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L : PREFACE

: This report.presents information based on a study of
the statewide coordinatiop and:funding of public senior aca-
demic 'libraries. The Board of Trustees and administration of ,

' North Carolina State Univers1ty ranted professional leave to

_ the author during the Fall of 1976 to carry out the field
study. The Council on Library Resources generously provided
financial -support. through its Fellowship program for travel
to ten states outside North Carolina to enable the author to
T~ interview state higher education officials and representative
~Iibrarians. The generosity of thé Youncil. on Library Resources

'and North Carolina State University is deeply appreciated, The
author also owes a debt of gratitude to all state-officials and

-lalibra ans who provided information in interviews and question-
s, It must be pointed out that the observations herein
are those of the authpr and in no way reflect' positions of the-

It is hoped that the report will contribute substantially
to an linderstanding of the }nfluence that statewide systems of
higher education are having on’ the development of library re-
sources and services.

1Y

Codncil on Library Resources or North Carolina State University. ,.
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:STATE«SYSTEMS OF HIGHER EDUCATIQN AND LIBRARIES o - .
I. "JIntroduction v

A maJor trend in higher education during the l950's and 1960's was the

establishment of boards or commissions in nearly every state to coordinate -

’

~v planning and financing of public colleges and un1versities. ‘Prior to 1950

statewide higher education boards existed in only three states. But in the -

mid - l970's alt but three states had established some type ‘of board of higher

education. Public colleges and univefsities have become, in practically
every state, parts of a statewide system of higher education.l'-The origins
and overall functions of these higher education agencies have been the subJect

of a flood of -books and articles,2 but, with the exception of a few studies

on statewide library formula budgeting, little has been written about their
'influence on- academic library development., Because of the rising costs and’
declining budgets of colleges and universities in the mid- 1970'8, state

boards and systems of higher education are becoming increasingly involved in
\

both the funding and the coordination of academio libraries in an effort Eq

'make the most efficient use of the resources within states. .<
ST ]

This study was undertaken to gain a better understanding of the role

that these state boards and systems of higher %ducation are playing in
X )
: academic library Operatlods. Is any attempt being made by state agencies of

higher education to find solutions to préssing problems of libraries caused

by déclining or stabilized budgets, inflation, space needs, and the use.of .

technology7 T : . oo N

2

It is important for librarians to learn about these agencies and their

relationShip to atademic libraries and especially the decision-making process

& -

«in the funding of ‘state- supported university libraries. How are- decisions'

&
.made? Who makes them? Is it the coordinating oF governing board, the: “

~

. | ’ E . ‘ ' —r~ -
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v
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budgeU d£:13533> the[ﬁovernor,,the legislature, or the uéiversity s own

e
H » ]

administ %Snv What inp%E do librarians have in this prOCess? Are budget

decisions for’state gupported agencies;based on logic and need or are they:

n \. Y

-; more likely based on political and econémic ffctors7 What influence do the s,

~

—o—o—

state boards play in the politfes of budgeting for 11braries7 State~- suppdrted

. (I

libraries operate\;n a political environment as well ag\ij academic environ-{

nt. T
me ) \

»

5 LFour‘haJor areas of ‘system or statew1de coordlnatlon of senior academic

libr ries were 1nvest1gated ) plann1ng for library'deve10pment (2) the
N . Y
role of adv1sory committees of librarians, (3) 1nterlibrary cooperation and - H

(4) ﬁundlng A section oé th1s report is. devoted to each of these @reas.'

The influence of state boards ‘on the status and tenure of librarians

K'S

} ? - B
‘was at first*to be a maJor area. of 1nvest1gation However, it was diSCpVer?g:—’*—\\\\

that with few exceptions, personnel p011C1eS relating to professional
) ' 4 ) q;'-

librar1ans are dec1ded on eadh campus, usually yith the” approval of the\ ‘

institutional board‘of trustees _and not at a statewide level, Consequently, .

in many states, there may be cons1derable variation from campus to campus,

ranging all thev&ay from)the granting of "full faculty status wfth faculty ’
;{

).

. . . p
ranks and tﬁtles to’ classification in a state personnel system, The f1ndings

‘.'>- M N y ‘e
1 - .

in this a;ea of investigation can be summarized briefly -v." . T f

A Bmall minority of state systems of higher education do establish
-+

unifbrm,personnel policies forfall pub11c academic librarians. In V1rginia,

Oregop and Hawaiié “all librarians in public colleges and universities have

full facuﬁzy status with faculty rank and title. zIn Kansas,=the Cagifornia'

7
State University and Colleges (CSUC) and the University of California (UC)

>

SNy
systems, librarians_are given academic status with about the same-perquisites

- L 3



{\ | | ' ' S | c '
| - . ) \ .
. as faculty but without faculty titles or tenure“-and 1n North Dakota all :

librarians are chss1f1ed under a state persannel system but i?d1v1duals,

-

mai also hgdd facult rank and have other facult perquisites.
y y y

-~
¥y

" All libraridhs in the 35 senior institutions of the State- Uhivers1ty of

?? New Ydrk (SUNY) have faculty status w1th librarian titles ?hlch are SubJ?Ct

Y.
to the same peer review and tenure criteria as other faculty. Both the,

by

status and salary levels are functions of the bargaining agreement of a
faculty‘union which operates.in%the 35 senior institutions. " Maximum salary
levels are now established for the four—&ibrarian ranks.f* One ¥ ortant -

'differenée between the status of librarians and'other faculty is that} the

maximum salary levels for lxbrarian ranks are not as high as for other faculty

ranks, it is interesting to note, however, that the salaries of 11brar1an' g

L -

ranks have been. 1ncreased as a result of union negotlation. State employee

B §

‘.

~
“7 and faculty unions operate in’only'a few states at the present time, but

‘//} -

union negdtlatlon may become an 1mportant new function of an 1ncreas1ng

number of state systems o boards of higher education as unions sprqu,to
) s :q ’ / Lo
‘other states. ‘ ' ' \

. . nf\tf;)yk * ' Procedure
. . . '/'
Data and 1nformation were obtalned during the Fall of 1976 and the

summer of 1977 by on-site 1nterviews with staff meémbers of boards and systems

—

“’ of higher education in ten states outside North Carolina. The author also ..

v}sit d~representative libraries and talked.to librarians.in‘each of the
' . T . _ '
states. State agencies and librar?es'visited were:

. . l
*Maximum salary levels will.be replaced by minimum salary levels~in union
bargaining discussions in the Spring of 1978, -

4

\) \'. . . 1 L
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Ohio: T_ "Ohio Board of Regents, Columbus : & ,
s Ohio State University Library, Columbus ' .
Ohio University Library, Athens _ .. e '\\&n
Wisconsin: < 'University of Wisconsin: System, Madison, qisconsin)
' University of Wisconsin .Library, Madison
Colorado: - * Colorado, Commission-on Higher Education .
: ' University of Colorado at Boulder . ‘ -
University of Colorado Library at Denver ' J
Colorado State University, Fort Collins N .
‘ﬁ New York: = . New York Board of”’ Regents, Albany - o
- < ° " State University of New York -(SUNY)" System, Albany
::::::E;>- , vState University of New York at Albany Library ' :
| o ; : .
: alifornia: California State Colleges and Universities, Long Beach =~ = |

University of California Systemwide Administration,
Office of the Executive Director’of Universitywide . |
Library Planning, Berkeley - .

‘< ‘California State University, Long Beach Library ™,
5 ° University of California at Berkeley Library %
' o S &
Texas: . Coordinating Board, Texgs College and University _ e
, System, Austin N

University of Texas at] Austin ‘

Southwest Texas State University, Sari’ Marcos - ‘ a !
-, - . & ‘.§ " 0
Virginia: State Council of Higher Education for Virginia, Richmond
B , .Virginia Commonwealth University, Richmbnd

. «South Carolina: South Carolina Commission on Higher Education, Columbia
R University of South Carolina Library, Columbia
Florida: Florida Board of Regents; Tallahassee ‘
N , Florida State University Libra s Tallahassee “

! ' . . '~Flotida A and M College, Tallahassee ; :
Georgia:: = Georgia Boardcgf Regents, Aclanta ' o : - -
o : Georgia Institute of Technology Library, Atlanta

Univerdsity of Georgia Library, ‘Athens , .
Before visiting states outside North Carolina, the author conducted. a - .

-study of&the involvement of the North Carolina Board of Higher Education* -

and the Board of Governors of the University of/Uorth Carolina** in the
-g \.. / . ~ -
*a coordinating board that was phased Qut in 1972/// , : ’ SR o \\\\
**a governing board: ‘over all public senior institutions. established July 1, ' '
1972 s . . _ i
— 7 . 5 K . e
W . . R . o . , . :
- . . - ) . . - . -
- a ) -, v - .
2
~ '\_).‘ 7
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planning and funding of academic libraries. It was found that, due to the
v ' 4
efforts of these two boards, and w1th the advice of the University L1brary

Adv1sory ‘Council, budgets of the 16 public un1versi€y an ier college ™
. .
v 11brar1es\t}‘the state rose 174A from 1968 to 1975. The ‘base bud ets of most

- of the 1nst1tut10nal libraries increased anywhere from 150 to4over 300 per-
-cent during this period. The qualltyxof,library services .and resource$ has

* been improved in all 16 institutiohs under a funding program designed to raise
the libraries up to national standards and to substantially increase continuing

financial support for libraries. & number of statewide cooperative projects
! \

have also.been initiatéd in order to provide more -effective sharing of re-

+ sources, The main factor responsible&for this‘success was a ‘strong commitment g
v , T . ’
to library deve10pment by the staffs of th two boards. L
Lo . s
Questionnaires relat1ng to library fuiding, planning, cooperation, '

adv1sory comm1ttees of 11brar1ans ard the status of librariats were malled

e >

to state agenc1es of h1gher education in all 50 states. -On the visits and in

.

the questlonnalres, the author requested long range plans, reports, surveys,
A} s

/,' 4

budgeting instructions and formulas that. efplaln or zgscrlbe the -role these

agenc:eshglfy in library‘development. As_a result, Inf

n

rmation comprising.
"two vertical file drawers of material has'been received from 38.states. Of/ St
, _ : » p e e

“. > /

“the- 12 states tha did.not rgspond; one has noystatewide agency, two have”. e

voluntary agenc1es, five- have coordlnaE1ng3agenc1es and four,governing boards. ,

.
! .

. It 1is known that the boards in most ‘of these_states have or take no respoh-

) LN
sibi11ty for academic library development. Because of a wide variation\\\ong

“a \ ‘o

Ryt
he states in the funding and pIanning for 1ibrar1es,,statistical analys1s is
' noK the best method. for dealing with the informatlon the repoé{;iSanecessarlly

Y

de3cr1$t1ve and expository. l C %) o .>
o s

-
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in this reporﬁé;;%i:::ide'a description of the major planning efforts fol,sen
-academic librarie hin each state. It ie hoped that this_informétion will

Do

A

be of assistance to the staffs of state boafdg of higher éduqaéion, to campus

.
o v

aﬂministra;ors,aand-to librariaﬁs. Although a large.§art of the report deals
with]f;ndihg'mgthods, an agtempz héggbeen-made to place this_impéypant function
iﬁpo the bfbadenfper§£;§tive.of the °V§f311 plaﬁﬁing role of state boardg of _
; bighér é§ucatiqp: Coordinated fundingvof public écadgmic libraries &és the ';
. v B y :

) . , . - . By
first-area relating to librarjfés in which state boards pf:higher education - .

beﬁan tb,pperafe, but overallplibrary planning and development is becoming an

- increasingly iﬁportant function-of these agéncies. An understahdihg of the
' ' A a . .
important'gs

-~

influence of thage boards on‘liQEary"déveIOpmeng is especially
- the libra;y cbmmuni;y begins Eo plan for a national netwofkbpf Iibrary‘and

inqumat;on services,‘bgcaGSe with the financial support and %poperation from

,.
A

. Ehese-pogerfdi statutory boards, academic librd%y development can be more

‘.- o

. effectively toordinated and planned.’ o ' | ‘ . ?\'
o . Notes '

- ‘lgg. Corson, Joht! J. ~ The Governance of Coltéges and Universities:
Modernizing Structures ‘and Processes (Revised Edition), McGraw-Hill, 1975,
" p. 50. . . ’ ‘ =~ b \ ’

2Some of the bgoks on higher education which'proﬁide‘Anformation on -the
_functions of these ‘agencies are: Robert Q~Berdahl, Statewide Coordin&tyon
of Higher Education. Washington, D.-C., American Council oniEducation,_%971;
~Qarnegie Commission on Higher Educaé&on, Governance of Higher Educatidn® -
SiﬁxPriorinf'Problems, New York, McG aw-Hill, 1973; M. M. Chambers, Higher . s
Education and State Governments, 1970-1975, Danville, Illinois, Interstate
Printers-and‘publishers? 1974; John J: Corson, op. cit.; Olga D. Henderson .
and. Jean Gliddgn Hengﬂrson, Higher Education in America, Jossey#+Bass Publishers, .
1974; Eugene €. Lee &nd Frank M. Bowen, The Multicampus University, McGraw-
Hill, 1971; D. Kent Halstead, Statewide Planning in Higher Education, U: S.
Department of Health, Education and Welfare. Office,of Education and Welfare.
Office of Education = (DHEW Publication No. (OE) 73-17Q02) 1974; Carnegie:
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. The States and Highér Education
~and Supplement, Jossay-Bass, 1976; National Commission on the Financing of

R
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?bstsecondafy”Educéfion,fF{hancing;Post-Secondary“Educétibn in the

United

lfﬁstgtes;-Washingtpﬁ,‘DQZC:,LU; S. Gove:nment E;inting Office, 1973.
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Y S hII.Y Statewide Agencies of Higher Education/ ﬁv';‘,t"

N .- . - .
- . A .
iy . v .t

_ The reasons for ‘the establishment of statewide agencies of higher‘

i - . )

education in almost every state during the 1950's and l960's have been fully

o

anélyzed and reported by Corson, Berdahl, the National Commission on thev_

s
%. o

Financing of Post Secondaf§ Education, Henderson and Henderson and in numerous
| ek

publications by the Carnegie Comm ssiQn on Higher Education.‘

The two factors that contrib ted the greatest to their spread were

(l) substantial expansion aue to‘unprecendented enrollment increases during

- the l950's and 1960 s and (2) growth fn the diversity of functions and pro- '

S AN : ST T ) ‘/.
grams- S IR Lo - T // .
I R B s R o Lo -

' -4

Enrollment in instit

since 1951~52--from SIightiy:more than 2 000 000 stude s'to,overilO;OOQ,OOO

4

og of increase ccurredfin‘public-"

-

Tom 719,440‘i 1951452,t

nst utlons 1n which enrollment rose

« in th m1d l970's.; The greatest port
2, 352 000

~in 1961-62 to 7, 127 544 iﬂ’l972-73

,.

institutions of higher education by 1973 74 the number‘ha@ al

st doubled 3
b}

Cbrson reports that in l9?0 Z?O per- cent of all students enro led Were in h‘,ﬁ

bﬁblic iﬂstitutions by 1980 it is predicted that 77 per cent will be en-:f

rolled 'in publicly*supported institutions.é Higher education has increasingly

become a major responsibility of state governments.

Y

an unparalleled increase in diversity of academic programs and functions o§7

v . b ] \)
higher education as well as greater specialization in curricula and research
—r . . - RN

Glenny has’ described some of the de@elopments tha&‘were taking place

» -

I3

—-/_’ i . . A \', t _
Universities began extensive research programs in the ' - ST
e physical andEbiological sciences;-provided new services b .
for thre farmérs, industries and other special interest : .
. ‘L/ x | . P .

{

o - -

;In 1951 52 there were 63 public g/f,ﬁﬁnylu

; m
The unprecendented increase in numbers of studen@s was accompanied by A

R

x.ions of h1gher education has increased\iive¥fold}_'

e

\i

!

"



- . groups, added professional schools in new areas such, ;
' as social ‘work, public administration, industrial
R - redations,; and municipal minagement:' further special-.

* ized.in agrlculture, medjcine, and dentistry,-and
increased course offerings-in almost all previously - .-
ex1sting fields. Land-grant colleges began to extend o

. ) their programs into academic and professional dis- ' S
' ciplines which'\had trad1tionally been offered only . . ‘
~ by tge state un verslty > . . .
° ‘ J . : N

The‘reasons for ‘the nprecendented growth 1n "the golden age of h1gher

,education" have been out11ned in detail by many author1t1es. Briefly, they
' ’ 1
can be summarlzed as, follows- (l) the return of»World War II veterans in

.

5

the 1950's, (2) ‘an 1ncrease in the number of persons of college age in “the
population,fand (3) rad1caL soc1al and technological changes in. society

Durlng th1s tlme of expansion and d1versification it was essent1al that the
,flnancial resources of each state‘be used,aS)efficiently as possible if
quality education was to be provided. In aAreoort for'the Southeranegional

» . ¥ ,.

N Educatlon Board Dr. A, J. Brumbaugh stated in 1963 that "The future of h1gher

education will depend on plann1ng and coord1nat10n within each state--the twin

keys to e£fect1veness and quality n6 States'were‘adv1sed”to establish state-

<

- wide coordinating agéncies as the best approach to statewide_planning. He

outlined requirements for effective state planning. Planning and'gouerning '

) boardsbthat were created during the 1950's and 1960's were responses to .

unparalleled pressures and expansion ‘during the period. '

L 6; The p%%blems facing higher education are different in~the mid;seventies‘
than in the fifties and sixties but'no less challenging. During the l970's,:
enrollments and budgets are stabilizing{and in some’institutions declin1ng:

{llhe decreased rate'QE_growth is caused by a number of fdctors, but especially

4
her segments of state government:. Enrollments are affected by economic

'

by agging economy and a high rate of inflation as well as competing needs
/@j
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- e
T ,
conditions as well as a drop in the number of college age persons in the
populatlon Henderson and Henderson say that the wave of growth in . the l960's
"has left in 1ts wake a multitude o{ problems. wl - Social policy toward higher
) educatiop is being'questloned '"The changes grow out of a reexamination of
purposes, out of a reallzation that segments of the population have been by- .
passed.as we have worked for equality of opportunity,~oUt\of a surge of:

experiments and innovations in pregrams, and asfa result‘of a trend toward

systems ofs 1nst1tut10ns."§ A fr¥sh sense of direction to_ gu1de colleges and

universlties is needed in the midst of social. change . The needvfor'coordination. .

I

in a period of stabilization, high“inflation and declining budgets, and more

. advanced technology is just as great as,if not greater than, in the 1960's.
-~ ]
An era of ajfluence and growth is changing rapidly into an era of austerlty,
N/ :

dec11n1ng enroilments and less public acceptance of h1gher education.

