE/FE (296 respondents, 284 institutions)

Table 3 shows the top mentions given by HE and FE respondents separately. For both
sectors the top three most commonly cited challenges are the same. Other differences occur
further down the rankings with financial challenges, pressure on space and open access
noted by a significantly higher proportion of HE respondents, while in FE there were
significantly more mentions of e-Books and new builds being challenges. These are
discussed in more detail below.
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Table 3: What do you think will be the two most significant challenges for academic
libraries/learning resource centres over the next few years? Top mentions

HE FE
Rank Challenge Rank Challenge
Electronic resources / E-content Electronic resources / E-content

1 (27%) 1 (25%)

2 Finance/funding/budgets (26%) 2 Finance/funding/budgets (12%)
Keeping up-to-date/ abreast of Keeping up-to-date/ abreast of
technology/ incorporating new technology/ incorporating new

= technologies (17%) 3 technologies (11%)

= Space/ pressure on space (17%) = Information skills/ literacy (10%)

5 Managing resources (10%) = e-Books (10%)

Staff issues/ staff capabilities/ Changes in education/ changing

6 workforce development (9%) 6 learner patterns (9%)

Integrating services/ integration

= Information skills/ literacy (8%) = with e-Learning (8%)

= Web 2.0 technologies (8%) = e-Learning (8%)

Changes in education/ changing

9= learner patterns (7%) 7= New buildings/ new builds (8%)
Integrating services/ integration

9= with e-Learning (7%) 10= Web 2.0 technologies (7%)

Needs/ expectations of students

11 Open access (6%) 10= (7%)

Base: All HE (91 respondents, 83 institutions), all FE (205 respondents, 201 institutions)

The whole issue of e-Resources/electronic content was cited most frequently as a key
challenge facing libraries and LRCs with issues including management, sharing, provision,
access to and financial constraints. In both sectors, the perceived shift away from print
materials and subsequent dependence on electronic resources raised a whole host of
challenges including how to manage the sheer volume of materials available, how users will
access them and how libraries and LRCs can provide or promote such resources to users.
Associated with this, ‘e-Books’ and ‘managing resources generally’ also appeared in the top
10. Significantly more FE respondents specifically mentioned e-Books than HE however
(10% vs 1%, respectively)

“The relentless move to e-resources and making them
easily accessible to users.”
HE respondent

“Responding to the explosion of electronic information.”
HE respondent

“Promotion of good quality e-resources versus poor
guality internet content.”
FE respondent

Funding and financial issues such as cost of electronic materials, subscriptions and changes
or restrictions to budgets, featured strongly particularly within HE where significantly more
mentioned this than in FE (26% vs 12%, respectively).
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“Balancing limited budgets against growing demands for
a huge variety of content.”
HE respondent

“Budget constraints related to rising cost of resources.”
FE respondent

“Getting the price of online resources to be affordable to
match the actual demand for use - they are over priced
for FE.”

FE respondent

“Expectation of providing wider range of services with
constrained budgets.”
HE respondent

“Meeting increasing & diversifying user expectations in a
context of financial constraint.”
HE respondent

The ability for librarian and LRC staff to keep up-to-date with new technology and
incorporating them into library/LRC services was also mentioned frequently and in particular
the emergence of Web 2.0 software and tools.

“Embracing new technology to deliver flexible services.”
FE respondent

“Responding to technological changes e.g. Web 2.0, the
systems landscape etc.”
HE respondent

Information literacy and skills were also highlighted as key challenges by both HE and FE
respondents. Much of this focussed on students’ reliance on search engines such as Google
and the need to encourage them to use other methods - providing services that will compete
with Google for the students' first choice of information source. Consequently, there was a
perception among many respondents that students’ research skills are declining.

“Debate whether students should be taught information
literacy as a separate accredited skill or whether it would
be better to teach them to research main subject-based
resources.”

FE respondent

“Producing graduates who are information literate.”
HE respondent

“Information Literacy - | thinks that this really going to be
very important. Academic staff are realising that students
lack research skills although they can all use Wikipedia &
Google! Trying to get this built in across college will be
interesting.”

