LibQUAL ™ 2004

3 Data Summary

An overview of the results of the
LibQUAL+™ 2004 survey with
comparisons to past surveys


Presenter
Presentation Notes
The intent was to present this at our retreat.  But given all that needed to be covered there and considering the amount of information to be covered for LibQUAL+™, not to mention allow time for questions and discussion, it was felt that this would be better served at a town meeting.


1 LibQUAL +™ Goals

= Overall objectives are the same as before

= Biggest difference is the inclusion of the CES
libraries participating as a consortium

= BYU expectations

How has BYU patrons’ rating of the Lee Library
changed over the last three surveys

How do the CES institutions measure up with each
other — what best practices can be learned/shared

Benchmark results against other institutions
Where to focus further improvements


Presenter
Presentation Notes
The goals for LibQUAL+™ haven’t really changed since its beginnings back in 2000.  It’s overall objectives are still the same (for those not familiar with LibQUAL+™, I’d refer you to their Web site for additional information – www.libqual.org).
The biggest difference for us this was our participation with the other libraries of the CES Library Consortium – Hunter Law, McKay at Idaho, Smith at Hawaii, LDSBC and the Family History Library.  Though I intend to focus on our data, I will provide some information/results from the CES group because of the interest there.
As such our expectations shifted somewhat from what they were in past endeavors:
	1) We wanted to see how our patron’s ratings over three surveys has changed
	2) We were interested to see how the CES institutions stacked up with each other and what best practices could be learned/shared
	3) We wanted to benchmark ourselves against the other participating institutions, especially ARL/comparable libraries
	4) and as always, we wanted to focus on areas where additional improvements could occur – we know we can always improve.


i General Facts

= 198 institutions participated in 2004

= Included Hunter Law Library, BYU-Idaho, BYU-
Hawaii, LDSBC, and Family History Library in SLC

= Minimum sampling criteria the same as in 2001
= 600 faculty/staff, 600 graduates, 900 undergraduates

= BYU sampled 900 faculty/staff, 900 graduates,
1800 undergraduates
« Effective sample size reduced
« Final sample size 3265

= CES samples varied and were less


Presenter
Presentation Notes
This year nearly 200 institutions actually participate from across the world.  This figure was down from the numbers seen in 2003, but still more than any other year.  And of course, the list included our CES sister libraries.
As designed, samples are taken from email databases at each institution.  The sample size criteria did not change for large research institutions and so we sampled just as we have done in the past.  After accounting for bad email addresses and other rejects, our final total sample size for 2004 was 3265.
Samples from the other CES institutions varied depending on population size and were all less than ours.  But they still had good participation.


)

i Response Summary

= Nearly 113,000 completed surveys

= Average validity rate nearly 95%
= Surveys with more than 11 “n/a” deleted

= Records containing more than 9 logical inconsistencies deleted
(Desired < Minimum)

= BYU Response
= Over 2000 responded to the survey

= 1003 completed the entire survey

= 953 valid surveys (95.01% validity rate)
= BYU ranked 26" in NUMBER of valid surveys
= Effective response rate of 29.2%

= CES Response


Presenter
Presentation Notes
When the survey officially closed the first of May, nearly 113,000 completed surveys (all core service statements answered) were registered in the database from all participating institutions.  On average, 95% of the completed surveys were considered “valid”, having fewer that 11 “n/a” responses and 9 logical inconsistencies.
At BYU, over 2000 attempted to take the survey with 1003 actually completing it.  Of that number, 953 were deemed valid and used in analysis.  We ranked 26th in the NUMBER of valid surveys with our effective response rate being 29.2%.  These figures were again greater than what we saw in either 2001 or 2003.
As a whole CES responses were also very substantial and varied significantly.  The biggest surprise was with the Family History Library where no sampling was done (they had no email database from which to do so) and had to rely completely on a convenience sample.  In the end, nearly 800 surveys were completed, which impressed the ARL people to no end! 