Functions of State Higher Education Boards. A. J. Brumbaugh has summarized
; .

the major functions of state higher educatlon boards as follows c , . -
/T ~ ‘

°"l The ident1fication of immediate and long-range post-secondary
educational needs of the state . . .v

‘2. The identification of changing'economic conditions and the-

\ oA . A
- implications of these changes for higher education . . . [" o

3. The appraisal of .plans, needs and resources of existing higher
1 . ’ : . -

. institutions, public and ‘private, and-the planning of new ’

institutions and new facilities; when they will be needed,

'

A

where theY’should be located, and at they will cost . . .
4. The defihition of the role and scobe of each publicly supported
college and Qniversity . ..

‘) . o - ’ . )

a’

ke
i

o ai/f/
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" 5. The appraisal and/or aﬁpfoyal of the Operations of each state
"‘ ) . . .. /
’ higher institution . e e ' '

6. The conduct-of continuing studies to, keep information.about o (fjf\x

higher educatlod and its. needs up to date nd o~ P )

Encompassed in these six broad categor1es are the more specific functions

L-?
‘:o
B

of long range planning, approval of new academ1c programs, reviewing,(con-'

. -
- iy H Pl

:solidating, and approv1ng or recommending inst1tut10nal\budget requests

establishment of personnel policies, the formulation of plans for raclal

N .
N ’

* .
1ntegration of 1nstitutions, and coordination of the development and use of '

library resources. .The functions of boards vary cons1derably from state to

state depend1ng upon the legal author1ty and the budgetary 'role granted to. » ﬂ,

.-
1

the agenc1es by the respective legislatures and the governors. ' .

“

Types offStateWide Agencies of Higher'Education.u State agencies of higher

education can be classified into three main types: coordinatlng, g;verning

and voluntary. As of July l 1976,’27 states have statewide coordinating “&
agencies and 20, governing boards, Vermont is the only ‘state that has no" _ *y
statewide agency, whereas Delaware and Nebraska have voluntary agencies with s
no'legal status.10 Berdahl and Chambers have described the types of state-

wide agencies, outlined the1r history, and prOV1ded dates when each was.

established 1

Coordinating agencies have advisory and recommending authority only._

'They .are usually charged by state’ legislatures to make studies, surveys

and long range plans for higher education and to approve new academic pro--

grams.‘ Some coordinating agencies, such as thp Ohio Board of Regents, have

g

strong budgetary roles by providing guidelines for institutional budget

requests and. others, such as the New York Board of Regents,. have no budgetary

G iy

\ 1
. .
. »




role. o/ v Y
/ i

: - o . . | < 1 : . ' .
Governing boardé, on the other hand, are responsible for a multi-campusx

univers1ty system1 with the authority to approve systemw1de budgets, capital t P

bmprovement rezyests, new academic programs, and to appoint institutional
S.

chie% executiv

. and strong legal authority.’ Th1s authority sometimes has a constitusional B

Governing boards generally have a strong budgetary.role

basis but, in most systems, the author1ty 1s granted by legislative statute. ¢ s
A few of the larger states have a coordinating board and two or more
* multilcampus un1versit1es with their own governimg boards or Boards. of Trustees.‘ L
New York and California have thlS arrangement. /lhese two states have the most
complex higher education establishments and t mosu h1ghly coordinated S

academic library syst%ms in the country. // /n
/

-4

;t?'?z,_ In New. York the coord1nating agency ié the yew York Board of Regents
which has policy-making author1ty over higher~education ‘and a coord1nat1ng 3
role-over all librar1es. The State Education Department is the admin1strative ‘
arm of the Board of Regents and the New York State Library is an agency of"
the State EducationrDepartment.. The Board of- Regents has the author1ty to
- approve new academic programs and long-range planning authority overnall
institutions of higher education, both public and private, but it has no
-budgetary authority | The Board of Regents, through the State Education'
Department has responsibility for setting standards for all academic libraries
and for statewide library planning. There are two systems‘of higher education
vin New York with separate governing boards that make budget requests directly
V
to\the Governor and the legislature. These are the State University_of New

York - (SUNY) and the City University of‘New York (CUNY). SUNY is a large

system with fouf university centers that offer undergraduate, masters and




'

1

. 5 ‘ _13_ s '

,doctoral degrees; four medical Centers;‘l4 four-year colleges; six agriif

“

cultural and technological colleges; thwo statutory colleges; and 40vcommunity

'colleges.13 SUNY and CUNY14are responsible to the New York Board of Regents .

X . .
for academic policy and program registration. . , .

In California, the California Postsecondary Education Commission is the.

-

~ coordinating agency but takes no resbonsibility for libraries. The 29 4

senior puhlicﬂinstitutions are in onefof two systems:'_the.University'of
California with 10 campyuses and - the California State University and Colleges

system with 19 campuses. The authority of the California State Colleges and

. Universities System was established by legislative statute as contrasted: to

1

‘that of the University‘of Californialsystem which has a constitutional basis; .
In 1960 the California legislature passed an Act establishlng the California
State College system under a Board of Trustees.15 The Act delineated the o
functions of both the S&ate College system‘and the Un1vers1ty of Califor;ia
system.' The legislature.declared that the Uniuersity of California is "the
{f primary state supported academic agency for research," and,reaffirmed it as
‘the sole authority to award the'doctoral degree'in all fields of'learning“
and to offer instruction in the professions of law, medi01ne, veterinary
medicine and architecture.lﬁ' The primary'function of the California Ctate‘t
.ﬂﬂiColiege systeﬁ‘is,towprovide instruction—forwundergraduate students and . : -
. - .,

graduate students through the Masterfs degreeslff“‘/ S

r
.

Responsibility for Library Planning. In many states, library coordination

is considered a minor aspect of the board's activity and, therefore, matters
relating to libraries are delegated to a staff assistant; in other states,
depending upon the priority assigned to libraries, library matters‘are

delegated to the Academic Vice Chancellor or an Assistant Director for




~ . . _14_. - ‘ o v, .‘ .
Lo N | ’ v ’ . f
Academic Affaifs or- for Research The Virginia State- Council on Higher
F !

Education empléys a full-time L1brary Planning Coord1nator and its progressive

‘ 11brary program 1s 1ndicat1ve of the 1mportance that is placed on 1ibrar1és

]

by the.Council.

-~

- . s ‘ - ? E
The most integrated systemwide. library coordination’ and. planning are

done in the states:that employ sizeable staffs foi library planning, :Ekamples ‘

| of these are: . the New York Board of‘kegents, the State Univers1ty of New :

u

York (SUNY), the University of Ca11forn1a and the Ca11forn1a State Univers1ty

* [

and Colleges System. The New York Board of Regents coordinates 1ibrary re-

pr. )
source shar1ng and sets 1ibrary standards through the State Educatloanepart-'

- ment and the Staff of the New York State L1brary a ) ;

A
SUNY has employed a full ~time D1rector of L1brary Services s1nce 1962

The ' D1rector, ass1sted by several fu11 tlme staff members, " has developed a

computerized network for. the SUNY 11braries us1ng the 0CLC data base. He |

v

coord1nates copperatlve resource shar1ng programs, conducts surveys and

- . \
r . p

studiesiof 11bra{ operations and works with adv1sory committees of 1ibrar1ans b

in the development of systemwide 1ibrary resour?es and serv1ces.

-

The Califor?ia étate University. and Colleges coord1nates 11brary develop-

ment and fund1ng through the Director of Learning Services Development who

v .

7 is one of six Deans and Diyectors reporting to the V1ce‘ghancellor for

Academic Affairs., His 'staff includes an Assistant Director for Libraries and '

- . f B . .
a number of computer personnel., The staff has received funding for a system--

P

wide program of. automation and cooperation and. is involved in a continuous

program of 1ibrary p1anning from a- systemwige perspective.
\

The University of California employs the 1argest staff and has the most

Y

advanced program for systemwidexlibrary planning of any system of higher‘

| SE
)
—

vy
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education in the country. The position of Executive D1rector of Ud{%irsity- . ' /

/
!
/

- wide Library Planni which was establlshed 1n January 1976 was upgraded in
ry 35
y

September 1977 to A351stant Vice President for L1brary Plans and Polfcies,\

«

one of four Aszﬁstant V1ce Presidents reporting to the Academic Vife Pre51dent

__The p051t10n i respons1ble for 11brary plann1ng, budgetingf and cooperation

through f1ve major staff members Senior Budget Analyst Manager of Library

; Studies, Manager of Bibliographic ProJeCts, Manager of Computerized Informatlon )
. ‘ . - St
N Serv1ces, and an As81stant for External Serv1ces. Approx1mately 50 full- time g

©
~ - N
.

'equivalent staff members work on prqﬂects under these five positions. ;TheL .

4 .- oo

& # . .

major responsibilities of the’ Assistant Vice President‘for Library Plans and
'jPolicies are: (l) to coordinate and 1mplement the dec1sions of the L1brary

. k : h
-k Policy Steer1ng Commlttee (a systemw1de ,committee of adm1n1strators, facultx ,
A

.

t K
and librarians); 2y to develop long range and short range p1ans for the
. %, S N
'library system involving special studies and research on. 11brary ‘operations

“a - -tn

and 11aisonjw1th ‘the lerary Counc1l composed of the head 11brarians of- the
. campus 11brar1es 3(3) to develop systemw1de 11brary automation, ) to serve

as 1§§ison with the state Budget Off1ce on library matters, (5) ‘to develop

' -

1ntercampus 11brary cooperation, and (6) to provide 1eg1slatiye analysis on
A11brary needs and prOJects. Thé office of the Executive Director of- Un1ver31ty-

wide Library Planning published in 1977 A Plan for Development" of the >

.-

\r 4

,

: 18
University of California Libraries from41978 1988 . Th1s master.plan for

librar}es has been approved by the Preéﬁdent of~the UnLversity system, and

~

. funds for its implementation are being ;equested Some of the detalls of

3

the California plan and systemwide organization and coOperation will be

discussed in other sections of this erort. . : o p
Y

The survey shows that'The two states (New York and California) with the
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. 1aréést nymber of public colleges gnd upiversiﬁies and student bopuiationé; ')'}, K

ce ¢ ~ -

have found it necessary to develop sizeableustaffs at the system levél"tqf i
"% Pprovide qffective library'coprdinatidn and planning. ' S . q
. _ . . N 4 . ' . . L
o , v . ¢
‘ - | Notes R d - o
1 :

3

See note #2 for Chaptér-I; "Intrqduction". - S
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III Planning for L1brary Dezelopment oL o A

T

Planning for'%lghgr education is a major function of state governing . .

ly -

-
« ~

and coordinating boards.\;For the most effective results, planning must be “
’ - At .
a continuing ‘activity done on a day to- day ba31s, A. large number of states oty

“have developed and published master plan documents covering -a given period ~ B
- of time, usually five, ten or 15 years--which may be updated at regular". '
1ntenvals.. The Univer51ty of North Carollna Board of Governors producqs a ., ..
L, PR .
frve-year plan which is updated annually L Beginning in 19665 the Ohio Board
Aof Regents produced three master’plans at f1ve-year inter_vals.2 State~master.- -
plans vary cons1derably in subject matter and detail but the six top1cs out-

)

Hined by Brumbaugh whlch were cited on pages lO and ll in Chapter II\effthis

. L
. Planning because of
v‘\ : L : 4 . '

.

R

report are‘ge erally covered in the plans.v

¥

An increasink number of boards are including libraries in statewide
. n . . = . [} .

e need to make the most effective use of resources. in

\a period of declini budgets; If codrdinatlng and governlng boards p1an

-

or 11brar1es at all, 1t is done in one of three‘ways. First, a sec?ion or '\\. “aii

c apter of the state master plan may/deal with libraries. The treatment in ' /V
o : B A
many of these documents is sometimes comprehensive, covering collections,
Lo r
staffing, service, funﬂing, physical facilities ‘and cooperation. -Some of the ¢

plans set goals for the size of collectio;s, staff and physical space of R

institutional libraries by the use of stapdard formulas.- Others may deal 2

" with bnly one or ‘two of these areas. o _ - ~-, s ‘_' o T . -\

A < -
Secondly, several state agencies have published separate surveys of

library resourCes and services which may be done by- outside experts, as in LU

-~

-South Carolina in 1976 3 or by librarians withln the state, as in Alabama in’ - F

o

1972 4 Although many of these surveys include general recommendations, they



ral". ' :\ . .. \19 - e . 8- ‘ - -\4,
R N . . - iy . \t
tend to be more descriptive and fall short of prov1d1ng a_master plan for,
: o
el L ¥ .
statewide academic libravy development. . . . Jd .
Finally, éhe state agency ‘may deve10p a master plan forflibraries wout=

S
. 2

-11n1ng an, 1ntegrated library system. “The elements of a library system

- --/)

N 1nclude a coord1nated‘statewide funding plan for coliections apd staff

-~
K

. . .
a plan forvin automated network 1nvelv1ng thared cataloging, a JOlnt On :

'
. 4

11ne catalog of holdings, a cooperative acqu1sit10ns program; a plan for

o St

resource. sharing with programs that encourage 1ntercampus use of materials, -

t N oo

’and a plan for Joint storage of lesser used materials. The Un1ver81ty of

California Plan for Development, 1977/78 1s the best example of such a plan.5

A3

Notable examples of each of these methods of library planning/éfforts

/"
will be h1gh11ghted The 1966 Master Plan for h1gher education Qhio, in

-

a brief section on 11braries,6 conta1ned two 1tems that have haé a s1gnif1cant

A ’

impact on‘libraries. Verner Clapp was the library,consultant'for-this Master

Plan and used a quantitative formula to measure the. adequacy of collections

o

of Ohlo senior publlc academ1c 11brar1es. 'The formula was)an original method

Pl 3 “ ~r

for measuring adequacy, based on FIE enrollment, number of faculty and the

o i

number of academic programs by level. It is w1dely known today as the Clapp--

Jordan formala.’ It was meant to be used only as a measure of m1n1mal adequacy
of\collections but librarians have adopted it or modifications of it as a

national standard of collectidn»requirements. Clapp never meant for it to be

‘used as a basfe for funding but many states have adopted it - as a funding

formula; : : : : S L - .
’ 1 - - PR

The 1966 Master Plan also contained the follow1ng statement among 1ts;

.recommendations ~ "The Ohio Board of- Regents intends to explore the desir- s i::i:>‘\

<4

_ ability of establishing a centralﬂlibrary coordingting center to.encourage'”' ,k




.

.

,

“through the in1tiat1ve of 11brarians wdrking through the University presidents

o
,-- . 4 \

h &.; s ' -\‘ ) (

-., ' -20."_ 'l‘\v_":,_ e

. development of new‘libraryvtechniqueS\and'to promote inter-library'co-l

4 . ¢ - o

‘ operatfon.?g a recommendation which evolved . 1nto the Ohio College L1brary ' . . ;

L} .t ~

Center. But the 1déa of a cen%ralized coo erat1ve center pre-dated ‘this - ’

- -
I - >

report. OCLC was, established as a. cooperabive catalog1ng center in 1967

,;_. b \

t

.in the Ohio College ASsociation with only mi imal encouragement and funding

by the Board of Regents. S ‘/q \\// .. ) - o

’ Surveys éf 11brary resources and services. conducted by coordinat1ng _ . Ce

boards have been effectiyelin several states by giv1ng v1sibility to the

needs for library improvements. The surveyors generally assess the adequacy '

- ’ -

of collections and serv1ces,\and set collection and staffing goals, An /]
example is the 1968 survey of university and college libraries in North

Earolina published and publicized widely to state officials and legislators

. by the North Carolina Board of Higher Education. -This. report, Planning for ";.'

-

~ 7

Higher Educatiodﬁiﬂ_ﬁorth Carolina,9 pointed very dramatlcally to the in- ’ .

adequacies’ of the public senior’ inst1tutlonal libraries 1n the state and was
. o
the Justification for obtaining improvement funds from the state legislature. o :

- ~

i
It was the springboard for a long- range plan for increased funding by the
Board of H1gher Education and later, by the . Uniyersity of North Carolina Board
of Governors. The survey of libraries_was done by Dr.~Robert~Dv Downs, then

Dean of Librar1es ad&the University of Illinois. The adequacy of staff
.

o

physical facilit1es and holdings was measured and goals set for each.of these

0

areas. The Clapp-Jordan formula 'was used as a measure of collection adequacy. R

“ .
~ v -

A comprehensive survey of libraries in South Carolina was published in '

1976 by the Sou:h)barolina Commission of Higher Education10 in which .the 1975

Association ‘of ollege ang/Research ibraries (ACRL)llfoémulas for assessing i

- > . b4
& Sy T

()/’1 Ve

< ‘ » Ay
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e

_ recently 5”blished library development plans. that-have stressed mdre effective -

sharing of resources; The Tennessee Development Plan encouraged-greater

T typesvof libraries. The Virginia Plan is discussed in detail iﬂ the chﬁgte}

S . . \ S“/ P . - ot . . ‘ o‘
. R - ) . N ‘: 21 - - . L .. ; . N ;./
. . o . 3 . . . :

colléctions, staff and buildinhgs were ubed for the” first time in a state-

- -
wide survey. The survey report containslrecommendations to increage financial

‘ - : T, ¥ . JL_.,
support in order to bring collectionsland staff up tb national standards S e g "

P b'-f N 1 ./’—1’ v £

and to- fund programs to. make university library holdings‘accessible to other
i <
libraries and c1tizens in the state through an expanded stateWide network., - -
5 N » . . v" . "

The Tennessee12and Virginia13counciLs of higher edlcation %ave Just .
& 4

. . 1] i ‘.
.y -
.
oz »
© o .
!
LI °a
e

initiative on the part of the professi®nal library community to. find better ~
. > . :
methods for assessing the adequacy of library resources and to take greater
initiative in dgveloping a stateWide network for sharing resources of all _
Va

“on "Interlibrary CooperationP since the -plan emphaSizes this aspect of

library developmeé& (See bages 46- -47)
. > ) ’ 3

.The Minnesota H{gher Education Coordinating Commission has’for'the past
) I . N ~ .

ey

‘

several years published biennial planning reports addressed directly to the

‘Minnesota Legislature. )Since 1971, the~CommisSion has requested and received

’ -

funding for the Minnesota Interlibrary Teletype Exchange (MINITEX) which is

one q{ the host effective proegrams of stateWide library resounce sharing rﬁ

>

_,GXL§§§QE§- _An integral“part of Minnesota srplan.for higherieducation, MIN&TEX

N
W

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

Y
)

is a system for provrding access. for ,Students and faculty and citizens to the
Y L] . ) ‘ .o . }
research resources at the Uniyersity of Minnesota. The.l??? "Report to the .
. ‘ ! v = . » : ) ’ N
Legislature" states that "in times of cost,escalation, insatiable user demands,.

/;‘ . €7 e ot .
LA ”4

unceftain funding, and the literature information explosion, cooperative use .