FE respondent

15



“Guiding students towards appropriate internet services
and search engines.”
FE respondent

However, the need for skills training was not only confined to students, but also extended to
staff as well:

“Managing a fast changing environment and ensuring
staff have the skills to respond.”
HE respondent

Space and pressure on space was a particular issue amongst HE respondents with 17%
mentioning it as a key challenge compared with only 2% of FE respondents. In contrast, 8%
of FE respondents mentioned new builds or buildings as a key challenge — unmentioned by
HE.

“Need to offer flexible learning spaces in a context of
pressure on space and financial resources.”
HE respondent

“Providing an integrated physical environment for multi-
functional learning and research needs.”
HE respondent

“New builds for many colleges - getting the design right -
future proofing.”
FE respondent

Although based on small sample sizes for Scotland, Wales and particularly Northern Ireland,
there were indications of differences in perceived challenges facing HE/FE libraries and
LRCs between countries. Challenges in the areas of electronic resources and e-Content
were mentioned more by respondents within England and Scotland than counterparts in
Wales or Northern Ireland. In contrast, keeping up-to-date or abreast of new technologies
appeared more of a challenge for institutions within Wales and Northern Ireland (in terms of
proportion of respondents from the particular country mentioning it as a challenge).
However, in comparison to other countries, a sizeable proportion of respondents from
Scotland mentioned Web 2.0 technology as a challenge. Sample sizes were too small to
compare challenges by country within each sector.

Diversification

Overall, respondents from 43% of UK HE and FE institutions agreed that libraries/LRCs
should develop non-academic services to complement their traditional role - rising
significantly to 49% in FE. However, over half disagreed, were unsure or said that it depends
(particularly within HE). A degree of confusion arose with this question in terms of
respondents’ understanding of what was meant by ‘non-academic services’ as no definition
or examples were given. This was intentional however, to try and elicit spontaneous
suggestions for non-academic services.
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Q Do you think libraries/LRCs should develop non-academic services to compliment

their traditional role?

Yes

43%

No

10%

It depends

35%

Don’t know/not
answered

12%

Base: all HE/FE (296 respondents, 284 institutions)

HE FE
28 49
13 9
44 31
15 11

Respondents from libraries/LRCs whose services are currently integrated or shared with
other services within the institution are significantly more likely to agree they should develop
non-academic services than those from institutions with library/LRC services that operate
discretely (52% vs 36%, respectively). This difference was evident within both sectors.

Table 4: Do you think libraries/LRCs should develop non-academic services to
complement their traditional role by how the service is currently structured?*

All HE/FE HE FE
Discrete  Shared | Discrete Shared Discrete Shared
Yes 36% 52% 16% 39% 43% 59%
No 10% 10% 13% 12% 8% 10%
It depends 39% 31% 51% 38% 34% 27%
Don’'t know/not
answered 16% 7% 20% 11% 15% 4%

Base: All HE/FE (91 HE and 205 FE respondents, 83 HE and 201 FE institutions). *See earlier section on service structure,
either functions as a discrete service or part of integrated/shared service (e.g. with IT services or information services).

Respondents were asked to give examples of the types of non-academic services they think
should be developed. A range of suggestions were given. The following chart shows
examples cited by 5% or more HE and FE respondents combined. There were discernable
differences in suggestions between HE and FE which are outlined below.
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Q Please give some examples of the types of non-academic services that you think
should be developed?

Retail/shop/café/selling operation| |25%

User support/study support| |13%

Integration with other student|

: |13%
SUppOf'[ services

Areas/spaces for non-academic activities | |12%

Chill out/relaxation space/social space |:|7%
Online media resources (e.g. I:IEW
blogging/podcasting/music/video) 0

Support leisure reading/non-academic books |:|6%

Base: all who think libraries/LRCs should develop non-academic services (127 respondents, 122 institutions)

In FE, the most common examples by far centered on retail/selling activity or shop facilities,
for example stationary sales, refreshments and book shops (24%), followed by areas or
spaces for non-academic activities such as socialising, relaxation, studio work or music
rehearsal (19%).