LibQUAL+™ Responses
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Presentation Notes
But the sample size, though important was secondary to the issue of representativeness.  The idea here is that the responses need to adequately reflect the breakdown of the population so as to not bias responses towards any single group.  Take for instance age.  Note that the age breakdowns for each of the CES institutions pretty much falls within expected tendencies.  There should be more younger respondents at Idaho, Hawaii and LDSBC because of their lack of graduate students.  The predominant age at Hunter should be the expected age of graduates.  And it would be expected that the breakdown at Family History would include more older adults.
In the end, the demographics recorded tended to suggest that the responses were representative of the overall population at each institution.


i Survey Summary

= 22 core statements covering many areas of library
service
= All identical to 2003, 15 identical to 2001 (7 comparable)
= ‘Whenitcomesto...w
= Minimum, Desired, Perceived Level of Service
= Responses on a 9 point Likert scale
= Service Adequacy Gap

= 5 Bonus statements of local choosing
= Determined after consultation w/CES partners

= Making aware of resources/services, teaching how to
locate/evaluate/use info, efficient ILL/DD (2001/2003),
access to archive materials (esp. LDS), subject librarian
availability
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Presentation Notes
The bulk of the survey was comprised of 22 core statements related to some aspect of library service.  These statements were identical to 22 of the 25 2003 statements and many of the 2001 statements.  The statement itself took the form of “When it comes to . . . “, at which the respondent was asked to rate the service at three different perspectives – their minimum level of acceptable service, their desired level of service, and finally the level of service they perceived the library was currently providing.  Each level was scored on a 9 point Likert scale with 1 being low and 9 high.  From the ratings they could then calculate scores to reflect the ability of the library to meet a given service.  One of those was the Service Adequacy Gap, which was the minimum subtracted from the perceived.  A gap score close to or less than zero indicated that the library was not able to meet the patrons expectation of service for that item.
In addition, each library participant was allowed 5 bonus statements of local choosing.  Ours were determined after consultation with our CES partners to ensure that as many as the statements that were chosen would be common for comparison purposes.  In the end, BYU’s 5 were
	1) Making me aware of library resources and services
	2) Teaching me how to locate, evaluate, and use information
	3) Efficient interlibrary loan / document delivery (a statement dropped after 2003)
	4) Easy access to archival materials, particularly of LDS origin
	5) Availability of subject specialist assistance (unique to BYU and no other)


i Survey Summary

s Core statements summarized into three
areas
= A reduction from four for 2001 & 2003

= Affect of Service — How the patron is
treated

= Library as Place — The library facility &
environment

= Information Control — Personal control of
and access to information
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Presentation Notes
The results from the data collected from the core statements were summarized into three “dimensions” of library service.  This was a reduction from the four used during 2001 & 2003.  They are Affect of Service (how the patron is treated), Library as Place (the library facility & environment), and Information Control (the personal control of and access to information) – which was a combination of Personal Control and Information Access from past surveys.


LIbQUAL+™ Radar Charts
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The most common means to display LibQUAL+™ results has been and continues to be the infamous radar charts.  In brief, the spokes on the chart represent the core statements in the 2004 survey, while the rings represent the Likert point scale with 9 being the extreme outer ring.  The outer portion of the colored part of the chart (generally yellow) reflects the average desired level of service rating.  The inner portion of the colored part of the chart (generally blue) reflects the average minimum level of service rating.  Where the blue meets the yellow reflects the average perceived level of service.  Now, if the outer portion is at all green, then the perceived level exceeded the desired level.  If the inner portion is at all red, then the perceived level dropped below the minimum level.  The greater the blue, the better the library is at meeting patron expectations of service.  Note in 2001, the chart shows lots of blue.  In 2003, there was some increase in blue, particularly in library as place, but also note that the desired levels also increased in nearly every area.  In 2004, there also appears to be some improvement, but some of that can be attributed to the dropping of the minimum level in several areas.  Overall, it would appear that the Lee Library is seeing steady, consistent improvement in patron perceptions of our services.
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Presentation Notes
How did the library’s at our CES sisters meet their patrons expectations?  Here is the Lee up first.  It’s just like what you saw before, except I restricted it to JUST the core statements that all the institutions has to include in their survey – there is no bonus statement.
Now we’ll add the other CES schools (Note that the other CES libraries charts are purposely not labeled in keeping with ARL’s desire to avoid value comparisons between participating institutions).  As you can see, the results are very mixed.  Some did much better than we did – meaning their patrons felt that their library did a better job of meeting their minimum expected level of service, others not nearly as well – especially evidenced by the red areas in some charts.  It is obvious that things could be learned by all to help improve our individual libraries.
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The service dimensions themselves are best summarized in the Zone of Tolerance chart where the average rating for the minimum and desired level is plotted to resemble a box.  This is the Zone of Tolerance.  The perceived level is then included on the chart as a red diamond.  The closer that diamond is to the bottom of the box, the more the library needs to improve in that area.
As you can see over the years BYU has participated in LibQUAL+™, they have done an exceptional job in meeting patron expectations, and getting steadily better each time.  The one area that consistently tends to be closest to the minimum, however, is in Information control – the personal control of and access to information.  In fact, there is another interesting correlation that is evident in this.  
If we assume that the area with the highest desired level of service would be the most important area in the minds of the patrons, then information control is also then the most important that we tend to fall short on.  In contrast, the area we do best in, library as place, is also the least important in their minds.  Therefore, the more important something is to a user, the more difficulty we have in meeting their expectation. 
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This phenomenon is pretty consistent across all institutions that have ever participated in LibQUAL+™.  And CES is no exception.  First, note again that here is the Lee and their Zone of Tolerance and note what item has the highest desired level and it also is closest to the minimum.  
How about the other CES libraries?  In each instance, the item most important in the eyes of their patrons, based on the desired level, is information control.  It also tends to have the perceived level close to the minimum but not necessarily in every instance.