~
~

~
Y

and planning are essential to ma@quudicious use’ of available iunding "14

- B G § I Y '

The report esé?mates that about onehthird of the academic faculty members
oy ___‘;- o~ -
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t £~ their coutse r entatlons. Ad ionat facult have used the
o prepare the P es#///ﬁ ; 42 v y :

. ,-“

“ 5 v ‘
serv1ce for resea;ch aqd wrltlng. Thb}?erv1ce hasfalso,madega greatér variety .

e “ A st ¥

. of materlals available.for 1ndep%ndedt study by studbnts 1n fé?r-yean-colleges‘,;
"f}?ﬂ A - RN

Annual fuﬁds are appropr1ated (l) ta provide for sté%;‘hgused 1n ths

o e

- s1ty of Mlhnesota L1brawy th operate the - interllbrary serv1ce, (2) “to ma1ntaxni e

-

a serial data'base (The MinneSota Union L1st of Ser1als MULS), (3) to prov1de[ L
) ' N ' T~
for reglonal shatlng, (4) to prov1de for un1que collection development and "<ffr/ :

development of staée resources as needed in the state but not owned by any \

2

library. An approprlatlon of $450 000- for each year of the l978 79 b1enn1um )

is requested in the l977 report to handle 160, 000 requests each year. “As . u(
& .

. far as 11brar1es are concerned, the\gommlssion has concentrated upon statew1de
A ° D - \ L

resoiirce shar1ng and cooperatlve acquisltlons. It has not attempted xo assess P

o N
At o . .

. ) P CTs 2 ' : @»p .
adequacy of 1nst1tut10na1 llbrarles and" develop a- st;fEWide fund1ng progrmn\ ‘.
I .

| ~f%r campus llbrarles. (l (' L
‘ Planngng for academlc l1braries in New Ygrk is & cont1nuous process at »

N

all levels o% adm1nistrat1ve agencles. The U iverslty of the State of New - 0
b .

York which is an arm of the State Educatlon Department, the New York ﬁoard of
Rege ts, and thé\eommlssioner of Educatlon sets standards and goals for all
' ' ’ f . .
) acad ic llbrarles in.the state 1ncluding Sth (State Un1vers1ty of New York),
RS

: CUNY (City University éf New York) and PUNY (Pr1vate Universitles of New

'

York) ' Plann1ng for libraries at the statew1de level is done by comm1ttees‘

. of 1ibrarians and educators representing the unlversity systems in the staté
‘In l97l the Commissioner of Educatlon appointed the Advisory«Complttee onf T

. - i .

l‘Planning for the Academic Lihrarles of New York State the 29 members "of” the .

committee included librarians;;

aculty members and un1vers;;y admlqistrators‘

2

Y\/r . " 'U . e ) i . - v E‘“/ - - T e
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from both public and private colleges and qniversities as well as representatives

v

“from the’ State Education Department. The report of the committee in 1973

{ = -
recommended strengthened coordination and cooperative activities, through the

New York Interlibrary Loan Service (NYSILL) and its 3R's (Reference and Research

2

'Resources) Program. The repof//also encourages the- deve}opment of cooperative

.acquisitiéns among academic libraries but recognizes that "to be fully meaning—
/S

ful “sdch cooperative collection policies w1ll have to await interinstitutional

", . -t

rationalization of academic programs, and that may. yet be some.time away.

Until academic curricula'is rationalized, cooperative acquisition programs

can only be 1mplemented to a limited degree because of the need for duplicate
. . @
materials on each campus offering similar academic programs. . :

The report recommends separate gu1delines for the assessment of the

i : -

: ; adequacy of academic 11brar1es~in New York State for two—year colleges'ahd
for four-year colleges and un1versities. oFormulas are prov1ded for sett1ng

,requ1rements for the collections, staffs and phys1cal facilities. Recom-f

.mendatlons are.provided for joint 11brary storage-of lesser used materials,
facs1mile transmission, shared catalog1ng, nonprint ihformation services,.
coord1nated cont1nu1ng education prdgrams for librarlans, and 1mproved in-.
struction 1n 11brary use. Among the recommendations of the report are that

academic libraries in the state be monitored. on a periodic basis to ensure

v,

that they meét standards set by the Department of Education.

.7 Many of the recommendations of the 1973 Adv1sory Committee were in-~
. 4 . : (

cprporated into the Board of Regents 1976 Statew1de Plan for Development of
} Ay
_ Postsecondary,Education, 1ncluding the formulas for assessing threshold

A

” adequacy of library’ collections, staff and . facilities.16 B -

Extensive planning efforts’ in New York State,resulted in the development
Iy ) N - . . - s ‘

B
Ik
“
-
.
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of the highly integrated statewide Reference-and Research Library Resources
System (3R's) Program and the New York State Interlibrary Loan (NYSILL)
Program, which are adm1nistered in the New York State Library. P1ann1ng for.

the 3R's Program.began in thé‘early 1960's. The Lommissioner's Committee on
| ,
Reference and Research L1brary Resources was app01nted in March 1960 by the

Comm1ss1oner of Education to survey ex1st1ng reference and research‘library

. Eacilities in the Stgbe and’to.makemreogmmendations as to-how these resources,
through the<use of technological developments and administrative or fiscal
devices, could be more effectiuely utilized. Composed of 1ibrarians‘rebre-

senting the largest public and private“research 1ibrafies-in New York State, :

. g - ¥4 L
the Committee, in its report of 1961, stated that the rich research library

resources of New York State are ava11ab1e to only a 11m1teg/humber of res1dents'

and recognized that "Their value cou1d be mu1t1p11ed several ‘times in al

" 17

un1f1ed 11brary system, Out of the r%commendations.of th1s cdmmittee

emerged a statewide and’regional aporoach'to-strengthen'and'coordinate reference
and research-library resources inhthe”state; Nelson_Associates,iInc., was
commissioned to study_statewide aspects of the program;and severallregions

- commissioned studie's.l,8 There are'non:nine fegions inuthe state that'provide
regional service. In 1967 the New York State Interlibrar§'Loan (NYSILL) ‘
Program was initiated by the Nen York State Library to implement the'3R'
Program by provigkng the research commuhity access to research materials.

"As the program presently operates, the New York State L1brary contracts with

12 large research libraries to provide research materials, Regional authori-
zation-is required before loans will be made, The State Library receives
requests which cannot be filled w1th1n a region. Over 1,000,000 1nterIibrary

loan.requests are received within the reg;ons and currently 175,000 requests

P * L | :
! 4 . . ) . \ .
. M ‘ -
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- are referred to research libraries. Automation has played a significant

role in the development of NYSILL. The 1974-75 NYSILL annual report states

that recordkeeping was the first aspect of NYSILL to be automated and in 1972
the fjferral libraries were brought on-line with the|computer, and the auto-
matic’referral of requests was achieved. Now all NYSILL transmission sites

transmit'directly to the State Education Department's computer and receive

'~ reports from the computer as to the action taken on requests.

.

This highly successful statewide resourceusharing program is under

. dfhtinuous analysis and study. Statistics on the total number of requests

-

'submitted to NYSILL each quarter are received’from the computer and data from

the October-December period are analyzed by user groups, subJect areas and

types of libraries. Not only are data analyzed at the State Library level,

but the effectiveness of the- regional programs continue to be studied ‘and’

analyzed. The latest such study, Reglonal Interlibrary Ldan in New York
A

' State: A Comparative Study2 was,completed in March 1976 by Checchi and

'stud1ed. Recommendations are made dea11ng w1th the State s funding of

'

Company of Washiﬁgton D C. The final report of this study contains detailed

analyses of the factors affecting reglonal interlibrary loan as well as the

-~

extent, nature and the effect1veness of 1nter11brary loans ‘in the f1ve regions

regional interlibrary loan,‘reglonal,interlibrary loan processing policies

°

~and procedures, and'the development of a workable methodology for the future

monitoring of regional interlibrary loan activities and performandEQ No -

. attempt is made here to describe in detail the operations of thel3R"s~Erogram

4 . , . Tx

and NYSILL, but merely to indicate the extent of the planning through the

'cNew York Education Department and the New York State L1brary“which are arms ’

\
of the New York Board of Regents in order to provide the first and perhaps

-

'f7’]

[EEN
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»the most advanced and” successful statewide system for sharing the resources

of \research and university libraries, o ; ]
\
\ The SUNY system through its full-time Director of” Libraries and his

_staff is continually studying and analyzing all aspects of library operations.

\

Data on intercampus direct borrowing programs are-analyzed to determine
\\ . ° '

patterns of use among the campuses, The Director of Library Services is

engaged\in ‘an Office of Education funded study of "Collection Development >
. Analysis\Using OCLC Iapes.'21 This is a proJect to statistically analyze
by computer the current acquisitions of SUNY libraries. One of the justifi-

 cations for\the proposal was that knowledge of relative disciplinary strengths

\
among separate campuses in a multi-campuS'system can lead to cooperative

>

acquisitions proposals. Through this research proJect, a. tool may be’ developed

to 4ssist systems of libraries in developing effective cooperative acquisitions

- programs. Although SUNY has’' not articulated a‘comprehensive plan for a

library system as have . the two California systems, systemwide planning for

+

"libraries at SUNY is extensive.- SUNY has most’ of ‘the elements of a_ library
system but the planning for it has not been as integrated or as systematic as E‘
in the University of’California system, ,The research and planning has been
piecemeal rather than according to a comprehensive plan.

A fully integrated state or systemwide academic library program will

probably include-’ a coordinatedffunding plan, a proposal for a joint on-line:
< 1 '

7lunion catalog of monographs and serialsi a shared automated cataloging system;

a system of sharing resources, involving direct borrowing and centralized,'

-

interlibrary loan operations, compatible automated circulation systems,

<

systemwide transportation of library materials*'a systemwide cooperative

acquisitions program, a plan for Joint storage of lesser used mater1als,
1

’ .
Y

O
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centralized information retrieval services; and a sizeable system staff to

‘continually monitor and analyze various aspects of library operations. All

of these elements are included in the library planq'in the two California

}Fystems of higher education.t ’

The two systems of higher education in California have been required

state budgeting authorities to;rxpend considerable time and effort ‘in

8ys emwide library planning. ' Bot szstems have been plagued by declining ,

or stybilized budgets and the devastating impact of inflation on book and
periodisal purchases. The master plans developed by the two systems propose
1ntegrated library plans.

t

The Ca11~orn1a State University and eolleges (csuec) published a pdan

for Library Development 1977/78 1981/82 in May 197622which included Justifi—

cations and recommendations for staffing, book periodical and non-book

s materials purchases, operating expenses, binding as well as space standards,

Vf onlicies on intra system.libmary lending and borrow1ng, automated reference '
T \ ." \‘ b “ ", ,“ o E
¢f4-services, and coopefagiveglibrary development and resource sharing. ‘A

?u}.
dé 1ibrary autbmation wasvoutlined which includes .

c;xcu}@taon;control transactors, a’ convérsion of
bibliographic recordé ty'machine-readable form, an’ automated shared cataloging
system, a union list of periodicals, a systemwide circulatlon network and an
acquisitlons system. Funds were provided in 1977/78 to begin/{he 1mplementation
of the system. The entire plan is being reviewed and evaluated by consultants

- from A D Little Co. who are scheduled to give a report in January. 1978.

The UnTVersity of California Libraries A Plan for Development, 1978-

23
1988 “was published in July 1977 by the Office of the Executive Director of-

Universitywide Library Planning. The position of.Executive Director for

O ‘ . .// ~ | . » ) ) & ) ‘ 31
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. Systemwide Library Planning was‘establishedjin 1975 to develop and implement
a plan for'a statewide librarv system."The publication of the master plan in
* 1977 was the culmination of several years of planning involving dozens of
administrators at the system and. campus levels, faculty members, university
librarians and staff members of the campus libraries, 1In a recent interview, -
’the Executive Director estimated that about-25 percentlof his’timeiwas spent .
‘in planning - and about 75 percent in coordination and "politics" The final
., document went through two revisions. The first draft of the plan was dis- ‘ j\\’
tributed in November 1975 for review within the univer31ty systqm. Comments
were received from faculty members, students, staff- members and campus and

11brary administrators from all ten campuses. Vysits were made by the

Executive Director 'and his staff members to all campuses to discﬁss the

fe

recommendations of the plan and to get reactions and)suggestions from as
many representatives_of the univers1ty community as possible. _The final recom-

mendations are based on research and 'study by’ dozens of people throughout the

» Ve

o K PRI .
o § LA

1

Qisystem.
| In the 1970's enrollment growth slowed and the state (particularly ‘the .
State Department of F1nance) became 1ncreas1ngly concerned about the cost \ |
and eff1ciency of the Iibraries in the sysfem. In a l97l report the Departmént
urged greater "1nterdependence, cooperation, and coordination," in order to‘
reduce costs as well as improve serv1cef A 1972 statement from state?budget

officials indicated that no substantial increases would be appropriateg‘for

book and periodical purchases.or for library buildings until a Master Plan

for.libraries'was developed. The 1977 Plan for Development states that the
"traditional methods of 11brary operation, in particular the attempt to

build self-sufficient, autonomous‘collections,"'are'no longer adequate.to




.cope with current library problems and'calls for a new approach What is

~

e

n needed the‘report says, is "a coordinated Universitywide library system"

d

“with more attention to differentiating users' needs, distinguishing between

v v

4materials on the-basis of utility, and exploiting available technology. The

report proposesd "new patterns of library organization and service, and new N
. " .

strategies for’ getting thebmaximum'utility fnpm~funds expended."

.+ The plan outlined a multi level system, in contrast to the present _//)‘

concentratio;f?n the campus library. Six 1evels of organization for library
' . v b ‘ ‘
.. service are‘proposed' Department and College Campus, Region'(North and

e .

South California), Universitywide and State, National, and Intérnational.
A desired response time is proposed for each level, and mechanisms for the ..

»

identification of materials as well as for organization and governance at

each level are'outlined.zs . . . . . \

. . : i ‘ :
. The proposed system includes a joint on-line catalog for the librariegj a
shared on-line'acquisitions and cataloging system, onnline'circulatiohwsystems,

¥

and the storage of lesser used material in two regional depository libraries.'

v
1 -

The repo;t emphasizes that "adequatézacquisition rates must...be main-

\ - 14
»

tained or performance of the entire system is endangered, "26 A funding plan
for acqui51t10n of materials is proposed based on a formula developed by

. $psskind and V01gt. ‘The formula was developedvspecifically for libraries in.
universities that'offer a large number of doctoral and research programs,~ |
The report points out;that present funds available for‘purchase of library
materials are approiimately 14 percent belom.what is needed-to maintain "an

: ;dequatevresponse atveach level."‘ A sizeable increase in the number of

A budgeﬁed voli?eg?is recommended--from 523,000 volumes per year to 609,000

* volumes per year., The annual requirement for volumes is based on the Voigt

/' formula.Z27
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With respect to staffing for the system, the recommendation is made.that

»

"coqtinued study be giVen,to the deWelopment of an allocation formula to

assure equitable distribution of staff in all categories amogg the .campuses,'
¥ A . . . v .

Y .
No overall increase in staff is recommended'until the effects of automated
. ‘.) . } 1‘ . v
cataloging and acquisitions on staff needs are studied. ‘The report indicates
‘\,, 3
that. it ‘may be possible to reallocate staff from technical service functions

‘to public serVice functions prov1ded sufficient sav1ngs are realized fro%

-

]
-

28 . .
automated procedures. : _ .

A'fully-integrated stateWide academic library s stém does not exist .

5

but the UC library development plan provides the most comprehensive plan’ for’
such a system as yet published The~advantages'of the system are listed as

follows ' DR : . o
"l. . Through the use of technology already é%ailable, a much greater '
' percentage of the library material available in the University -

collections can be identified and’ located .

. 4 : ) .
2. Improved delivery systems will be- availab1e tq~provid\vmaterials .
' within the time frame needed and with a higher degree of
‘rellablllty than. at«gresept. g . ,

3. The resources made available through the combination of these .

two thchniques wi¥l be much greéater and much richer than any
<-single campus system can prévide. : :

4,  The gse of technology in cataloging and processing will prov1de
for coordination of acquisitions, faster and more economical

* . handling of. materials, and the construction of a systemWide \

- data base of bibliographic information. " ‘

5. Regional facilities will provide housing of little-used materials
in a. more cost-effective way than continued reliance solely on
campus construction, and should help deliver ‘such materials
throughout each region more efficiently. '

6. Coordination of systemWide library ‘activities will provide the
optimum library service within the limit of available funds "29

‘.

~
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1978 to begin its &mp ementation. In the meantimé a large number of studies
of systemwide 1ibrary perations continues on a_permanent basis at the system

level. . E{ . -

Mglor Conclusions on Statewide Planning of Academic Libraries
- _i3 \

. A 4 |
1. An anreasing number of states include 1ibraries in statewide plans for
' higher educdtion. \. . - } PR . [

2, 1 MaJor deterrents,to the development and implementation of statewide_

<

academic library plans anf inst1tutional Jealousies, fears of losing

institutional autonomy and\the reluctance of state agencias to 1mpose
A ' .
‘/ central coordination of campus libraries.

4
e

\

3. Most of the state agencies of higher education do not have the mechanism

or: the staff to qarry out: effective planning for efficien Zoordination )

3
- ~ o i V.

and use- of academic library resources and\serv1ces. ‘
kY

v

4. Effective statewide coordination of library resources requires authority
at ghe system level to monitor institutional library actions and to
1mplement statewide plans.w i ,,.' . b- . o

5. ‘The 1ncentives for developing comprehensive library systems areveconomic;
few states will. make effective p1ans for statewide coordination.of

libraries unless required to do so by economic and budgetary restraints.

*

6. Comprehensive surveys of library resourq%s .on a statewide level give

‘visibility te library needs and provide-the incentives for increasedk

e

support and increased cooperation. L '_ p

7. Cooperative acquisitions programs are . 1neffective unless the state

,rationalizes interinbtitutional academic prog\aqc_and‘minlmizes

(2]

0

i
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duplication of courses'and curricula among cﬁmpuses,-. ' T :

v ‘ o - .- ,'. L.
8. Theimost efficient use of techno{bgy will require a statewide approach

.

to library planning and development.; B .>
1” |
. 9. Campus librarians ‘have been reluctant to take the lead and accept fully .~,

/7
!

as 0CLC that are not under governmental or state control. _ L,
| : 2 -

3, Q“ :statewide library systems but they have: readilx\ac:epted networks such

\

10., There" is a trend toward statewide systems of academ1c libraries with g o

i

.coordinated funding, planding and cooperative programs, particularIy

among the states with the largest numbérs of institutions. This trend
TN

is growing because of declining budgets, ris1ng costs"and . space shortages.