“Become a 'One Stop Shop', offering learning support,
social learning spaces, 'chillout' areas, book / stationery
shop, etc.”

FE respondent

“Incorporation of social spaces like internet cafes and
franchises in LRC space. Be aware of and receptive to
any income-producing activity.”

FE respondent

“We have an integrated 'learning cafe' with wireless
access and a welcoming 'academic' feel, but it also
functions on a commercial footing. | think libraries should
consider providing any service which helps staff or
students. If it runs at a profit, even better.”

FE respondent

“More space and resources for 'social learning' - food &
drink, social areas, game stations, Skype.”
FE respondent.

In contrast, the focus in HE related more to offering support or advice to students in areas
such as studying and careers development (7 mentions) and integrating with other student
support services (4 mentions). It should be noted that these figures are based on only 26
respondents from 24 HElIs.

“Closer integration with other cognate student services -
careers, student services, IT to provide seamless service
delivery, preferably from the one building.”

HE respondent
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Similar examples for support and integration with other services were also given by around
one in ten FE respondents.

“We currently offer a range of other services -
counselling services, careers advice, information centre,
more IT services, etc.”

FE respondent

Other examples given by a handful of respondents included broadening the offering of
libraries to more leisure orientated material (such as film, fiction etc), DVD lending, allowing
the public to use facilities and reading/book clubs.

Respondents from only 1 in 10 HE/FE institutions (13% in HE, 9% in FE) disagreed that
libraries/LRCs should develop non-academic services to complement there traditional roles.
The main criticism was that the function of the library could become diluted. There were
fears that such offerings could be a distraction from learning - the core purpose of libraries
and LRCs. There would also be implications on available staff resource and potential
demand for more training or skills to manage new services beyond the traditional offering.

“Our core function should be to provide academic
support and we should fight to maintain that function.”
HE respondent

“The focus is on the learner and the learners' experience
we don't want to dilute that ethos.”
FE respondent

“There are already more requirements for services to
support academic activities than can be met by
resources, and diversions in other areas, even if fully
funded, will divert attention from the core mission.”
HE respondent

A third of respondents (44% in HE, 31% in FE) said ‘it depends’ in response to the original
guestion. As mentioned earlier, there was a degree of misunderstanding with the question
leading to 37 out of the 98 respondents saying it depends how you define ‘non-academic
services'. It was clear that developing any such services must be in line with the overall
strategy of the institution and needs of the user. If widening these services was done for the
sake of it, or in some cases purely for financial gain, then this could be to the detriment of
both the library itself and the end user.

“Libraries certainly need to develop their services to
remain relevant in a rapidly changing information market,
but any service development must be appropriate and
aligned to broader strategic aims of the institution.”

HE respondent

“It depends on what is considered a non-academic
service. If it still complements the organisation's aims
then they should look to develop them. Ifitis just
developing non-academic services for the sake of it, to
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get more people into the library then you run the risk of
losing focus and sight of what a library's role should be.”
FE respondent

“It depends on whether decisions to do this are financial
(i.e. to save money) or whether they genuinely
complement the role of the LRC and support.”

FE respondent

“If you mean developing social learning spaces and
accompanying services, then the answer is yes, but |
would say that everything is driven by academic
demands.”

HE respondent

“There is scope to provide students with access to a
wider range of services within libraries but they might not
all be provided by the same organisational unit: study
skills support; IT support; career and personal
counselling etc.”

HE respondent
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Content and licensing issues

Content and licensing is covered in this chapter under five areas

Collaborative working

Managing and sharing electronic resources
Support and advice for searching for content
Measuring the impact of electronic resources
JISC consultation exercises

The questions relating to the management and sharing of electronic resources were
repeated from 2007 to identify year-on-year change.

In summary:

Around half of HEIs (52%) report having collaborated with other academic institutions
compared with a quarter of FE institutions. A similar trend occurs with collaboration
with other parties (e.g. NHS, British Library, software supplier) with 31% of HE
respondents saying they have collaborated compared with only 14% of FE
respondents.

Frequency of collaboration is also higher within HE with those who have
collaborated, 64% have done so on two or more instances with other academic
institutions in the last 12 months compared with 36% in FE.