i Survey Summary

= Other LIbQUAL+™ questions

= Three library use questions
« Library resources on premises
« Library resources via Web page
= Yahoo™, Google™ and other non-library gateways
= Three satisfaction questions
= Overall satisfaction of service quality
= Satisfaction with treatment in library
» Satisfaction with library support
= Five information literacy outcomes questions
= Help stay abreast of developments in field of interest
= Aids advancement in academic pursuits
= Enables more efficiency in academic pursuits
= Helps distinguish between trustworthy/non-trustworthy info
= Provide info skills needed for work or study
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Presentation Notes
There were three other sets of questions in LibQUAL+™ most of which were asked also in 2003, but not necessarily in 2001.  The first dealt with use of resources, their use within the library, through the library’s Web page, or through non-library gateways like Yahoo™ or Google™.  
The next set dealt with satisfaction – their overall satisfaction with the quality of service in the library and their satisfaction with the way they’re treated in the library and with library support.  
And the last set covered five information literacy outcomes issues and the library’s efforts to meet those issues.


Library Use Summary
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The library use questions have always been of interest.  The point of particular curiosity to many librarians, but not necessarily a surprise is that overwhelmingly, patrons prefer to use non-library gateways more frequently than resources in the library or over its Web site.
How the 2004 results compare with 2003 are similar.  There has been a slight increase in daily use of library and Web site resources, but there was also an increase in non-library gateways as well.  This is consistent in virtually every demographic.
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Presentation Notes
Whether undergraduate, graduate, faculty, staff, or even library staff, the use of non-library gateways on a frequent basis for accessing information is consistent.  This has been substantiated through our assessment study of a couple years ago and other studies as well.  This trend is also consistent at any institution that has participated in LibQUAL+™, our CES sisters no exception.  The bottom line is that in this quick and convenient information age, the first research source has been and will be Yahoo™, Google™ and the like.  The hope is once those have been exhausted, they will turn to the library for the help they need for their research.
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Presentation Notes
The satisfaction questions have been asked in all three surveys and have seen very little change over the years.  There appears to be slight increases across the board, but well within the error for the survey.
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There seems to be a greater difference between the CES institutions in this area, but that may be relative, since the average rating for each is still well into the positive side.  It’s just that some patrons at one institution are more positive than patrons at other institutions.  But, these differences mirror the differences seen in the radar and Zone of Tolerance charts, so they are consistent.


Information Literacy
Outcomes Questions

M Library helps me stay
abreast of developments in
field of interest

O Library aids my
advancement in academic
discipline

O Library enables me to be
more efficient in academic
pursuits

M Library helps me distinquish
between trustworthy and
untrustworthy info

M Library provides me with
info skills needed in work or
study

2003 2004
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The final set of questions dealing with information literacy outcomes also tended to be fairly positive, though the differences between the different statements were substantial, with the library helping patrons to distinguish between trustworthy and untrustworthy information being the least positive.  These tendencies were similar at all the CES institutions.
It is interesting to note that here at BYU, the only statement to show any substantial improvement from 2003 to 2004 was the question regarding the library’s ability to help the patron distinguish between trustworthy and untrustworthy information.  We are improving there, which is very important!