4

e

ll., Budgeting authorities are mdre willing to provide increased library ‘

funding and additional library buildings if a statewide academic library

/

-

LT - development plan has been articulated jfd‘approved

» . . -

- g o .
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. AdVisory Committees of Librarians

! -

- Communications betyeen the staff of boards of. higher education and

. LN

f librarians are extremely important, particularly in states in which the
boards p1ay a role in libfary funding and planning.v This is done in most
states through adVisor? committees Of 1ibrarians on either a continuing or

an ad‘hoc basis. ” Ad th committees may ﬁe/appOinted to. adviseuon a specific
matter, such as-a budet formula or a binding COntract. ‘The funding formula
for public academic librafiés in TeXas is developed each year by an’ -ad hoc

' :committee composed of libfarians -campus budget officers and administrators.g
Committees of librarians are sometimes appointed to carry out statewide

surveys of library re50Urces and services. a T i}

The most satiSfaCtorY relationship is through one or more COmmittees ‘
v‘\

that meet regularlY with staff members pf the boards. Qirginia, Florida, ] L
Iowa, North Caroliﬂﬂ SUNY: Georgia, and the’ two California multi—campus
universities’ are- amonz the Systems that have official and continuing advisory o

' boards. These library Dlannlng boards advise on varlous aspects of 11brary

‘Operations iHCIUdiﬂg fuuding, cooperative programs, building programs and

. a

‘personnel policies. The head librarlanS on each campus in the system generally
]

make up a cdmmlttee that meets with the staff of the board. .However, librarian54 -
/ : . . .

- frpm the staffs of Campus 1ibrar1es are Lrequentlylbnpointed to task forces

tocstudy Special p;leems and recommend action to be takeén. C . . v ¢
The University of Caliernia System has establlshed a number of com- f. vg

mittees'an task forces in its planning,and coordination efforts. lThe'Libragz_
Council consists of the hiﬂe uniVersity Librarians the‘Ekecutive Director oo
for Systemwide Library Plaﬂning, the Chairman of the Library Policy Steering
Comnittee, ‘the President of the LLbrarian Association ‘of UC, ;nd‘the Deans

.‘of the. graduate libfary &chools at UCLA and UC Eerkeley_l The Library Counc11' ' /}2"

/ ’ N 3 . T .
. 4 : B * il
. . . - . . - . ) , s
- . ’
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serves as a forum for the exchan%E of ideas about library policies and

discusses plans for systemwide cooperative programs \

vice chancellors, deans, faculty mﬁmbers, and the chai

” -'3'6.. -

L~ . , '

.
s . : A v
R ¢ \a]

The Library Policy Steering Committee consists ofia chancellor, several

erson of the Library . %ﬁf&f
ed to translate a .

CounciL (a librarian) The Steering Commﬂttee was fo

systemWide 1ibrarw development plan into spec1fic pro ram. ob tives, p1an~ o o //
. ) . “ A Y i
a program-to implement these ObJeCtlveS, and monitor ‘the - 1mplementation of \v;

- the program. If the’ Library Council (campus head 1ibr. riansf/cannot agree

EN -

onwpolicies or programs, the Steexrin Committee must ke the necessa
ring' : ry
\

S

wdecisions. The Steering Committee and the Library qun il meet regularly and

\ : =~ , . .

- are involved in any planning for the 1ibrary system. g Loy T
! - Nine task forces have been appOinted by the Library Council to work ' ’a L
under(the.direction of the Executive\DirecEOr. The function of each task f: ..\\‘J
force is to study and make/recommendations about specific areas of systemwide - ,if\\}
: s . . s N \

Cooperative Activities of the Univeggity of California Libraries.3

8

- concern.’ Task forces have been appointed to study\the Union Gatalog and .

Biblioéraphfg’Data Base, Costs of Lib;ary Materials,_User Satisfaction, ’ ;;%1

W

S o
Shared Cataloging, and Personnél Rotation. The Task Forces have b@enﬂgiven
spec1fic aharges which are outlined in Linda Beaupre s description Efﬂ,@""

L
Staffing Formulas, Preservation of Library Matéﬁials, Unprocessed Material

-~ . . .

2

One of the chief tasks of the UC Executive Director of Universitywide

Library Planning is to keep lines of communication open among the many inter- ;
locking committees and task forces of the system. A large part of his time

-

is. spent conferring with. librarians, adhinistrators and faculty members about

]

library policies and systemwide plans.

-



rg1nia has been active in adv1s1ng on funding and developing~plans for-

increasing statewide interlibrary cooperation. . In addition to representatives

) ‘o
from each state- supported academic library, the Virginia Committee includes
. . 3

5

*the State Librarian and four repres%ntatives'from-private institutions of

' kY
higher éhucatlon, agencies: or, organizations.4 The presence of thes@ 1mportant
,'. 0".5’ '
~/,Jepr5sentatives .of the. library community on. the committee fac111tates co-

»

operation on a statew1de level. It is 1mpdrtant to include maJor private

univers1ty libraries and the State Library in any- planning for’ sharing of

resources, JOlnt storage prOJects, interlibrary loan services and c00perative

acquisitions, but political considerations sometimes prevent representatives

,

"outside the public Univers1ty system from being invited'to join offic1al

adv1sory commlttees. . ’ ' - , . , : '
‘ , - - .. e

-

In‘some.states, however, the'lines of communication between staté B

officials and campus librariang are not open; the formation of off1c1al
~,committees is discouraged'an\\even prohibited by either the Boards or the _

institutioqs This is’morefprevalent in certain areas of the country where

minstitutions are fearful that 1nstituttonal autonomy w111 be compromised In,
L 2N . o

many . of these states volunteer commlttees of librarians have been established

~e i ,ﬂ(g.-nw o ("‘f’"‘":."

for the purpose of developing statew1de cooperative<projects. Some of the

.

most outstanding cooperative prOJects have been developed in states in which

¢ .
¢ - “~

i librarians have taken the leadership withodtwsystemw1de financ1al backing.

“beLe grew out of the efforts onghio librarians with little assistance from

-4
the Ohio Board of Regents. Another exanple is the WiSconsin Interlibrary

' Y

Service (WILS) which was initiated by librarLans with little or no ass1stance

frommthe Un1versity of Wisconsin system, -

S Co -

P i v .
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»Volunteer committees of academic librarians have been formed in many

. - , . ' .
- R

. E ’ . -

Major Conclusions Regarding Advisory Committees of Librarians

»

‘Communication between, the staffs of boards of higher education and

°

librarians in the system are important in the development of statewide

coordination and sharing of ‘resources and can best be accomplished

‘.

through continuing adVisory committees of librarians.

Librarians need .to advise on statemide funding for libraries, the

-

development of programs for resource sharing, cooperative acquisitions,
personnel policies, building needs and impmovement of seivices. |

A highly coordinated statewide academic#library.system requires"constant
communication between the'staff of.the system and librarians and-may

require a systemwide policy steering committee as well as a large number

of task forces to study specific areas of systemWide concern,

states in-which there is no central coordination from the state board
. - . o N

of higher education. o L

Notes

B

_ 1Linda Beaupré COOperative Activities of the University of California

Libraries,-p. 38, -

_ijid.,' p. 3. 7‘ e : "/ |
Ibid., pp. 38-39. :

4Virginia. State Council of Higher Education. "Policies and Procedures

of the State Council of Higher Education for Virginia for Professional .

Advisory Committees and 'the Library Advisory Committee." (Multilithed)~5

[ @

N
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V. Interlibrary‘Cooperation
-, \\

Many state systems of higher education _encourage statewide interlibrary

ot cooperative projects in order to effectively share library resources, If

an official Advisory Committee of Librarians exists, it takes the lead in

.t

developing 1nterlibrary coOperation projects but 1n several states in which

adv1sory commlttees are not recognlzed voluntary committees have developed '

outstanding coope/Atlve efforts.

Academic 11brar1es in all states part1c1pate in 1nterlibrary lending.

ey

and borrowing serV1ces for faculty members and graduate students, but public

?

institutions in at least 16 states have extended 1nter11brary loans to under-
graduate students enrolled in colleges and un1versit1es w1th1n the system. .\

Two sign1ficant systemwide 1nter1ibrary loan projects that are respon- |
sibilities of agencies of higher education are the Minnesota Interlibrary \

Telecommunication Exchange (MINITEX) and the New York State Interlibrary

Loan Service (NYSILL) and its 3R's (Reference and Research Resources) Program.

-

MINITEX and NYSILL are highly sophisticated interlibrary loan services -

funded separately by state funds to provide improved and custom-designed

interlibrary loan service for the libraries of each state.

-

.NYSILL is the statewide program of New York's Reference and Research
Library Resources Program (3R's) that has provided access to research library
resources in the State since 1967 . The NYSILL network is comprised of 12

major resource libraries which serve as referral libraries, nine of which

are private university and research libraries and three, public libraries.

’The resogrce libraries haye subject responsibility. Interlibrary loans pro- -
g ceed in a hierarchial pattern from one of nine regions in the state, tq' the
New Yors State Library, to-the network of 12 resource libraries. In 1974-75,

e
>

3 “ ,
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the statewide NYSILL volume‘totaled 170,047 requests.1 bver 1,000,000 inter-
library requests are handled in the‘regions.' The system is highly automated
with a data phone, teletype and computer network lines to libraries across

2

the state. The operations of the system are analyZed.annually and have been
4descr1bed and evaluated.in a number of” stud1es.2 Some librarlans comp1a1n
about the time that it takes to go through the hierarchy to obtain an item
on 1nter11brary loan. (SUNY. 11brar1es cannot go d1rect1y to a resourcev
11brary for an item but must request 1tems through the regional system. )
Overall, however, the system has a h1gh success rate and the NYSILL 1974 75
Annual Report states that "Th1s h1erarch1a1 approach prov1des for greater
: utilization of reg10na1 resources, improves local and regional library
serv1ce, and ensureg that requests for more advanced materlals are referred
to NYSILL. "3 (See Pages 23-26 for other details.)
MINITEX wh1ch is housed in the Un1vers1ty of M1nnesota L1brary, is a1so
a statew1de 1nter11brary Ioan system similar to NYS;LL Its prlmary purpose‘
is to make the best possible use of the library resources at the Un1versity
of Minnesota. The Minnesota-Commlssion of Higher Education has requested
funds since 1971 to support this important resource shar1ng program which
inclu es not only a special staff dedicated to MINITEX, but also funds for
'maintai ing and up-dating the Mrnnesota Union List of Serjals (MULS), a
i cooperat1ve acquisitien program, and a cont1nuing education program for
1ibrarians; A similar-service, the Wisconsin Interlibrary Loan Service (WILS), -

has been estab11shed in the University of Wisconsin Library at Madison to

0 L)
i

. faQ £péte statewide sharing of the library resources on the Madison campﬁs.

The difference between the two is that MINITEX has been supported by state

Q, 4 .
' appropriations whereas WILS was established without the assistance or f1nanc1a1

£
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: support of the University of Wisconsin System, or legislature.( WILS was

1n1t1ated by the Counc1l of W1SCOHS&H Librarians, Inc. (COWL)* through con-"’
' - J

tributions from library budgets based on a formula.4 The two services ’

(MINITEX and WILS) have a rec1procal agreement to transfer requests from one -

to the other. The\Reference and Interlibrary Loan Service (RAILS) housed in
the Ohio State University Library, a similar service for Ohig, was also

established through the initiative of librarians without the support of the

Ohio Board:of_Regents.

Many of the state systems of higher education haue’initiated direct .
lending to students and'faculty members in the university system by any
. library'in the system,. Some of the systems extend this service only to '.
faculty members and graduate students while others have 1ncluded undergraduates

.'in.the direct lending program. Methods of identifying eligible borrowers'vary
, -" . \ 1

from state to state, but in some- states 'a valid I.D. card from another state
"university is accepted as proof of eligibility, SUNY's "Open Access" is such
£ .-

a program, An "OpenvAccess Manual and'Directory" which provides regulations

)

pertaining to the program and a list of libraries as well as promotional
pdsters advertising the program are made ayailable. Statistics on patterns

of intercampus use by L C. classification are analyzed to determine collection ’

o

weaknesses and strengths of SUNY libraries. :
» . \\_‘
The basis of any effective resource sharing program is access to infor=
mation about holdings among participating libraéies. Union lists of serials:

i

are the most common access lists.. The University of California.System, the .

California State University and Colleges,.the Minnesota Commission of Higher
Education, the Virginia-Coordinating Council of Higher Education, SUNY,
*COWL is an organization of librarians from various types of libraries in

Wisconsin whose purpose is to coordinate library activities,.especially with
respect to ‘cooperative activities. .

.‘ 45

.
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+Florida and Georgia are among the.states and systems’that publish tnion lists

“

..of serials., Separate union lists. &f monographs are not as common as serrals
| S

lists. The North Carolina Union’ Catalog ommicrofilm is one of the few such
h\y lists that 1nc1ude retrospective hold1ngs. Although encouraged by the state
board of higher education in North Carolina, it was financed through the *
‘North. Carolina State Library with LCSA (Title III) funds. It includes the"
holdings of academic librar1es as well as major public libraries. The two

California systems have included~in their development plans'joint on-line
. . - - . . 24 N

computerized:publiC_catalogs and the conversion of retrospective records of
holdings to machine-readable form. This method of access is the wave of the

future and w1ll beq‘?valuable tool for coord1nat1ng cooperative acquisitions

[
\‘,

and resource shar1ng on a statewide basis.

Several state'higher education systems have encouraged libraries to

‘participate in computerizeéd shared catalog1ng networks such’ as OCLC or BALLOTS
L}
and ‘some have provided d1rect funding for network part1c1pation. The Florida

. Board of Regents provided funds for all pub11c senior 1nst1tutions in Florida
to part1c1pate in OCLC. Both the California systems of h1gher&education have

.

studies underway to decide Whlch network (OCLC or BALLOTS) the systems will
join. Both networks are being used in different libraries in the California
systems and comnittees in both the California systems are studying the

)

advantages and d1sadvantages of each network For the most effective sharing

of resources, it 1s 1mportant that all libraries in a state system part1cipate

in the same network. : ' o ‘ L7 | \
Cooperative acquisitions programs}have’been much discussed, but few

states have implemented successful‘programs. Some stafes provide incentives

for libraries to implement cooperative acquisitions projects by providing

separate funds specifically for joint purchases. The University of California

e -7 a6 o
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has earmarked a sum of $99,000 (1% of.the‘total book fund allocation to UC

-

libraries) for the purchase of materials which, because of their high cost
or anticipated low level of}use,'shoué!ipe shared rather than duplicated

\°among the campuses. "Guidelines for the use of the money have been developed

A

by the uc Library‘Council and the program is administered by the Executive
5 :
Director of Un1vers1tyw1de L1brary Planning As indicated elsewhere, the

Minnesota Coord1nat1ng Council has also rece1ved funds fﬁbm the leg1slature

<

for joint purchases.

.

Therejare agreements among the University of California libraries“to
"'\?vﬁ

collect in certain dlSClpllneS and’ collection dévelopment officers of all

UC libraries meet regularly to discuss and coordinate un1vers1tyw1de col-

lection building Ms. Beaupré describes.several specific cooperative
'acqu1s1tlons agreements among the UC libraries which, in a few instances,

 have resulted in an actual transfer of materials from one library to another.5
ACooperative-purchasing\is more successful if special ‘arrangements are

! ]

made to encourage greater intercampus use of all materials in the system. Two

v

noteworthy programs of the University of Callfornia encourage 1ntercampus use.

The uc Intefcampus Exchange Program provides fudds for most, but not all,

.
ex?enses connected with photocopying done by one UC campus for another through

‘

R
: the’interlibrary loan process. Under this program, faculty and students on

’

all campuses can obtain’ free photocopies of material not available on the1r

own campus. Linda Beaupré reports that over 20,000 photocopies were. obtained

through this program in 1975/76 7 Ms. Beaupré also describes the intercampus

bus system which- operates among the northern and southern campuses. She says,

i

"There is 'a daily bus sernice from Riverside, Irvine, San Diego, and Santa

Barbara to the Los Angelea campus, and from Santa Cruz and'Davis to Berkeley,

S | o 4'7_. . o .‘,'
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~and from.Berkeley to Davis. ' There is also a jitney service between San

‘Francisco and Berkeley." The buses transport library users..., interlibrary

sity of California System prov1des a variety of on- line and off-line. computer-v

[ r -
-

loan requests and library materials."8

- The libraries igi¥he uc system cooperate in providing the most effective
reference service across campus lines. The Computerized Information'Services
, #
(CIS), a unit of the Office of UniversltyW1de Library Planning of the Univer-

ized services. Located-1n the 'library of UCLA, the ‘service provides biblio-'
graph1es of current 11terature for users at all of the UC campuses. These
b1bllograph1es are annotated to show UC locatlons for the major journals )
cited. CIS also prov1des tra1n1ng in the use of data bases and acts as a

broker for the UC campuses in dea11ng with data base vendors. Ms. Beaupre

says, "The Un1vers1tyw1de coordinatiomn and services prov1ded by CIS reduces

, costs to the 1nd1v1dual campuses’ and fac111tates the 1ntroduct10n and con-

tinu¥Pg use of computerlzed*search services."9 . R -\3

The need for add1t10nal space for -acadepic libraries has become acute
in many.. states, despite the fact that the Un1ted States. saw from 1967 to 1971
""the greatest flowering of academic library building experience this country

has ever known or.is likely to see, n10 It has been estimated that from 1967

;%Ll974 space was added for 163 million volumes, but - tzagaggregate\growth

E during this period was 166 million volumes--three million more than could

be housed. In a period of austerity'when'funds for additional buildings aré
not readily available, some of the boards and systems of higher education,

through library advisory committees ,are giving: serious thought to solutions

" to the academic library space problem. One of the solutions be1ng d1scussed

-rather widely is- joint storage of lesser used material in a statewide central

A .

48 :
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depository. Although several states are talking'about cooperative storage

" none indicated that such a cooperative storage facility was actually being used

[ S N . .

Of all the cooperative projects that librarians have attempted, JoinG storage
"4
uf materials appears to be the most contrOversial A major deterrent in its
. Y .
implementation is faculty and campusllibrariansl resistance to the idea.’ The

%ﬁecutive Director of SystemWide Library Planning .in the University of Cali- ..

C

fornia System found that the proposal for remote storage ‘'was the most contro-

versial of all of the prOJectS proposed in the uc Libraries Development Plan, N

s,e—-
\) . !
particularly-among faculty,members on the various campuses. This opposition ,

.

came in spite of the fact that library space is acute on several UC campuses.
At UC Berkeley where library space has- been filled to capacity s1nce 1968
an off-campus storage facility is being ‘used., ' Today the UC Berkeley storage

facility houSes approximately one- million volumes.1 Since 1967 a general
PR

policy has been in effect at Berkeley to send one volume to storage for. each
<
volume that. is added to the collection. The authorization for gew space at %

~'Berkeley and on.all UC campuses has been awaiting a Library Development Plan

for,xhe system ‘and -its approval A new library building foﬂ'Berkeley is .
- . . . L - B ( 4

recommended in the plan.12 : .‘ P - ) P

- P

' The UC Library Development Plan contains a thorough analysis of the

7 . |
costs«and advaiitages of aflternatives that have been proposéd as solutions to

the library space problem.13 The Plan contains a recommendation that two -
f
regional compact shelving facilities be constructed, one in Northern California

o and one- in Southern Ciiifogbia. Other\recommendarions include: the elimination

of dug;icates in the storage facilities and subscriptions to microfilm editions

>' P A

. of curre§t serials by campus libraries when they are available. "The micro-
PR ’

film subscription should be in addition to the full- size copies, and shoulgm.