Except for digitisation, HE and FE have tended to collaborate more with other
institutions than with other parties on various activities.

HE is 12 times more likely to collaborate on digitising collections than FE

HE is 5 times more likely to jointly procure hardware or digital collections than FE
HE is 3 times more likely to collaborate in developing a shared service than FE

The Dewey Decimal Classification is the dominant classification system; however
there are significant differences between HE and FE in their use of classification
systems.

Heads and senior library / LRC staff from 77% of UK Higher and Further Education
institutions indicated that material, produced by members of their institution, is
systematically managed and shared electronically somewhere within their institution.
There have been no significant changes in the types of material that are managed
and shared since 2007. Encouragingly though, there were significantly fewer
respondents this year who were unsure of what their institution was doing in relation
to electronically shared or managed materials in both HE and FE.

Almost 9 out of 10 heads and senior library / LRC staff from UK Higher and Further
Education institutions indicate that their institution provides support and help, to both
staff and students, in effectively searching the web and the institution’s library or
resource centre for content.

Four out of five of heads and senior library / LRC staff in both HE and FE institutions
indicated that their institution measured the impact of online content or materials on
teaching, learning and research

Heads and senior library / LRC staff surveyed from HEIs are significantly more likely
to have responded to a JISC consultation on licensing or procurement of content for
the academic sector compared with their counterparts in FE (64% vs 38%,
respectively)..

Responding to such a consultation exercise, institutions have generally consulted or
attained data from teaching staff (80%) more than students and learners (36%). Very
few don’t consult with or get data from any of these stakeholders when responding.
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Collaborative working

Respondents were asked to indicate how they had worked collaboratively with other
institutions and organisations during the last 12 months. Head and senior librarian and
learning staff from around a half of HEIs (52%) reported having collaborated in at least one
of these areas with other academic institutions compared with a quarter of FE institutions. A
similar trend occurs with collaboration with other parties (e.g. NHS, British Library, software
supplier) with respondents from 31% HEIls saying they have collaborated compared with
only 14% in FE.

The frequency of collaboration is also higher within HE. Of those who have collaborated,
64% have done so on two or more instances with other academic institutions in the last 12
months in HE compared with 36% in FE. 30% of HEIs have done so on 3 or more occasions
compared with 16% of FE institutions. In both sectors therefore, the majority who have
collaborated have done so once in the last 12 months.

Table 5: Frequency of collaborating in last 12 months

All HE/FE HE FE
With other academic institutions
Two activities 27% 34% 20%
Three or more activities 22% 30% 16%
With other parties/suppliers
Two activities 39% 31% 46%
Three or more activities 9% 19% -

Base: All HE/FE who have collaborated with other academic institutions in last 12 months (HE: 46 respondents, 44 institutions,
FE: 52 respondents, 50 institutions) or other parties (HE: 46 respondents, 44 institutions, FE: 52 respondents, 50 institutions)

Overall, respondents from UK HE and FE institutions indicated that, with the exception of
digitisation of collections, they have been at least twice as likely to collaborate in each of
these activities with other academic institutions as with other suppliers or external
organisations.
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Q

In the last 12 months, have you worked collaboratively on any of the following

activities with either (a) other academic institutions or (b) any other parties (e.g.
NHS, British Library, software supplier)?

D % With other academic institutions

Joint procurement of hardware

Joint procurement of digital
collections

Developed a system to store, manage
or share digital content

Developed a shared service

Undertaken digitisation of
collections

Any other collaborative activity

Base: all HE/FE (296 respondents, 284 institutions)

| % with other parties

4%
2%

|11%
5%
| 13%
7%
| 10%
4%
5%
6%
| | 20%
8%

However, when looking at the sectors separately, HE is significantly more likely to have
collaborated with other institutions than with other parties, whereas FE would seem more
reluctant in general about collaborating with other academic institutions or other

organisations.

Q

In the last 12 months, have you worked collaboratively on any of the following

activities with either (a) other academic institutions or (b) any other parties (e.g.
NHS, British Library, software supplier)?