LIbQUAL+™ Comments

= 411 of 1003 respondents provided comments
at the end of the survey

= 571 distinct comments summarized into 7 groups
— Facilities, General, Library Personnel, Library
Policies, Library Resources, Online/electronic
resources, and Library Web Site

= The five most common responses were the library
is excellent, the library is a great place to study,
the library has a great staff, there is a need for

more discipline specific resources, and survey
ISsues

= General overtone of top comments more positive
than in 2003
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The adage with LibQUAL+™ is that it is not simply a survey of 22 questions.  It is 22 questions and a box.  That box refers to the comment box at the end of the survey.  In 2003 in provided a wealth of additional and important information that helped better interpret the quantitative results from the body of the survey.  And we fully expected that same benefit in 2004.
This year, 411 of the 1003 completed surveys included comments in the comment box.  
From those comments, 571 distinct comments were summarized into 7 groups, the same as 2003.
The five most common responses were the library was excellent, was a great place to study, had a great staff, and needed more discipline specific resources, and survey related issues.
The general overtone of the top comments tended to be more positive in 2004 than in 2003.


i LibQUAL+™ Comments
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Overall comments related to Library Resources garnered the most comments, followed by General, Facilities, and Library Personnel.  Online/Electronic Resources, Library Web Site and Library Policies had substantially fewer comments than the others.  This was very similar to the comments seen in 2003.


i LibQUAL+™ Comments
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Note that in 2003, Online/Electronic Resources, Library Web Site and Library Policies collect far fewer comments than did the other categories.  This tendency seemed to follow the same pattern at the CES institutions as well.
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Note that the percentages of comments in the categories as seen at the Lee was somewhat similar at the other institutions.  However, note that the category of emphasis was not necessarily the same as at the Lee.  At the Hunter and Family History library, overwhelming more patrons had comments about library personnel.  At Idaho, Hawaii and LDSBC, the emphasis was focused on their respective facilities.  Though there were many similarities, there were decidedly different focuses at each.  We need to focus on the comments our patrons felt were of prime importance and learn from the positive aspects of the others.


i LIDQUAL+™ Comments

= Top comments for each comment group

Facilities — Great place to study; More computers, study
carrels, etc.; Quieter areas

General — Excellent; Survey issue

Library Personnel — Great staff; Staff impersonal/not helpful;
Staff courteous/helpful; Student employees impersonal/not
helpful

Library Policies — Cell phones; Food area; Improve
circulation policies

Library Resources — Great resources; More discipline
specific resources; ILL helpful; Need more/better help in
using resources

Library Web Site — Confusing/unfriendly; Search confusing
Online/electronic resources — More full-text; More resources

22
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Back to the comments at BYU, here is a summary of the top comments is each comment group:
In the Facilities group the top comments were that the library is a great place to study, needed more computers, study carrels, etc. and needed quieter areas (which was a general statement that included noise level comments).
The general category, which included generic comments that could not be lumped into the other categories, were excellent – an overall positive, non-specific statement about the library, and survey issues (it continues to generate a lot of negative comments).
The library personnel comments were that we had a great staff, the staff was impersonal/not helpful, the staff was courteous/helpful, and student employees are impersonal/not helpful.
In library policies, the top comments included ones about cell phones (a continuing issue), the desire for a food area, and requests to improve circulation policies.
Library resource comments included the library had great resources, needed more discipline specific resources, had a helpful ILL department, and needed more/better help in using resources.
Library Web site comments continued to be fairly negative, that its overall design is confusing/unfriendly and searching on the site is confusing.
Finally, as expected for online/electronic resources, there are cries for more full-text journals and more electronic resources in general.


i LIDQUAL+™ Comments

= Specific tendencies in comments

= Comments came predominantly from the students
(80% in 2004 vs. 62% in 2003)

= Interestingly, only one comment was made from
Library Staff (General — limited library experience)

= Graduates were more vocal about the Library Web
Site and Online/electronic resources than any of
the others