- 4 . -

| ¥ - o
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be retained in lieu of'binding the originals "l% The total cost of qhe ;

+

combination of alternatlves from l977/78 - 1987/88 is approximately $53, 400 000
T
as compared to the "base cost" (without space saving alternatives) of $89; 430 000,

a net savings of $36,079,000. 15 Detailed stud1es of the use of materials and

>

space utilization are be1ng carried out on a cont1nu1ng bas1s by the Offlce of

the. Execut1ve Director of Universitywide . L1brary Planning N ‘__ T

‘The Virginia Library Adv1sory Comm1ttee published/a "V1rg1nia Plan for

Academic L1brary Cooperation" wh1ch was approved By the V1rg1n1a Council in

v

. 16
1977.. The Committee identified four areas offerlng potential for 1ncreased
cooperation: the coordinated development of library resources, serials o

. . *

. service, 1nter11brary loan serv1ce, and the housing of- 1nfrequently used

. t

; . &
research materials.

.

The Task Force on the Development of Libxary Resources compiled and [

published a Directory_of Virginia Library Resources whi%h has identified \
A

,extensive, unusual, or un/%ue collections in the~Commonwealth‘s libraries. . . =

¢~ . R

[ ®

The Task. Force recognizes the potent1al of SOLINET (Southeaﬁter Library Net-
work) in creating angzafomated Union Catalog of\holdings and 1qZ potential

‘ P
in developing a coopfrative acquisitions program. In order to develop such
. .

a program a statewide collection development policy is to be formulated
. ‘, @
-~'The Task Force on Serials Serv1ce recommended a plan for div1ding up

subJect responsibility among libraries for serial subscriptions and to acquire

at least. one copg, somewhere w1thin the state, of evgxy serial ¢urrently
- //./ . . -
/

included in the standard periodical 1ndex1ng and abstracting/s”rv1ces. 'Thism .

v ~ , T

recommendation ‘was based on a survey of interlibrary 1oad requests which

e

showed that almost half’of the interlibrary ser1a1 requests could not be

,miocated within the’ state.. It was also recommended that institutions accept I ~

. N ( ‘ . - A o N :
| o 5\ | Seo - e
’ . 50 v
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) . . + .
- responsibility’ for maintaining journal. files in subject areas to avoid undue
_duplication of serial holdings among institutions. o : . j/// .

In order to speed~up interlibrary loans, the Task Force'on Interlibrary '

: .
Loan Service recommended a centralized -referral center for 1nter11brary loans
\
be estab11shed'1n the V1rg1n1a St&te lerary with an advisory board to ¢o-
&
AS 7 .

-ordinate part1c1pat10n in the §‘stem ‘ ThlS has been accomplished "Manual

, 1 .
¢+ of Interlib ary~Loan Policies of Virg1n1a Libraries" which prov1des basic’

interlibra loan policies, addresses and telephone numbers of almost 200

. * . B
academic, public and "special libraries in Virginia was compiled and published.

The Task) Force on Off-Site Stdrage of Materials recommended that planning : A

_ for a central storage facility for lesser used material begin immediately.

- - - . \

Crucial questions regarding such a facility were raised. : -
In many stateS, academic cooperative programs are 1ntegrated with, State -

L1brary networks in efforts ‘to make library resources available to all citizens.
! ] P

tyy

Generally the academic libraries serve as. back-up 11brar1e8'for research

,materiaIs.: State L1brar1es, by the use of LCSA (Tltle III) funds have funded

union cataleg prOJectS, telecommunications networks ‘and funding ‘for staff

located in academicilibraries for handling requests from public libraries.

—

— -
Inter11brary Cooperation A Wisconsin Plan, published in 1977 by the- Wisconsin

a

— e

Ay R
Department of Public, Instruction, Division for Library Services, proposes\a~ ’h

statewide network for the sharing\bf resources of all types of libraries in
Wisconsin17 This statew1de plan for the cooperation of all types of libraries

1n Wisconsin is the work of a Task Force that 1ncluded fepresentatives of all L
segments'of the library,community. The Iask Force included not'only university

librarians but a representative from the University of Wisconsin Central

Administration. a . : L
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t An effect:l:"fQ tatewide acad;hlc 11brary system must be based upon a

p%an for cooPerasqon among the 1ibrar1es in the system. The highly integr'

11brary devel°pﬂeqt Plans of the two California academic 1ibrary systems may

~

"serve as models far other state SYstems The UC library development plan :

- for 1977/78 - 198)/83 is perhaps he best articulated and the most compre-
hen81ve plan fof Qooperatlon and SYstemwide deve10pment of any state plan

-

yet developed E . ' LT
One of the @ﬁncamitants of 2 stéteﬁide coordinated system of public
- 3

academlc lipraviey is lncreaSed SﬂFring of resources through interlibrary

\

loan, direct 1eﬂding, cooperatlve acqulsltlon programs, the joirft storage of

v

‘:materlals, aﬂd ﬂmDroved access to holdings through union catalogs and JOlnt

on-line computerizyg CatalogS-‘ It s generally conceded that 1nterlibrary

. cooperation does Tot constitute the tOtal:LOIUtlon to the budgetafy and space%b
4

problems of llbrabies, but programsS that are highly integrated on a statew1de

<

basis as desc:flbecl in the University of Callfornla Plan for Development and

-

as practiceq in Mlnnesota and New York ghould provide a greater percentage of
LY

.sav1ngs than the mnre lnformal interlibrary loan programs prevalent in most
.

" libraries. 7Th€re ype no StatistlcS)tO prove the’ above statement but comparative

studies of the @ffectlveneSs of vaIY1ng 1nterlibrary c00perat1ve patterns

‘
' among the states Wﬁuld be useful,

k]

‘L ’ ' +
. . L . \
s Te

[P
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s | Vi. Fund1ng of Pub11c Senlor Academic L1brar1es -
Ty

Fundlng for public un1vers1ty and college 11brar1es may be categorized

e

& in three ways: (1) traditional budgeting to the 1nstitution by obJect 11ne

\

.and misfortunes of the institution L

\ B
based on the 1nst1tutional request, (2) lump sum budgetlng to .the 1nst1tution,

and (3) appropr1atlons specified for 11brary use based on a statewide library

funding- plan or fdrmula. There has been a trend toward statewide coordinated
budgeting for agggﬁilc librarles over the past two decades, but the maJorlty
{,

of states Stlll use trad1tional budgeting methods for libraries and only a

handful of the states provide restr1cted funds for campus 11brar1es.

J
Trad1tiona1 Budgeting. In over half of the states no statewide guide-

. 11nes of formulas for 11brary buggetlng are used Each 1nst1tution must

-

Justify its own request by 11ne 1tem, and state budget author1t1es, governors‘

and leg1slatures make decisions _on appropriations for each 1nst1tution

- separately._ The political clout of the 1nst1tutlon is usually an 1mportant

,w e
factor in obta1n1ng adequate 11brary fundrng 1n these 1nst1tutions. The -

-

11brary must compete with the many other needs of the Campus. In the flnal

showdown‘ adequate fundi%g for(the 11brary is dependent upon the~prlorit1es

g1ven §o the library needs by Campusﬁpdm1n18trators and their skill in con-

2
b
ha

-v1nc1ng budgeting authorities of the need for. the funds requested The

-
i .

11brar1es in th1s 'group of institutions share especially the economic fortdnes

B
(]
/ ST

,~Lump'Sum Budgeting. Another large number of states provide lump sum

»

' }unding to institutions based on formulas for categories of cost. Library

- N

_ cbsxs are usuallz included in the qategory "Academic support " The staff of-"

.the boar& of higher. education on the basis of’formulas, develops an "askin

' s e v

budget“ fof/the system. The - inst1tutional budget is. provided a lump sum® .

‘

n . . p .. ‘ o

oy
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.,( - ) - . . . . .
budget and the institution has complete autonomy in-deciding how the appro-
- priation'is to be allocated."Here‘the librarian must make the best case

.

possible to gghe campus adm1nistration to get an adequate budget for the

library. This method is used in statesﬁwith both governing and coordinating ’
. e ; ’ e . Lo

. . : .
4 : S e : . L. ¢

boards. N
The practical benefits ih the usg of formulas in lump .sum budgeting

may be summarized as f0110ws simpl CltY'Of 1mplementatlon, equitable treat-

\
’ment of 1nst1tutlons by*using un1form standards, and 1nstitutional flexibility

1f formulas are used to develop as in budgets and not spenging budgets. States

4 i tr
that usé lump sumnbudgetlng based o;~;3§2§§25 are Alabama, Alaska, Arkansas,

-
[y

Georg1a, Ohto, outh Carollna, Tennessee, Virginia and Washington. The for-

o

. " C e '\'f
_mulas used for _generating the 11brary portlon varies from state to state, but
" in each of the states using th1s system, campus llbraries may obtain more or:
P o . e
. less than the amount generated by the formulas used ' - f b

pae- 7}

& K
The campus library fares well under this systemrlf campus administrators

g1ve high priorlty to the needs of the 11brary but it fares poorly if the

adm1n1stratlon does not understand the 1mportance of - strong 1nformation and

« / . i . -
- vllbrary services.
. =~ ’ T R

-

There appears to be.a movement t0ward the use of Plannlng,ﬂProgrammlng,

Budget1ng Systems (PPBS) in some of the states that utllize lump ‘Sum budget1ng.
O
o Al

PPBS has been explalned by Ann Prentice as foilows. "the first steps in (PPBS) -

budget development are a statement of the obJectlves of the lerary and the
' #
1dent1ficat10n of programs and sub-programs which will ach1eve those obJectlves.

The cost of each program is analyzed accord1ng to cr1ter1a of cost benef1t, and

=

. the program act1vity that provides the greagest benef1t at’ least cost ig
. _._\ . ) ..
seLeqted:"ﬁ#PPBS includes a planyfor,feedback\and evaluation which "enables
. . . BN . & : ) . : .

By - . . . N . "l -
L - . E;:— - » . S
_ . S X
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the administrator to determine to what extent program obJectives are being

aqhieved and at- what cost. 'It.is a form of" management by objective applied

to the budgeting process."1 ‘ - o . \ !

Xllen summariaed the concepts, theory and evolution of PPBS,2 and con-
cluded that it'is difficult to apply PPBS budgeting systems to'academic’

libraries. His survey found that academic %ﬁbrarians generally have a negative

ot

&

-.and pess1mistic attitude toward the practical usefulness ‘of PPﬁS for libraries.
"

. Restricted Library Budgeting. In a few states (and these are definitely

o,

" in the minority) boards allocaée funds spec1fically for the improvement of
Aoy

-

‘ institutional libraries and we have some dramatic examples of significant
increases in library funding “when the Boards have‘do;e ;hls:v These state
systems use formulas as vehicles for an equitable distribution of available

;funds and also to provide a more ratiohal approach to- the improvement of
libraries Again this approach offers the advantage of Simplréi\y and equity.
v among5institutions, from the library s point of view; it is desirable because

3 :
an institution's administration cannot divert funds needed by the library to”
+ . : - Ca

other purposes as~has been done in%some states with lump sum institutional'
'budgeting The libraries in states With direct funding from the agencies of

.higher education have generally fared well. A notable example is North
/
Carolina where the Board of Governors has given high priority to library develop-
<
_ment and developed a plan for improv1ng 1ibraries over a four year. period . )

s

Texas also prov1des restricted funds for campus libraries

-

Library Formula Budgeting.v Library funding formulas are used both-in‘

institutional lump sum budgeting and in restricted library budgeting They

N

are used to. generate total amounts of library funding and also to div1de

) available funds- among libraries. According to’a recent report by the Council

'
Il
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forlPostsecondarf Education of the state of Washington, 23 states now’use

»

formulas for the institutional budget area.df libraries.3 ' .
" Arthur McAnally provided 1nformation on formulas be1ng used in l963 and

, noted that state agencies were becoming 1ncreasingly involved in systematic

h -y N

budget1ng for‘libraries of public universities.4 In l972 Kenneth Allen com-
pared the major formulas being used at’that time.5 Both the;McAnally and
Allen-studies are significant contributions, but formulas are revised to meet
° new demands and needs. Qs Ly%an Glenny! Director of the-Center'for Research4
and“Development in Higher Education, has said: "Experience has shown that.
. formulas must be constantly re-evaluated to keep them timely and equitable
and to reflect as accurately as possible the chang1ng assumptions which-
serve as the1r\bas1s.”6 It is not surprising then, that since Allen's study
of 1972, important-new formylas have appeared on the horizon;and old)ones l
- have been‘modified'or abandoned; ) C . , ., |
Librarians and facult? are questioning formulas that are based solely

1

on enrollment and numbers of programs and are look1ng for more satisfactory

~

approaches to l1brary fund1ng A recent study by the Faculty Senate Library
Committee of SUNY states that?® it is espec1ally cr1tical to reexam1ng»11brary

. allocat1on pract1ces "at a t1me when enrollments are stab1l1z1ng,’part1cularly
if. collectlon growth 1sa;}é/ to-student FTE growth n? The Committee recogn1zes
that demands on a lib::ry collection depend upon a number of factors other
than students, faculty and programs mh1ch are the elements on which the man?
formul are based Some of the additional factors are:, the different1al
costs_and publ}cat1on rates among_disciblines; the:purpose of the collection, -

i.e.J whether it is for teaching, researc‘, or for basic use; and the level

and variety of academic programs. Operational factors that are important are:
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’

user population, the size'and adequacy of existing holdings, the “extent to

/
wh1ch holdings: are dispersed.in branch libraries wh1ch determines the degree
of duplication necessary, the accessiblllty to other-libraries, the loss and’

physical deterioration of materials, and the spiraling coStg of bookd\and
8 ‘ R
= o

Another authority has concluded that, in view of the’ Shortcomings of. the

periodicals.

¢

Clapp Jordan- -type formulas, that "cons1derable additional Tegearch be under-

‘taken to determlne prec1sely which factors, and fhe respeCtlve\\eight of each
5 / R
affect book needs in partlcular acaderiic situatlons."

i

Librarians of research university libraries are concerned apout formulas..

that are applled uniformly across the board to both colleges w1thout graduate'
) .
and research programs and to research universities. Most Of the funding

1

formulas do not take into account the special Xequirements“of research un1ver-

sities. There is a search for some better method for fundlﬂg research unlversity

llbrarles.

MaJor formulas which. are be1ng used currently (1977) are: ga percéntage'
of the 1nst1tutlonal budgetq Clapp-Jordan formula, Washlngton State formuLaf
'system, Texas formula, North Carolina formula- program Californla State
Un1versity -ad Colleges funding program, Volgt formula and Vlrglnla formulas.

- . [

§

c'Each of these willrbe d1scussed below.,. <

- . Y%

A percentage of the instructional, and/or research'and extension budeet,

[y 3

'This is one of the first methods used to generate 1nst1tut10nal library budgéts

on a,systemwide basis and seweral states still use this approach In Georgia,

1

9% of the instructional, research and extension budgetlng is used as a basis \

for library- support in the asking budget for the system‘but institutions may

_allocate as much or as'little to the llbrary South qar011ﬂa uses lOA of the

Sty
, .

(\

S e 58

)



‘total‘instructional cost for the library portion of the asking budget This

Al

method is generally used to arrive at an asking budget and 1s included in a

lump sum for the institution. . Libraries do not usually receive the full.

3

. percentage from the'institutions..,McAnally points out that the percentage S

method, is an arbitrary method for dividing up available funds and is not
- : . - “1

based on library needs,'nor does. it allow for institutional variations in

programs and other Variables that affect‘library needs.10 4‘ : /?7'

The Clapp-Jordan formula, devised in tqﬁ mid- l960's by Verner Clapp,

&

waslintended as a quantitative measure of the adequacy of library hold1ngs.

It was 1nit1ally used in a survey of the libraries of public senior colleges

*~

- and univer81t1es in Ohloll‘nd later pub11shed in an article that appeared

- . ‘

" in College and Research L1brar1es.1_2 For the first time, an attempt was

-

‘made to include.in a formula, some of the program and enrollment factors

- .

that are known to affect adequacy of holdings. The variables 1n ‘the Clapp-

Jordan formula are: an opening day" ba31c collection the number of faculty,
] . SN .

the number of studentS, the number of undergraduate major subject fields,

the number of masters fields,'and the nunber ofhPh.D. fields. Clapp and

Jordan justified the number of volumes required for each variable on the

basis of basic lists, specialized subject bibliographies, and on professional

co

: experience and judgment. The authors point out that the formula is intended

to measure only minimal adequacy. It was never intended to be used as a

r ¢

budgeting formula..'Abnumber of‘surveyors have adopted the formula to assess

>

adequacy of library resources”and sﬁae state agencies have used it as a funding

formula for acquisitions. - B - 4 o . -

1

Washington Stateﬂformula. The Council for Postsecondary Education of
|5 N . 4 -

‘the state of Washington has used a comprehensive system of formulas for

IS

[

Y

; 99 T

-
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library funding since 1969. There are two major_elements_in'the'system:
- o .o ; . )

a formula for lib%ary resources and one for-library operationsd(staffing"and

RN -®

v binding)., y ) ‘ ' o .
, ) , v o \\ |

A modification.of the Clapp-Jordan‘formula is used as a basis for
e

< .
'recommending*the acquisitions budget whereas the staffing formula is an - ) -

J\adaptation of a formula that was devised but never used’ for the University T
of/California libfﬁries. The Washington State formulas were published in
71970{13, Since then a number of states have adopted them or modifications of.

them. Flor1da has used a mod1f1cation of/the system.;4 Perhaps the most

-

. notable adoption of the formulas was by the Association of College and Research

,«i&brarles as a national standard for assessing the ade;:aE& of holdings and

3

staff of college libraries. The 1975 ACRL standards use formulas that are -

almost identical to the 1970 Washington State formulas for holdings and staff.

‘In 1975 a library formula task force in the state of Washlngton recom- .

mended 2 modiflcatiOn of the 1970 formula%§ystem -and’ added a number of elements‘“

: o, :
which 1ncreased 1ts complekity almost ‘to the point of 1mpract1cabillty A
. ' U .
comparison . of . the Clapp-Jordan and the 1970 and 1976 bas1c ﬁour-year Washington

P

-~

State formuias for library resources are glven below.