D % With other academic institutions

| % With other parties

: HE | 1 10%
Joint procurement of L11%
hardware
Fe 9%
0,
Joint procurement of HE | 7% | 5%
digital collections FE ELZ%
Developed a systemto HE i % 1 21%
store, manage or share | 10
digital content FE 5% 0
HE [ ] 19%
Developed a shared I
service FE [ 0%
o HE | 112%
Undertaken digitisation | ] 18%
of collections FE E*JO%J
; 31%
Any other collaborative HE | 113% S
activity 115%

Base: all HE (91 respondents, 83 institutions)

FE | -

Base: all FE (205 respondents, 201 institutions)
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There are particular and significant characteristics to the collaboration with other academic
institutions between the HE and FE sectors, notably:

e HE is 12 times more likely to collaborate on digitising collections than FE
¢ HE is 5 times more likely to jointly procure hardware or digital collections than FE
o HE is 3 times more likely to collaborate in developing a shared service than FE

Looking at the differences between UK regions England would appear not to take a lead in
collaboration with either other academic institutions or with other parties. For Scotland and
Wales, although they generally collaborate more, their preference is still for collaboration
with other academic institutions.

Q Inthelast 12 months, have you worked collaboratively on any of the following
activities with other academic institutions? HE and FE combined

% England ._|% Scotland % Wales M Northern Ireland

—T

Q 23%

0,
Joint procurement of digital _7A) |/34%
. [ 31%
collections E— 07
— 10%
Developed a system to store, Igl%
- [ | 31%
manage or share digital content
_ 7%
. 125%
Developed a shared service —TO%_' 5%
Undertaken digitisation of 16%
collections
— 16% 4104
Any other collaborative activity [38% 0
— 20%
Base: all England (243 respondents, 234 institutions) Base: all Wales (13 respondents, 13 institutions)
Base: all Scotland (33 respondents, 32 institutions) Base: all N.Ireland (7 respondents, 5 institutions)

Many institutions use networks and consortia already established to procure hardware and
content. Respondents also indicated they used these groups for other aspects of
collaboration, information and developmental activities. Listed below are a range of other
collaborative activities and links that institutions mentioned:

e Benchmarking (94 Group - libraries)

e Collaborative print storage, locally in Scotland via SCURL (CASS) and within the UK,
via UKRR project

e CPD, Inductions, sharing good practice
Designing new LRC - visits to other colleges to find examples of best practice

e FLARE consortium with BL and academic institutions to coordinate development of
collections and services. With Society of Legal Scholars to develop law library
standards. With charity, British and Irish Legal Information Institute to make primary
legal materials available free on Internet for citizens
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¢ Inter-lending schemes with FE & public libraries

e NHS Education for Scotland Cross-sectoral Project looking at use of health
Information Plus database

e SuperBook Project, led by the UCL School of Library, Archive and Information
Studies, with the aim of investigating users' attitudes to and use of electronic books

o SCONUL Access;;WAM25 - HEFCE funded feasibility study involving 6 libraries in
the M25 consortium to investigate providing walk-in access to e-resources for
visitors

e Scottish Library Innovation Funded project - SLiCpod (mobile learning) dissemination

to other organisations and colleges

SCURL consortial purchasing initiatives for books and serials.

Shared LMS with local public libraries

UKRR, LOCKSS, CASS (Collaborative Academic Store for Scotland)

Virtual Academic Library project

Managing and sharing electronic resources

Of the twelve classification systems shown to respondents, the Dewey Decimal
Classification is the dominant classification system employed by libraries and resources
centres of HE and FE institutions to support access to electronic resources.

Q Do you use any of the following classification schemes or technologies to support
access to your library’s/LRC'’s electronic resources?