= Over 65% came from 5 of the 13 disciplines that
provided comments — Soc Sci/Psych, Sci/Math,
Humanities, Eng/Comp Sci, Business
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Some of the interesting tendencies seen in the comments were:
	First off, the comments came predominantly from the students (undergrads & grads). In 2003, 62% of the comments came from students.  In 2004, 80% of the comments were from students.  These figures, not surprisingly, closely mirror the percent of student participation in LibQUAL+.
	Interestingly, only one comment came from Library Staff.  It was lumped into the General comment group and specifically stated that they did not feel qualified to take the survey because they didn’t use the services in the library, but felt obligated to complete the survey thanks to the persistent emails.
	Graduate students tended to be more vocal about the library web site and the online & electronic resources than were the other groups.
	It was also interesting to note that over 65% of all the comments came from 5 of the 13 disciplines with comments.  They were Social Science and Psychology (17%), Science and Math (15%), Humanities (13%), Engineering & Computer Science (11%) and Business (9.5%).


i LIDQUAL+™ Comments

= Specific tendencies in comments

= Humanities tended to give the most positive
comments about the staff, they also tended to give
the most negative comments about the staff

= The proportion of comments dealing with the need
for more resources was similar to that seen in
2003 with the bulk of the requests coming from
Sci/Math

= Negative comments about the Library Web Site far
overshadowed any positive comments

24


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Other tendencies seen were:	
	Individuals in the Humanities tended to give the most (in terms of count) positive comments about the staff, but they also tended to give the most negative comments.
	The proportion of comments dealing with the need for more resources was very similar to that seen in 2003 with the bulk of the comments coming from the Science & Math discipline.
	And finally, negative comments about the Library Web Site far overshadowed any positive ones – over 85% of the total comments as compared to 75% in 2003.


i LibQUAL+ BYU Summary

= Areas of positive note

BYU patrons very positive about the Lee Library
Continued improvement in overall satisfaction
Library as place still exceeding patron expectations
Inspires study and learning

= Potential areas for improvement

Library Web site

Easy-to-use access tools that allow more self-reliance
in finding information

Increase print/electronic journal collections
Improve relations with patrons
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In summary, LibQUAL+™ has once again provided us with a very important barometer of how our patrons feel about the services we provide to them and the University as a whole.
In general, they are very positive about the Lee Library – and that has been substantiated with the recent Princeton Review where input from students and others have made us the number one library in the country.  We are also seeing continued improvement on overall satisfaction.  Our wonderful building continues to exceed patron expectations and it is considered by many to inspire study and learning.
But there are still areas for improvement.  One is the library’s Web site.  Comments collected during 2003 suggested improvements could be made.  That was during a period when a redesign of the Web site was well underway.  Results from that effort did not improve the overall opinion of patrons and in 2004 have demanded more change to the Web site.  With the advent of WebFeat and the cosmetic changes to the home page, it is hoped that we will be able to make a positive impact on their perceptions.
And their request for more easy-to-use access tools that allow more self-reliance in finding information is still an important issue.  Again, it is hoped that WebFeat will help alleviate some of those concerns.
Since information control continues to stand out as patron’s most important issue (and it would appear from what LibQUAL+™ has shown over the years, this will never change), it only stands to reason that would include an increase in print and electronic journal resources.  We have been blessed with a strong financial commitment from the University and we will continue to use those resources to provide our users with the resources they need and demand.
And finally, we can continue to work to improve our relations with our patrons.  We can be more patient.  We can be more kind.  We can be more informative.  We can do better.


i The Future of LibQUAL+

= The next round of surveys will be
conducted Spring 2005

= Ongoing, continuing effort sponsored by
ARL

= At this point BYU does not plan to
participate in 2005

= Will look to spring 2006 as the next
opportunity w/CES partners
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The future for LibQUAL+™ is bright indeed!  The next round will be during spring of 2005 and sign-ups will begin in September of 2004.  At this point we do not plan to participate in the 2005 survey.  We want to continue our initial intent of participation every other year, with the in-between year a time for reflection and implementation.  We hope to again join with our CES partners in 2006 and see how well we have been able to improve upon what we learned in 2004.




Presenter
Presentation Notes
The end.  Any questions?
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LibQUAL+™ Responses
by Sample Group
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LibQUAL+™ Responses
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LIbQUAL+™ Comments

(Top Ten Comments — Year Comparisons)
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