N " Table 1'° , .
: . - S/ L e K r" ) . .
////h ot : VOLUME EE;}TLEMENT“ .
) s » . .mv . . - : ’ .\
. _ Clapp-Jordan - Wash. 1970 Wash,. 1976 -
Basic or opening day" o . : o . LT ,
collections . o . 50,750 - - 85,000 - ' 90,000
Per FTE.faculty ‘ . 100 . 100 - 100
Per FTE student- . S 12 v 15 15
Honors undergraduate R - 12 .0 0 .
Undergraduate maJor in subJect : : a o
field , 335 ' ' 0 : L0
Per masters field (term1nal) . 3,050 - 6,100 - . 6,000
. Per masters field (with Ph.D, ) : .0 3,050 - 3,000
Ph.D. field - 24,000 24,500 - 25,000
Allowance per $15 million B : S . -
for organized research § 0 {'t 0 ‘1,900_:

s

o~
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. .) | The'major'addition to the“1976‘Washingtoneétate library‘resources formula
is“an allowance of 1,000 volumel'for’each lemillion dollars for organized >
reseﬁrch. - ,d 'Ih‘ , . o . o B ' e

A recentlreport on the 1976 formula from;the ﬁashington Councﬁl for Post-
secondary Education describes the 'Formula Framework": v"The Qverall objective

for the library résources element is to take the current 'stock in hand' o
. ‘ | )
concept which/relates a set of standards (shown above) to the current holdings

- of the four-year institutions.. . . and base- the overall library resources
\\_,4’ ‘ o ST
element on a fiscal year expenditure concept which relates to dollars."
: This approach is‘made up of the following criteria: a '"currency factor"

(five percent of standards as'they apply to the base collection and' the

o amounts related to program fields), ‘an allowance for new program fields added

a replacement allowance; an organized research allowance and amounts for added“

students and faculty...The total units of resources to be added in the fiscal ’ ~§
;yegr would then be converted into dollars using a standard dollar value per . '

.

unit except for ‘base year periodical and serial commitments. (See Exhibit Il
Exhibit I from the report shows a schematic drawing of how the Library Resources

Element is. formulated 18 The standard dollar value per resource unit is based

A

- on the national average for hard cover materials as published in the Bowker

"Annual. The recommendation is made that the dollar value be based on_a_fivev_

year linear projection of the Bowker. Annual average cost. s

The_"currency adjustment" factor needs a word of explanation. The five

5 -

. percent currency adJustment is to be nonaccumulative and coupled with a five-
" _year mov1ng average of the Ahange in u. s. publication rates as reflected in

f,the Bowker Annual In explaining the "currency adJustment" the report says

, ' il '
‘ rthat "The ability of an institutional library ﬁé adequately-support\its academic ;

N . - . . -
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A
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programs is directly prbportion to'howlwell-it is aPle to keep its collection

current," The report further recognizes that the currency rate of five per-v

cent would not pfoVide for\flugtuations in the number of new titles ppblished

annually "It was felt, therefore, that the currency factor should be adjusted
s »

by multiplying ‘the five percent factor by a five-year moving average of the

change in the U S publication rates. For example if the’"moving average"

4

‘was determined to be 1.03, thé currency factor would- be .0515 (.05 x 1. 03)

Lf the "moving average" was determined to be .96, the currency factor would )

B

- PR Y

be .0480 (.05 X .96)."19'

‘

The formula, as shown in xhibit I, prov1des for a separate recognition

and funding of current subscription obligations. S L a0 =

. The library operations element is a formula for determining adeouacy of

staffing and'binding. The staffing portion of the formula considers FTE

students weighted at four levels of instruction, total FIE faculty, main-
y N
tenance of current collection and- new acquisitions, in addition to a base.

staffing assumption. A standard dollar amount per staff year_is applied to

bring this portion of the_formula to.a total dollar amount. The binding

' portion also converts to a standard dollar value. The number of current S

4 A

subscriptaons are-assumed to require one binding per year With an added

- 7

factor of .2 allowance for rebinding of currently bound material 'Exhibif-II

from the report on the, formula shows ‘how the Library Operations ‘Element- is':~

)

.

formulated 20 ” .
W

- The formula system is far too complex to explain briefly and.fully A
complete explanation with supporting ‘data are described in a 50 page report

of the” recommended reVised library formula published by the Council for PostLb

secondary Education of the State of Washington in December 1975 21
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There was considerable concern and controversy about the effectiveness,
of the revised formulas even among the Task.Eorce~members,and:the'staff of .

“the Postsecondary Council. The major ‘areas of controversy revolve around:
~~=-the extreme cgmpleiityLof'the application of the four-year system

i

ofnformulas;'

.t

/ A
.. N

' =--questions about the accuracy of library holdings and®other pertinent
data; , ‘ - R : e
f . u . .
v > : &
=--=the 1eve1 and proper treatment of the "currency" issue; . -

N

‘=--the lack of standard'dollar factors“and the sensitivity of the

v Y

v experience based factors to management decisioms; B R

I}

---the laCk of specific identification of resource requirements of ney
bR ®
“ programs’ v : . . ’.. v,BA ‘. ot i ]

: ---the disparities between staffing 1eve1 percentages among
o, . . . : , . \ o. \

rmStitutions.22 S o a L ) ; »'k_,_J

v

Although the recommendatlons contained .in the 1ibrary formula revision-.
were approved by the'Washington Council . TOr Posuéecondary Education, the - \TZL .

‘revised formula was not ‘used by either the Governor or the legislature - to. .. N\
/ L ’
3 determ1ne funding levels for the 1977-79'biennium. The pomplexit& of the

dformula and the many queq{ions concerning it may explain Why it was not
. '
readily accepted by the budgeting authorities. The 1970 Washington State

. formulas have never been fully funded“ Tgbles II and 11123indicate the per-

centage of the 1970 collections and staffing formulas funded by each pub11c

institution in the state for the three fisca1 years, 1973 74, 1974 75 and A

9
1975-76. Even though the 1970 formula is not as complex a§ the:;z7§ foermula,

® «

many of the same questions may be-: raised about it.
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) . TABLE II . -~ et
<. Washington State & . : -
’ ~ LIBRARY STAFFING . .
o - . . . .Percent of.Formula Fundéd ' -
.. . ] i . . ., . . c y - ) ‘, ‘ . '
i Institytion- = ' BT . Eiscal Year
l . B P t ‘ ’ : - .' . N . : - R : - c
‘University of Washinggton '  + 73.8 77~ T 71,8 .t
‘Washington State Unjversity. . . 59.7 - 56.6 63.0 ' -
Central Washington tate College 57.1 . 52.8 - 57.5
Eastern Washington (State College 56.1 - 50.3 - v 47,6
Western Washington State College "56.0 - 59,5 o 51.1.
The Evergreen State Coldege . - +53.2 . .55.7 - 58,2 .
- ‘ » S . N ! p e
b . raBLE TIT /
- ‘Washington .State.,
P - . .LIBRARY COLLECTIONS -
: Percent of Formula Funded &"‘ X
° .. . : ? . . . . : G . T ! ‘v.
) r.}» o ' »"\; ‘ i ' - . ‘.."‘b, _-’& :
~ Institdtion ; S ._"1 ... Eiscal Year-*'-'.
TR A 1973-74  1974-75 . 197576 g
University of Washington ' °~ 78. é/ S 79.1 79,5 ~%§- .'\\
Washington State University : . 68.7 . \70.3 .. .688.2 - .f e
 Central Washington State College - @ - 86.8 - © 88.6 ' 86.1 BN
Eastern Washington State College ~ .80.6. 84,3 8.4 v LNt
.Western Washingq7n State College . 87.8 ¢ - 98.3 87.1 Yo
The Evergreen State College T 76.6 7. 83.9 ; 91.5-
. >§$€iffq‘ S B {}.%A ’ _'f‘ o .\“7 s
Jue, . . :



<

N f'b v : - 60 - v v 3 : ' LI
The Interlnstltutlonal L1brary Council of the Oregon State System of

A

ngher Educatlon proposed a modified Washington State formula for use in the

l977 79 budgets?\hgt it was rejected.by . the State Board because the requlre-f”

ments of the formula were too great for the fundlng avallable. The Ofegon

Council recommended & minimum acqulsltlon rate of five’ percent of the for-
- .

mula or five: percent of actual holdlngs, whlchever is greater. A.weedlng or
deletlon factor of two’percent per year of actual holdlngs was 1ncluded in

3

the formula. The cost allowance per Volume would -have: been based on averages

of comblned serials: and book7;%pend1tures 1n.flscal year 1974 adJusted for

24
1nflatlon. ¢

] ) . . / - M .
( Texas.formula:;fThe formula for the budgetlng of Texas publlc senior
P> 40 =

-

vy .

collegeé and un1vers1ty\llbrar1es substantlally rdised llbrary fundlng in

v_~

o that state when the Coord1nat1ng Board of the Texas-College and Un1vers1ty

System adopted it in the l960's. A dlfferentlal dollar rate per semester

sy ’ -

hour is establlshed by academlb level. ‘The rate for the Masters level is.
twice that fovrundergraduatesxand the doctoral level is:almost nine times
the undergraduate leyel _The ‘formula contalns a lower rate ﬁor law sem;ster
S e : %
credit hours than for those at. the doctoral level. The dollar figUres‘used

An this formula have been raised each year to counteractllnflatlon. Formulas

are used 1n 15 ‘other areas of budgetlng 1n/the un1vers1ty sys #gm. All 160%

formulas are developed b1enn1ally by ad hoc" commlttees composed of system- .

wide representatlves of the areas concerned and fiscal offlcers. LibrLrians
serve on the LZbrary Formyla Commlttee. The recgmmended ﬁormulas for the

4 o
library budgets for the two years of the 1977-79 biennium are glven belolv.25

69.
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Coordinating-Board, Texas College and University System S
-9 i . . .

_ - 'RECOMMENDED FORMULA o o
: ' ‘ FOR N :
- LIBRARY :
Public Senior Colleges and Universities _ - .
1977~ 79 Biennium g Lo C e

;
~ - .
. V -, T

Q? Perlod semester cred1t hours (Summer Se551on 1976, Fall Seme ter .
19 6

and Spr1ng Semester 1977) times, the follow7ng rates eguals Ct
dellar* request. for lerary ‘ . ]

' ‘. ( ‘ \)A .‘~ | l 5 . . :
\\\~. ' ' ) Rates Pe? Base Period \
. h!y-f“-aﬁhf L emastt ‘Semester Credit Hour N
= &~ " Semester . L Fiscal Year, .,— . Fiseal Year
~ CREDIT HOURS . o 1978 L SN 1979
) . J . - - o 'A“‘ ‘:S . .
+ Undergraduate - - $ 3.05 . . 3 28
) i:;‘ eyt . . ‘ ' i ) T > : .- ‘
Masters and SpeéfalaProfessional ( 2 6.13 R ;i‘.‘ “ 6.60 .
Law - e B L S S |
o . . . .- . (/,_A,.g_/‘ - . . N .
Doctoral S ; 28.22 . 28.21
. N 2/25/76 . &
Note: Minimum of $450, OOO unless total semester credit hour production \.. U

is below 50,000, in which case the appropriation shall be $225,000
plus $9.00 per semester. credit hour for all semester credit hours...
in-excess of 25, 000 to the mlnimum of $450 000. &

a ' .
- N . e

The Texas, formula is rare1y funded fully, but it does serve as a Veh1c1e N

-

for equ1tab1e distrlbutlon of ava11ab1e funds to the 1nst1tut10na1 11brarﬁ%s.
. o

At the time that the Texas formula was adopted, the concept of u51ng sémester

0_

cred1t hours as a formula base was not a new idea, but applylng’the welghted

A
¢

ratio by academlc Level of users)lo fac111t1es and serv1ce was new. The 1dea

-

was based»on a study by Gerald L.‘Quatman,entltled The Cost of Providing

;lerary Serv1ces ta Groups in the Purdue Un1vers1t1ACommun1ty-*1961 26 In an

n

attempt to determlne the cost of pr0v1d1ng 11brary fac111t1es and serv1ces for

~ ”

-

' :

faculty members an ‘graduate'students doing sponsored resezrch, Quatman computed

o ° : : ) L 70 | . , | R
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the aVerage_costs of providing the facilities and services for undergraduates,

graduate“students and faculty members. Using data from the Purdue study,

o ‘ o ' , ' :
‘a library subcommitﬁbe in Texas developed differential rates for undergraduate

. students, masters students, doctoral students and law»students. Since the

1965-67 biennium when the Texas formula was first developed, the library

formula has been basically a matter of substituting higher»dolfir rates at

" each level in ordeg to keep up with inflation. e

adopted formglas based on the Texas model.

The 1959 ACRL standard calls ‘for a minimum of 50 000 carefully chosen volumes’

! students. The funding allocations were based on $l2 per volume.

- Several other'states, notably Alabama,-Tennessee and Arkéansas, have

e .-

. "4 . ’ - o ' ,
. The Nofth Carolina Formulas. ‘The University of North Carolina Board of

Goverpors adopted a-plan for- 1mprov1ng libraries in 1973 which cons1sts of

©

two formulas, one for 1ncreas1ng the holdings of a%l libraries up to the
4

ACRL l959 collsFe standard and one for 1ncreas1ng the continuing base budgets.27

T‘ .

LIRN )

for the first .600 students plus 10,000 volumes for every'additional*ZOO

- The second part of the plan is to increase the basic and continuing’

-
1
l

total annual thgets (thlS 1ncludes staff as well as %sher operating expeh-
\,—/ Ry
S

d1tures) The bas1c support figure of $134 is. used for each full time o
i

equivaIent (FTE) baccalaureaté student,‘tw1ce-that amount ($268) for each

FTE Mdstér's degree student, and seven times the base figure ($948)'for_each

FIE doctoral and first professional student.

Budgeting authorities in North C?rolina agreed to provide these funds ”) N
in four nujﬁgmnts over four-year period in order to raise the libraries“

holdings and budgets to the level of the formulas. The f1rst annual increment -

was fully funded in 1974-75. Because of financial stingencies’, the annual .

o -

71
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increment eould be fudded ogly af 50 percent of the reiui?ement in'é975%76.‘ ‘
Ih'l976-77, the formula iuorements were not funded at all, but in‘i977'78
the full incremeot was funded. The. full funding of the foryylas is. stlll a
goal. Formula funding has been_supplemented by a percéngage of funds for
increased enrollment which institutions‘have been required to provide fo;
library support ln .addition, the libraries received an inflationary increase

amounting to’ 25% of acquisitions budgets in 1975-76. The Supplementary

funding counteracted the loss of formula budgeting to some extent in l975 76 o
: "1

PR e >

and l976f77.
The library~budgetigg plan got only has produced more equitable.funding

for each ;}.the state's l6'sehior institutions of higher education but it

has alsoyiQCreased annual library expenditures by 1849 from 1967-68 to 1975f76.

This increase is due largely to the high priority that the staff of the UNC

Bourd of Governors attaches to the improvement ofYlibrary resou}ces. A deter- T
h . .

. e
mined effort has been made to raise the quality of libraries jin 1nst1tutlons

\that have had a long h1story of inadequate library funding.

California State University and Colleges funding 25955\\ The CSUC

system presents library budget. Fequests for acquisltions based on annual 7

1w

volume requirements for the 19 libraries in the system and for staff, accordlng

to a staffing formula. | ' A - i
S ' . g . » ‘ e LN
., In California, the budget for acquisitions is calculate€q on the basis‘of,
~ ] i
total number bf volumes authorized for each system. The DePartment of Flnance

estgblishes an- average price per volume der1ved from data published in
v ) . ’
Publisher s Weekly and Library Journal; the authorlzed number of volumes

. multiplied by the price per volume determine§ the -total. acqulsitions budget
for the system. The number of volumes required annually is broken.down into

Ly
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the following categonies: volumes of current per;oﬂicals/serials, volumes of

vbooks to keep up- to date, replacement volumes, acqu1s1tions for new burgeoning.

- ‘L

f1elds of knowledge, and non-book volume equivalents (micro- forms, perlodicals,rv'

etc.). The number of volumes requested for the system is based on the
aggregate prerlence ofthe 19 libraries involved and verified by standard
formulas. The total amount‘of»funds ~appropriated for acquisitions can be -
: .
controlled by the budget author1t1es by lowering or rais1ng4e1ther the
authorized number of volumes and/or the pr1ce per volume, depending upon
econom1c conditions and the prlor1t1es ass1gned to library needs. The total
number of authorized volumes is- d1str1buted among the 19 campuses.by the
follow1ng method: (a) 9, 000 volumes to all campuses to Strengthen ehe basic
collectlons and (b) a d1str1butlon of the remainder of, the volumes in pro-
portion to the AdJusted Student Cred1t Units (ASCU) taught at each campus.
,(An ‘ASCU 1s a course credit unit adJusted‘byvdoubling the cred1t un1ts taught
at the graduate level and adding the ‘product to the total of undergraduate
scu's).>0 o ‘ '_ | L
The csﬁt staffingcformulas’haVe'undergone'constant change and revision

over'the past seven years‘and at the present writing it‘is,not possible to
say w1th any degree of certa1ntynwh1ch staff1ng formulas will be used in the
._future. ‘The rationale for the Csuc staffing formulas is outlined in a report
of a study of.book, staff1ng and budgetkng, published 1n 1970 by the CSUC
: system,31 In;l972 Allen reports in some deta11~on the CSUC formulas for
'public:services and technical‘services. | )

The CSUC staffing formulas will change drastically in the future if the

proposals in the 1977/78- 1981/82 plan for Library Development are accepted 335;

The reconmended formulas are based on uniform workload factors and work

measurement.' The galifornia State Academic Library Staffing Study Committee

\’ R 7ﬂ3
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recommended the formula which is a modified SUNY’formula.‘5Detailed-functions,

N
PURMPES

such as filing cards, advising users, selecting serials, etc. "are related

to staff effort to produce them and are measured by a set of work measurement

‘units expressed in output terms.'" The result will, be a series of "standard

t1mes"34 for performlng rather d1st1nct functlons both manually and by auto- o

: mated'procedures fﬁfiese functlons are all related‘to five basic concerns of

years from the date that the program is implemented This will be necessary

libraries: holdlngs, acqu1s1t10ns, ‘academic year FTE “users (faculty and -

students), head count students, and academlc year FTE faculty., The planning

« ,
report says that "welghted standard tlmes" shall be recommended every two _

- . ! . -

to, reflect shifting, prlorltles within a llbrary and espe01ally to reflect B

| changed staff1ng needs and productivity brought about by automatlon of )

vllbrary opératlons. The recomputation of "welghted standard t1mes" shall

a

be a requ1rement of the chancellor s staff assisted byspampus llbrary personnel

The result1ng staffing formula that is recommended is as- follows

C o . _
General staff = Aa + Bb + Cc + Dd + Ee

llO,340
Where A = countable 11brary volumes
B = Volumes added
C = Student FTE and faculty FIE
D = Head count studenfs .
E = Academic year FTE faculty . '
a = 2,616 minutes (Weighted Standard Tlme, Technlcal Services
Standards -~ Holdings)
b = 139,283 minutes (WST, Technical Serv1ces Standards - Acqulsltlons)
- c = 178.957 minutes (WST, Public Services Standards - Users)
. * d = 207.517 minutes (WST, Public Services Standards - Enrollment)
e = 174,174 minutes (WST, Public Services Standards - Faculty)

The 110,340 in the above.formula represents, . in minutes, a man-year
figure (excluding sick leave and holidays). Tables are provided that® demon-

N
L
strate how "weighted standard times" are derived. Each WST is calculated in

a . ' : @ : '
w4
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minutes for specific library tasks groupéd according to the»five basic

.'cghcerns. A table is,also provided to show the total number of staff members

1Y

that the formula would yield for. each of the 19 campuses. 'If this formula is

o

1 .

f1nally accepted, requests for staff would be made on the basis of the

. } )
pos1t10ns y1elded by the formula. The new CSUC staff1ng proposal is’an

attempt’to apply work measurement th scientific'management to library

% 4 '

personnel budget1ng It is a h1ghly complex formula that w1ll requ1re a large

amoung/of staff t1me to 1mpletent It has not been actually tr1ed so 1ts
Yo :
effect1veness is d1ff1cult to measure but, on the surface, there are a number
L ' , )
;_of pertinent questions that is‘poses. Will there be uniformity of measurement

and accuracy from campus{io campus? Can all_library work, particularly at .

 the profess1onal level be mechanized and quant1f1ed to this extent7 Stafﬁ~

\ : [N -~ N .
needs and spec1al requ1rements vary among campuses. Are thesefmaken>1nto
' s e . / T

’

consideration? i
‘ r;!’ 4 | P
o . <
" -The questio ire whlch was returned from CSUC 1nd1cates that agreement

i)
%n a 11brary plan is sought from campus llbrary d1rectors, pres1dents and
“ T
Boards of Trustees, but ﬂuafudgets to support the plan are d?termlned 1n the
L4
- CSUC headquarters and in _effect, announced to the campuses. While the campus\

11braries have little say-so in annual development of budgets, wide flex-.
ib111ty is given in'the use of funds w1th1n the library allocatlon.