BIOSIS Controlled Vocabulary [ 1%
CAB Thesaurus 1%
Dewey Decimal Classification (DCC) | | 71%
Inspec Thesaurus 1%

Joint Academic Coding System of HESA (JACS) [l 1%

Library of Congress Classification (LCC) |:|6%

Library of Congress Subject Headings (LCSH) [ ]14%
Medical Subject Headings (MESH) 4%

Universal Decimal Classification (UDC) Bp-Z

Social tagging |:|4%

Your own classification system ez

Other G

Don’t know 20

None of these |:| 1%

Base: all HE/FE (296 respondents, 284 institutions)

There are significant differences between HE and FE in their use of classification systems.
The HE community employ a wider variety of classification and notably systems that support
particular subjects and resources for example Library of Congress Subject Headings and
Medical Subject Headings, whereas the FE community use not only a smaller range of
classification but their use is eclipsed by the Dewey Decimal Classification. For example,
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45% of HEIs use 2 to 4 different schemes or technologies to classify compared with 17% of
FE institutions.

Q Do you use any of the following classification schemes or technologies to support
access to your library’s / LRC’s electronic resources?

L% HE " JwFE

BIOSIS Controlled Vocabulary B4%

CAB Thesaurus Fﬁ%

Dewey Decimal Classification (DCC) i |53% 1 799%
Inspec Thesaurus H%%

Joint Academic Coding System of HESA (JACS) B30

Library of Congress Classification (LCC) F 1%

Library of Congress Subject Headings (LCSH) ‘_,600 1 34%
Medical Subject Headings (MESH) L

Universal Decimal Classification (UDC) E[Ul/o%

Social tagging Eﬁ%’

Your own classification system %‘ 14%

Other %%)

Don’t know 365

None of these Eo/fg%

Base: all HE (91 respondents, 83 institutions) Base: all FE (205 respondents, 201 institutions)

Managing and sharing of electronic resources within institutions continues to be an important
issue and to build on the survey of last year respondents were again asked whether any [of
the following] types of material, produced by members of their institution, are systematically
managed and shared electronically somewhere in their institution.

Heads and senior library / LRC staff from 77% of UK Higher and Further Education
institutions indicated that material, produced by members of their institution, is systematically
managed and shared electronically somewhere within their institution. Staff from 8% of
institutions were unsure that materials were shared or managed in this way and 15% felt that
no materials were shared or managed in this way.

There are no statistically significant differences between the responses in 2008 compared
with those in 2007 with one (encouraging) exception, that there are significantly fewer
respondents this year (reduction of almost a half) that were unsure of what their institution
was doing in relation to electronically shared or managed materials (2008 — 8% compared
with 2007 — 15%). This decrease is evident in both HE and FE (HE has fallen from 13% to
5% and FE from 16% to 9%).

Teaching and learning materials continue to be by far the most electronically shared or
managed materials within HE and FE institutions.
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Q Are any of the following types of material - produced by members of your institution -
systematically managed and shared electronically somewhere within your
institution/organisation?

1% 2008 | los 2007

Research papers @l 18%

4%

Research data 6%

Theses E,ll%

Teaching/learning materials I |e|>4?12%
Student work Eﬁ%

Assessment items | 2?0533%

Images/multimedia I |2|9%},%

Software I I%g%

Other Eo%%

None of these E%LS%
Don’t know T

Base: all HE/FE (2008: 296 respondents, 284 institutions. 2007: 342 respondents, 292 institutions)

In 2008, there was no difference between HE and FE in the proportions that claim to
manage and share materials electronically (77% in both), but the types of materials shared
or managed differs markedly; HE institutions are significantly more likely to manage and
share research papers and theses while FE institutions are significantly more likely to
manage and share teaching and learning materials, software, assessment items and student
work.

There were no statistically significant differences within sector between 2007 and 2008.

Table 6: Are any of the following types of material - produced by members of your
institution — systematically managed and shared electronically somewhere within your
institution/organisation?

HE FE

2007 2008 2007 2008
Research papers 37% 48% 3% 5%
Research data 14% 6% 4% 2%
Theses 19% 30% 2% 3%
Teaching/learning materials 50% 52% 69% 72%
Student work 13% 11% 20% 22%
Assessment items 12% 11% 27% 24%
Images/multimedia 26% 29% 30% 32%
Software 23% 15% 30% 33%
Other 2% 2% 1% 3%
None of these 16% 18% 10% 14%
Don't know 13% 5% 16% 9%

Base: All