- Voigt Formula. This is an acqu1s1tions model. adopted Ln l%ﬂ;>by a-

. committee for -the University of éalifornia libraries. The author is Melvin
J. Voigt, librarian emeritus of the university library‘at San Diego. The -

model, with some further modifications, is the bas1s of a recommendation for

an annual acquisitions budget in the UC Libraries Plan for Development35

it is also currently in use or under consideration gseveral other states,

E

Q ‘ | | ';. | . o - 7q3 | "‘ . ’ ‘




- extra demands on 11braries in addition to other facters. Included in the

almost exclus1vely on doctoral programs with no welght g1ven to master S o

: Voig%?has provided a formulagfor determining the number of volumes to be P

- 67 - L -
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notably the State Un1vers1ty of New York (SUNY) and the Coordlnating Counc1l

for V1rg1n1a. The Voigt model is designed specifically for univers1ty

24

libraries that:support doctoral.programs and large sponsored research programs.

@

Tﬁe bas1c principles and the quantltative factors of the formula are outlined

-

1n an- art1cle by Voigt that appeared in the July 1975 issue of College ind .

-Research L1brar1es.:?6 It is based on the numbers of volumes deemed ‘Becessary

'fof/doctoral programs in spec1f1ed subJect f1elds. The model -also takes: into

account the special needs of extramurally funded research, which create§/
: I
e

£

formula is a supplement for undergraduate and gxaduate use based on enrollment

. 1 J
and an add1tlon for lac@ of access-to other llbrafles \The maJor criticism’
{
- N
of the model 1s that there is no emp1r1cal data to support the numbers)of
. g

volumes used in %he formula. Voigt readily admits this but he says "most
A

;librarians who have commented on the model believe them (the number of . .
volumes assigned to subJect f1elds) to be of the r1ght order of magn1tude "37

Librar1ans have also raised an obJectlon to the formula because it depends.‘ BN

1

1
{
ﬁ~pg\fess1onal degree programs. Some adm1n1strators have expressed concern

. N -
that the formula may measure some factors two or three times and sqﬁzqhot o

f» : v«

‘at all fog example, credit. doctoral programs and research programs“idf‘ /
: ' : PR
the same fiEldE)overlap. Nevertheless, professional 0p1 # is ‘generally
: 2 Pﬂ\\x )
favorable. It does provide a- uniform method for making homparlsons among
v ) - - \o * - ﬂ'.’
‘libranies support1ng un1versities with large doctomal and research PT grams.
-~ e
& -
- - .
-

added annually as well as for\asse8s1ng adequacy of the total hold1§gs of a =

-t

university library. 18 (\\\S . 0
. - 8 - A ’ . .

‘747£;
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'Virginia Funding Plan. ' In the Virginia“budget guidelines for 1978-80,

uthe-Voigt.formula is used for.detbrmining the acquiSitions budget for the two

\ -

-doctoral . g;anting un1vers1ty libraries (VPL and the Un1vers1ty of Virginia)

I

Q

and a different formula which is based onﬁifferential weights assigned to_.

subject disciplines is used fof four-yeas colleges.39 The weights of the four-
. Y . :

. year _ college'formulas were derivedfby calculating the dollar value of booksv

]

published in the 1974 January June 1ssue of Ch01ce, and periodicals‘}isted by
%0

Katz and Farber The subJectrdisciplinejweights are multiplled by weights

assigned to program magnitude which is a measure of the number of programs

er

in the HEGIS classificatied{of the discipline. The total program weight is.

~ then multiplied by a dollar value ($15,095 and $15,975, ‘Eo; 1978-79 and 19794

~ f
ép respectively). An enrollment weight is then multlplled by the corresponding

program funding to determine maintenance funding,iyr acqu1s1tions.

{

.
3

The staffing plan for V1rg1n1a senior public 1nst1tutions of higher

;

education diﬁzerentiates on the bas1s of type of 1nstttutions. .@g "

F 2y
:

The guidelines for staffing each of the two ‘ARL institutions (Univers1ty m.':

- of Virginia an VPI) in Virginia is established by using the mean lgvel of

as it median. The guideline states: "To make this calculation, establish

;‘that group of 20 ARL 1nst1tutions of which the Virginga instituflon is the

J/

staffing of the group of 20 ARL 1nst1tutions with the V1rg1n1a 1nst1tution 4.;\

]

‘L

-median‘in terms of numbers of volumes held To calculate ﬁhe mean level of -

s

staffing for ‘the groupgof 20, use the number of volumes ant1c1pated on hand

@ % - -7
«
as of July { 1978 and July l l979 to calculateﬁstaffing for 1978-79 and -

& S
a ‘

41 Ce ¢

. 1919-80,‘respéctively." y Co LT .

Non-ARL doctoral instltutions and other un1vers1t1es and four -year
. ‘o > .
colleges are allocated 9 FTE pOSltlonS as~a basic staff regardless of en-

- ! d e

<

. rollments and one FTE position for every 400 undergraduate annual~FTE'students;

EP(}C

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

& . ) - .
» A - ' . . " 4
| A §L;
. [ . X .o . B
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R 'Council‘ is not the one_ recommended b the V1rg1n1a Comm'ttee of. L1brarians. d%}

. SUNY formula is similar to the Ca11forn1a State Un1Ver31ty an Colleges (CSUC)

stugents'and faculty members. -

. modifledfsUNY formula. Ihe report by the'.'

i

- 769

LY . . '
. . .

'Library positions are also to be added'on the basis| of the number of graduate

.. - . .

The staffing formula\for four-y ar colleges, as £y

-

In- 1976 a subcommlttee of the L1brary Advisory Committee

comprehensive study of 11brary Staffing formulas and reco

s1m11ar to the State Univers1ty of New York (SUNY) formula b

w b l

z .
formula already described In fact, the fzﬁmula recommended by |CSUC is a
irginia committee sdys: ”"Analysis

shows that of all those examlned .the formula developed by the State Unlvers1ty .

3

because of its product1v1ty and task analys1s 1nputs its..co

-

V1rg1n1a needs, and its: adoptlon by other states such as C‘

ruence with e

V1rg1n1a Coordinating Counc1l did not, however, accept he SUNY formula and W

1nstead adopted a 31mp1e formula based on enrollment (which 1s descr1bed above) v’e

The acqu1s1tions fundlng formulas and the staff1ng formulas recommended
4

by theéglrgifla L1brarians and those ggopted byvthe Counc1l, alEhough complex; }

i

prov1de new approaches to 11brary funding. They are attempts to grapp!e w1th .

,4.,

. many of the factors other than enrollmEnt that are- important in determin1ng

/ 1
adequacy of'library fdhding}andfto differentiate between the requirements : L

, . .
R o

of different types\Offinstitdtions. . o,

. ‘ , o . : ; . . . PRI . »
Unfortunately, formulas, regardless of which are used, are seldom funded ,

fully because of economic or political pressures ‘from the state government .

~

Sometimes when economiC‘conditions worsen significantly,'formulas are aﬂhgdoned.

. - .

. _ \ '
The Florida‘Board of Regents, which has always advocated strong uniyersity°‘

O
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library resources, provided fundiné earmarked specifiéally for libraries
according to a mod1f1ed Washington State formula--untll fiscal year 1976-77.
pr In 1976-77, however, because of severe economic problems, formula budgeting ;"
:, was abandoned by the-system and a lump sum based on, FIE enrollment ,was appro- ‘-
: prLated to each~instntution. lhe bniversity administpation on.each campus

' determined .the amount to be allocated to each campus llbrary., The total

N

amount for public un1vers1ty libraries in Florida decreased by. an estimated
. Q ~ L3N
$1,000,000., Book’ éudgets and staff”at many'of‘the,institutions were signifi-

§

N . o .,

- ‘cantly'reducedvor stabilized' Inflation caused even less purchasing power.

v

. v. ‘ “ - . . . . .- 4
- of total’ appropriations for higher education in‘Florida.‘ According.to statistics -

The Floriggggizget decline reflects a decrease in the rate of increase
P ?

?reported.in fhe Ghronicle<of Higher‘Education,}Florida's appropriations,for
ot /* N N
i
higher education 1ncreased .only SA but adtu;lly decreased 9A when corrected o,
Y h}

‘ foruinflatioh.for the two-year period rom 1975-76 to 1976-77.44 In 1976 7;\\
\ . . o . . . N coe

'theustateA/anks 48th ‘in percent ‘increase among the- 50. states. ACcording to 0 ¢ o
) v

budgeting authorlties in Flor1da, 11brary budgets were cut to save positions , ‘l“xL
: . A r

and to meet r1s1ng salaries and costs in other areas, particularly ut111t1es.

F /
.

The satuation in Florida 1llustrates the: brEakdown in formula budgeting'if

- budgeting authOrtnies give highér priority to other needs. Unless budgeting‘/ -“ft

-
‘

aqthoritles, e1ther at the state or campus level,;give library needs high

Jpriority these needs will not be met in severe economic declines. Under
/ T !
such circumstances libraries must cancel erlodlcal subscrlptions, 1ndef1n1tely A

R~ . . ) . . N .

delay the purchase of materials to support teac. Lng and research programs,

. 3
.

SR

and cut serv1ces.: A happy footnote (and ‘an important: one) is that 1n 1977 78 ;
Florida provided an appropriation of $lO 000 000 to libraries of the niné .‘.“ '\
BRI » ‘
public senior 1nst1tutions to make up for the §evere budget cuts in 1976 77
¢ . - _ . _ '

Y R : .
- : . . ' - '
. * N

o ‘ :(»;:.-.}“au, .. ' - \‘Q --_I.
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and past inadequate-funding. The appropr1ation w1ll be allocated to 1nst1tutLons

- . 3 “'~'- a
. on the basis- of the Washlngton State formula. o o '

'Summagx. There 1s widé variatidh among states in budget1ng methods for
: publer.c acaﬂennc librarles. B o : . .
LN ‘- S ' ' .
V. gﬁ;l* States develop budgeting practlcek;to meet their own polltical and -g,

economic ‘circumstancés. No ideal or dominant 11brary budget1ng fbrmula has

emerged although the Wash1ngton State and Texas models have been adopted .'_.

) . \ . ¢ -

vby a number of states. New formulas, such as the V01gt formula and the vd///\\

Virginia formula for four—year colleges are attempts to develap more sat1sfactor§

{formulas thatf;nclude factors other than enrollment. There appears to Be a’

: g .
trend toward ever more complex funding formulas for both acquisltlons and

t
4 we

stafflng. There is'a danger in deveIoplng formulas that are sq’ggmplex that .
3 budgetlng autHorities and . 1eg1s1atures f1nd them incomprehehslble and therefore |
K . 2

‘unacceptable aa%?\fundlng-mechanism It-i& cle&r'that formulas are not as

L '—.~EL < K

‘. 1mpartaat in obtain1ng adequate library funding as the commltment of state

’

\\\anyds of h1gher educationf é&ate budget1ng authonatles and leg1slatures*to
r. 11br 1mprovement and development. ~It may be just as 1mportant for librarians

’ “ AP L
S

SR conv1nce stgte boards of the eSsential role that 11brar1es play in the

o' o ‘ - A

educatlonal and research process as to develop ever more complex budget1ng

N , . P T
. - L B
. . ] . k 3

formulas.” . . 1

»

.Majorléonclusions on Statewid ' Funding of Academie Libraries*
1. gMost’state agencies'of-higher;education7do“notbrequestvrestricted funds

for academic libraries. | T S "l . g +
2. Formulas for statew1de 11brary fund1ng are not as, 1mpd;tant in determinlng

®,

[y ' .

s
/" the adequacy of library funding as is the commitment- of the state boards'

¥ - .
of h1ghnr educigion to .the improvement of llbrary serv1ces and. resources

E N o

\)‘ ;" | - "‘. .-"?' ‘ . .I, 4
EMC ’- , oo - ‘801;'1,4' \, ‘. ;‘. N ' .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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'3. A statewide or systemw1de plan for agademic 11brary funding generally

results in more. equ1table fundrng for all public academic libraries in

the. state or system. e . : o - {r'-
’ 4. The absence of a statewide funding'plan results-in uneveness in the o
N adequacy of fund1ng of campus librar1es and 1nadequate support on cam uses

-

“with adm}nlstrators who do not .give 11brary needs high prlorlty.
N . / i N
- 5. L1brar1ans -are questioning the use of budgetlng formulas whlch are based

prlmarily on enrollment and\arerlooking'for new approaches F£;E~Eake~int°jn
) 'account otherffactors suchh~s’diffe{ential'rates and:costs‘of publications
s:.bp a_cadem1~ p:ZZrams and the requirements of large-researchaprograms.
6."When ébfa;f\k are used for 11brary funding by state agenc1es‘They are -
seldom full& funded because of economic or polltlcal congideratlons.:

7. There is a trend towaad the use of d1fferent fundlng f;rmulas Jor B

-" N .
f

-unxversity libraries than for fourryear college librari with no doctoral"

¢
-

programs. - ' S o : R };» S
‘ -y ” 4 . » . - . ) ; p
8;' There is little un1form1ty among seites in the methpds of fund1ng pub11c_

senior academ1c 11brar1es, but there ;s a trbnd toward the‘use of formulas

in statewide fund1ng plans. ' T o .
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"}\ . VIE. Conclusions —_— »

Arthur McAnally published a study of library budgeting practices in

-state systems of higher/education in 1963 when state agencies were just

N
beginning to scrutinize campus budgets. At that time few states had adopted

integrated funding plans for libraries and "tHose states-that dfh so used

°

-arb1trary standards that had little relationship to rea1 needs. Nevertheless,

as McAnally observed, statewide budgeting had come to many academic librar1es

and as he correctly pred1cted "it is here to stay."2. In 1977, systematic

'

sbudgeting procedures for public academic libraries have come to at least'

S

Id

£ \. .
v‘ % y
; funds W1th1n a state system.3 In ag%bw states, 1ntegrated budgeting p1ans &or;

" & .
23 states and are likely to- spread to others.. Because of the economic pressure
r :
and declining enrollments of the late 1970's and l980‘s, there will be even'
14 .
greater demand for accountability by statquovernments and & greater effort to

coordinate budgets and reéobrces statew1de. These boards are.under political
/

b

e N
resudt older funding patterns are chang1ng. There is considerable concern on

the part of some of the larger public university 11brar1es thét a leveling

Al

proCess is occurr1ng,'caused by a more equ1table d1stribut10n of available

"all libraries within a stabe system have been successfyl in raJEing the general

- ’

level of academic library funding.' The staffs of the state boards have been

¢:|
able to deal more effectively with legislative and budget1ng authorities on the

basis of 1ntegrated Iibrary fund1ng plans than by separate 1nstitutional

@

‘ budget requests. Nevertheles the maJorLty of public univers1ty and collegei"

v e
\

a .

libraries are still noﬁ directly affected by statew1de funding programs, K

=

‘ patticularly those in states that use- trad1t10nal Sudgetﬁng methods and -

EKC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

4 P -

1nsti§utional lumP sum budgeting "In .those SGates the priorlties of the*% i

C- .
institﬁtion .are more important than stateWLde budgeting programs. : "

N .
- N . | - . - ¢

ce \ ‘o
: .‘ A=

RK’

S

pressures to provide itable fundin among all public 1hstitut10ns and, as a
@ﬁq 8

o
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McAnally noted that "there are. a great many bases and methods for pre-

par1ng llbrary budgets..., each of which has some virtues and some defects.

. .
14

Which formula may be. the best and is likely to’ emerge or ga;n general acceBtance
cannot be forseen,.."" A wider var1ety of budgeting formulas is being used

today than in 1963 and no ''ideal" has yet emerged Howev;f the general

' princ1ples established by the Clapp Jordan fbrmula have been adOpted in a

‘number of formulas. Thé Wash1ngton StaEe formulasufor both staff and acqui-
/’/‘v
sitlons have bec0me natlonal standards for assess1ng adequacy. The Texas
% " .
model has‘been adoptéd by a number of states also. The Voigt formula is

3

rapidly becom1ng a model for acquisitions. requ1rements for doctoﬁhl grant1ng
& -

”

un1versrtres.’ The V1rg1n1a budgeting program, in addltlon to enrollmentxand ,3} '

Y ‘vi‘

faculty, 1ncludes other;ﬁ}rlables such as the d1fferent1al costs of materials .

.

by subJect distipline. Virginia also has a dlfferent funding formula for

: i
L
- . : ,;J;. ;.‘.

1

research un1versity libraries than for four- year college librariesw “A "best" ;z'm‘

)

“f

!
or "ideal" formula is not likely to be un1versally adopted . because-of first,
vthe,var1atlons in the m1ss1ons and programs of colleges and universities*and,
¢ :
secondly, the d1fferences in the economic and polit1cal climates among the

.

states. . A funding plan or formula that works for one state ,may be a fallure :

in another state, B _ " ‘"_ ' . ‘ S “~.ﬁﬁh“
Budgetinglformulas are very seldom fully funded, but ‘they do serve as "T'
I £

veh1cles to. d tribute avallable funds to 1nst1tutlons on the basis of

. AJ'

-

Loy

_ officials to reflect the funds avallable. In other states, recommended for-

spec1fied variables. In ‘some cases, the ’ formulas are manlpulated by budgeting \

coroe

Y

-
K 'i) ¥ ,r_‘,L . . -

3

S o s 8‘ R R -,'v- i . | ‘ . .
. . ' v A ‘ : : N e

mulag have been reJected because they generated substantlally more. funds than e
B . -
the ggenc1es thought polltlcally wise to request. In addition to using formulasl H
= Sﬁg ., e
. . ;» N ..
as a basis: for generating asking funds and for distriButing available funds: .
. ". . ) , - -

7
45



: - - 78 - .
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Vet v
-

among inst1tutions, state agencies use- them as standards for assessing t‘i’

-adequacy of collections and st@ff Standard formulas have been used in state-

-~

wide surveys of library resources -to provideHdata that gave visibility to

11brary needs. If these need% are - given w1despread~public1ty the, data can

. s )
S Thé first formulas were relatively simpleqagésed mostly qn pel.entages

¢
L)

1& of the educatiqpal and researgh budgets of the institutions. .Although simple

é

.(relevant variables, but 1f they are. not accepted by budget authorlties and

- i

“

the many var1ables that determ1ne the adequacy of library collections and staff‘

LI

r'd )
The Clapp-Jordan formula was the flrgt,attempt to include factors (enrollment,

: ..

faculty, and academic programs) that,relate directly to library adequacy.

The 1970 Washlngton State formula 1ncluded the san \\ factors as Clapp-Jordan o

but changed the requirements forreach variable. ‘ﬂowever, some ‘of.the more -

recent formulas such as the l§7b Washingtoh’State formula programiand the‘n

SUNY stafflng formula, in attempts to include even more vartables, have lost
Yy
the advantage 6% s1mplic1ty,.thene is some ev1dence that they are not as

acceptable to budget1ng authorities because of the d1ff1cultigs ‘@nd the time -
: s
involved in applying them. Perhaps 11brar1ans would be Well adzﬁ%ed to

ach1eve a happy medium between s1mplic1ty and complexity State agencies may

develop fundiug formulas that,,in theory, appear to take 1nto account.all

1

w T
P

leglslators’ ey have failed R . ??"5 s L

- - 3} };‘. . . \

McAnally points out. that "the com1ng ofasystematic budgeting is ne1ther
a cause for reJoicing nor a. reason for alarm, for there are advantages @nd
A .
d1sadvantages."5 Publry’academlc librar1es 1n'a mmmber of states have had

A

o

o

+ reason for reJoicing during the late 1960's and kiéO's because they have‘

o . ) RPN S TR
SR 8”7 v
4 PN N M . 2 N
F A .
‘ N N -
. - .. . ’ -

24

-

!

.serve as a spr1ngboard to qbtain spec1al appropriations for 1mproving librar1es.

: 9
in app11catlon, percentage formulas are arb1trary, they do not take 1nto account

P
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received substantially increased budgets as a result of statewidb coordinated

/

. funding programs which. in turn came about because state agency off1c1als were

conV1ncéd of the need to. 1mprove h1sQor1cally 1nadequ§;e academic librarles
¥ .

and to/prov1de more equ1table fundlng among 1nstitut10ns in the system. On

¢

. & . 3 op

< the other side of the. corn, a few state boards have seen. the1r role as the

- . .-'J: . . - . ;-
& ‘ - FRTEE
butcher of 1nst1tut10na1 budgets“ L. A a0

EAN
-
. 4

oo N\ i
powide funds for speclal

}’ .
/- Some of the state agencles tbat use- formula.

/

i

‘such as supportlng new academlc_programs or br1n,

»

1ng part1cu1ar 11brar1es up

y 1

r/"
/ to minimym accred1tat10n standards. Spec1al req.-sts from 1nst1tut10ns over

/.
/ - . . "

l. and abOﬁggformula fundlng should be an 1mportant element -pf any fundlng

o >

program. North Carollna ha’s prov1ded funds to campus 11brér1es over and-l
PPN -t!‘-
e ok o

¥ above formula fundlng ‘to counteract 1nf1at10n and to enable the 11brary to

v

keep up with enrollment 1ncreases. It has become clear that the formulas
¢ '1' ’

which are used are not as 1mportant in ach1ev1ng adequate fundlng as’ the
L

u ’

strength of commltment of the state system and budget off1c1als to librar1es.

vl RO T e L
o\
Heretofbre,h £ state a encles of h1 h ed&catlon ‘were concerned at all
8 g
t‘(t"_' ., - , ‘- . ‘ LI . ot

v q N

w1th=academ1c 11brar1es, thafconcern was budgetary. ‘There is a gr0w1ng

<

. . a5 P '\' .
4 1 'S >

treng, howeVer, in. overall plannlng and coordlnatlon of 11brary‘Q2%ources of

whlch budgetlng 1s gnly one aspect We have seen .in a few states, notably *
Nad ] .

Ca11forn1a 8 denlal of funds for 11braryqbu11d1ngs and acqulsltlons unitil

33 .
o' . ~-)“ﬂ\/ ..

the governlng board developed an overallwilbrary pianﬁto ensure the most

effectrve sharlng of resourceé wState agencsz

o

A ;.“

i‘r,sbateéﬁ

3R
employ sizeable 'staffg dedlcateg to -

] .
Q ‘ o . ¥ . . . . ‘ ‘_ E N . L
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» o

library résources on a statewide level. It can be expected. that other states

’

will deyelop systemwide library p1ans; Most will‘depe§§ on campus librarians
and outside consultants to make surveys and to write p1ann1ng documents&
w o
. LS A
but if a statew1de plan is ta be effective, it must be mon1to¥ed and supported

by continuing“studies.of 11brary operations as is be1ng done in the states
. . - ‘ . = ..
. - . . [
with full-time staffs for librarieS'at the system level, _ : )
N ‘)“ . .

o

McAnally pointed to the need for librarians to provide advice to offic1a1s

A

of state agencies in'developing funding and'cooperative programs.6 2n 1963 -

"

’“ . . : . .
there were few state committees of librarians. Npw practically every state

hag eﬂ%her official advisory committees or volunteer committees. One of the
N
» pr1nc1pa1 benef1ts of statewide advisory committees is the increased coms

o mun1cation among 11brar1ans themselves, resultlng in more effective cooperative

\-.,,_-
‘.- - '

ro rams. . : . o L e
P g v s biﬁﬁ |

A
T

pre '.Q

Y ‘lg McAnally found litt¥e 1nterest in 11brary ooperation on the part off

. “« '

Heads of state agencies and he exprqssed skepticism about the effectiveneis
i R,
A 4. 0
a of state level cooperation, e;“”lfﬂlly 1n the development of resources.7

3 : ' > ‘ )
In 1963 it was difficult,to v19ﬂﬁhize the extensive 11brary coord1nation at

- the state 1eve1 that ‘is now taking p1ace in Ca11forn1a, New. York and Minnesota,

~a -

for example.' The shared -uses’ ofrtechnology “for cataloging, 1nter11brary loans

.. 1 - - .
and JOlnt catalogs have been major factors in theggeVelopment of state»academic .

d’- - -

’ ' v 308
llbrary systems. ~Statewide computerized 11brary

b5
and LH some cases, funded d1recé%y by state 1eg1s1at

"w;, <
.

. Itnis no longer

e
> - s

- T
-, economically feasible for a s1ng1e 11brary touaﬁford cOmplex local Somputer-

L

based.systems. Statew1de programs.
.in'a;number of states;f California
) o '

@ : ' S ' : : .
- , , )

EMC R . ‘ | - o . B | R /v.
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‘life, and the fostering of uniform medlocrity in states that f1nance hlgher-

red tape, 1solation of supervisory bodrds from direct contact with academicI '

. : 8
education inade uatel "~ There is some a rehension among univergit
q y. t PP I ersity

: | o - 81 -

-

o A : ’ . iR
campuses. Improved statewide delivery of library materials among campué%s-
is also being planned and funded in California and a numbefvbf other states.
Many 11brarians and’ faculty members have a fear of statewide coordination

9
some of which results from parochial interests in collections and inst1tutlonal

. jealousies. McAnally listed some of the dangers- "the poss1bi11t1es:§f

reg1mentat10n (%esulting in a loss of initlative, flexib111ty, and diversity),

L]

Vo

T 9 ~ ) ! ) $
librarians and ‘faculty about statewide coordinatio? because of thb.ig?f that
. . . - ‘,

Bl

university research collections will suffer as a result of: the emphasis on .

qresource sharing and joint on-line systems. Higher education;agenciés, »

§

campus adm1n1strators and librarians must guard against bhese dangers as
Y

states move 1n this direction. The ''dan erd' can bé ‘overcome tO some extent
g

e

r

R4

t? line catalogs, huproved §tatQWide‘delivery systems, cooperat1ve acquisitions

'b

technology, more effect1ve stagéwide prqgrams of resource sharing, JOlnt on="-

v . “ . v . ¥

. ' 14 . ~ o . i - R e
through improved communications. betwetn Fibrarians and officials of state:,
o ' I ' ‘ L e

agencies. - " - ' »

The’ﬁniversity of California L1braries Plan for Development, 1978~ 1988 ﬁ-?
4

calls for a "new approach" Qp»meet the needs of .users in an era of budgetary .

<« ' L»

k4 “,

austerity and.r1s1ng‘costs.9, The new approach involves a greater dependence‘\;7

. . S e N

- on: the library system and résource sharing.: But it also 1ncludes adequate

S

o ' s - L)

acquisltion rates on each campus. The UC deVelopment pf%h regommends in-

LT
. .
'M

creased acqu1s1tions rates on each campus based on an @n“egrated plan er
\

10.: -
&cquisltions. e In addgtion to systeﬁwide acquisitions programs, a fully e
x L 1 3 Fo .

developed statewide plan for acédemic libraries include§ the shared usé of ‘
ey ; L

- ]

. ' e e ) )
. .. . . : A : . : F
kY T M con . . 4 (ST Y
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programs, and joint storage of lesser used materials. .
Although no completely'developed state academic library system eiﬁsts

as yet, the two California colleges and un1versity systems have articulated

'3h}ghry 1ntegrated plans and are mov1ng toward full 1mplementation. Boards

.

”of h1gher education in other states, for example New York, Minnesota and

Virginia, have elements of 1ntegrated systems and other states can be expectéd

e s

“ to move in this direction. McAnally observed uhat "an era of inlelduallsm

{
in budgeting.is" drawing to a close;ﬁor many colleges and universit1es nll : .

4 [

In 1977 not only has systemw1de budgeting become a fact of: life for - ‘many |

\

" colleges and universities hut the coord1nat10n of other 11brary operations

0 .

[y

at the state level has also become a'reality. , s .< - I

——

DeGennaro has said "the time has come to’shift,emphasis away from

y/ holdings and'size to access andgservices.V' He predicts that “"more realist1c o

A

concepts of collection buildlmg" hnd "hew pathrns of serv1ce will be adopted
w1th greater dEpendehce on a national network and nationally developed re- s e

v X

- ')P ‘
source collectlons patterned after the British Lend1ng L1brary;12 The : [

Sy
S

developlng state systems and’ networks are not mentloned by de\&ennaro as e

P ,,’ .

elements 1n a.national plan wh1ch he puts forward as-a panacea for curgent¢.f, ‘.'s
Hoa ! ﬁ ) ‘
év LA N :

. ,budgetary aubterity and r1s1ng costs. National planning must not overlook
othe role that state, systems of higher educatiiplaay in the fundlng and - \
LT EIFAY 2 R B RS
S

"coordination of academic 11brary resouroes.~ te agencies—of h1gher education,
T A "

" l [ ‘/ &.r - '
in many states’, ca nd wflrﬁtake“major résponsibility for f1nding solutlons*,{.

\oto thn»funding and»space problems of acﬁgemlc ligghriks through statewi e,g , { *lf

¥ LY

fundihg plans.and more effective programs fof resburce shar1ng 'Sfate.academlc

'
r

11brary~systems Wlll undoisggdly be key‘eIements in any ﬂational plan fpr . f“
llbrary \SerVIce' ' S oL A " " - L 3-1’3 q': M . .3 X N
; ‘ ’ NP LR GO &,
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'NORTH CAROLINA STATE»UNIVERSITY AT RALEIGH"

/

Tue D. H. HlLL Lmnuw

Box 5007 B , . ,
Raceicn, Nonrtu (AROL[NA 27607 , s : PR k

' The Council on Library Resources has provided me with a fellowship grant
to study the role oflt;ate agencies of higher education or state systems of
colleges and universities in developing institutional libraries and’ Iibrary
services, 1 am. particularly interested in the following

1. Long range p1an§ for development of 1ibraries of higher education

2, Library funding plans or formﬂ!éa for state- -supported university and
B college libraries-: '

.- .
3. The functions and procedures of advisory councils of librarians amnd
, - sthelir re1ationship to the state agency of higher ‘education and its
. Staasf c . &2 . - )
P ...' \ . ! o
4, Cooperative 1ibrary programs that have been developed by the libraries )
’ in‘the state system of higher education -
5. Personnel policies for librarians in the state system of higher S8
education. " © . : . T
. . , ' . A )

. State agencies and libraries in a number of states have been or will be
visited, but I ask your cooperation in providing information by mail so that
the study will include as _many states as possible., I am enclosing a brief list .
of quéstions which I. hope you or”a staff member wit answer., I am 1imiting
my study to the coordination of library development in senior public
institutions (universities and four- -year .colleges). You might keep this in
mind in answering the questfonnaire. If the space on the form is not -

adequate please use’ separate sheet. ' o N .
VIt is important that the most effective use be made of library resources’ _ .

" and t at solutions be found to problems that libraries in higher education are '
facing in a ‘Period of inflation and decreasing budgets. The information gained ° e

from this survey should be helpful to both state boards (coordinating and
governing) of" higher education and to individual libraries. ‘A publighed report -
wi{l be provided, Your cooperation wi11 be appreciated. : o :
' I. T. Littleton . .

Director of Libraries
o a N. C. State University

: ) 101 Raleigh, North Carolina o
EKC""V . '. : . ‘ " Lt s . 3 , . ' _. ’

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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-Questions relating\to college and university library developnent ‘by state agencies

-

or systems. of higher education "_ - : : f . »

\

I, General Inforﬁation , ) ‘ j_.;

1. Name of Agency _ L 3_ v ,

2, Type of agency (in terms of legal authority)
. - Do
cogrdinating : e e -u“‘ o

. # e
—

Y

governing

‘ other. Please explain. ;
" . ) . (

S~ _ : .
3. Please enclose a 1ist of the senior public ingtitutions in the system

”

4, Chief functions\of the agency ‘(check as man as are applicable)
g y

X Appxoval of academic programs within the system . A /;f
) "Degelopment of longarange plans for higher-education ' : { '
®: Reyision and approval &f ins%itutional budgets o 7
_ Approyal of-capital improvement requests . b Sy,
Other. E}ease Specify. : ' ‘ . - \]‘ /)
5. Responsibility Tor libraries within agency - - " . _‘ f‘
s Who or which position on the staff of the %ystem has primary responsibility -
3 ~for library- -relgted matters? _ ) e
\.ﬂ Academic. vice-president or vice- chancellpr ¢
Research vice-president or vice- chanceLlor e L. .o
Full time Director of L/Praries
A Other. Please specffyi | - S
o " ) ‘ : ) / . . . :
(I, Long-range Plans
1., Have one or more long-range plans or mission and scdbe statements for
higher education in the state been written? , : . o
v «
1f so, please.indicate years completed: .
N : VI
-




II. Long-range Plans (continued) ' L v
j 2, Have long¥range plans for libraries or surveys of institutional library
resources and services been written and published? Yes No

1f yes, please indicate year(s) completed: &

Please provide me with a,copy if available,

5\.ﬂ_ﬁ\ 3. Have quantitative goals for collection and/or staff size of librarles in
the system been established or recommended? 'Yes . No -

If yes, I would appreciate having any documentation available with an
explanation\of how they were reached.

. 4, Has the adequacy of library holdings and service in the system been

evaluated? Yes . No
}

If the answer is'yes,-please'answer the following' w

a, What methods and/or formula(s) were used to evaluate holdings and/or
. staff? e , -~

~ ’

(Please enclose a.cdpy.of the formula(s).)

b. How were the/results-used? _Check appropriate item(s): .

_ as a basis for the development of a funding plan for the
’ : improvement of libtaries - [ ,

to evaluate,library budget requests from institutions
I . o _
other. Please explj}n.~ s . e

5. .Does the state agency collect and/orJ;ublish annual statistics on

. " libraries in the system? Yes - No
If yes, please answer the following.
< a. Afe Iibrary statistics published annpally: Yes - No

. N ! :
« b. Does the agency,collect HEGIS firms and forward them? Yes No
. - . 4 e - ’
c. wDoes the agency keep the HEGIS statistical forms on file? _
Yes _____ No o L IR )
. . .‘--")' [ - . ’ L r]
d. Does the agency analyze or use the statistics gathered from thev
HEGIS form for the evaluation of libraries? %FS No

-~

<
v

I 1f Yes please e Iain. :
ERIC. VAN ® 103 o~ B
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5. (continued)

e. If you have any further explanation on the method of collecting
~and the use of library statistics please explain below
. * : '

I1I, Library Funding - -pﬂ&\ ‘ .

1. Please describe br1efly the procedure for budgeting four-year college and
university libraries in the university system. Please describe any
formulas used in determining library budgets for acquisitions and staff
‘and the extent oﬁ«autonomy of institutions in deciding 1library budgets.
(Usefseparate sheet or enclose printed procedures or formulas )

. 2. Are funds provided for system-wide library pro}ects and/or planning?
) Yes No .

If yes, please spegsgg:%hich projects and the amounts provided. to each.

a
3. If general institutional budgeting formulas are uSed have they been fully:
or partially funded? If partially fundedx»please specify the percentage“}
funded each year for the past three years: 1973-74 H
1974 75 - -+ 1975-76 : : o S
4, If library budgeting formulas are used have they been fully or partially
funded? 1If partially funded, please specify the perbentage funded each
year for the past three years:, 1973-74 __ H
*1974-75 : s .1975 -76 ' ' .
5. . Please: check one'of the“following:
—;s\\x . l . : ' ° . . P .
N Total dppropriations for shigher education in’ this state during 1976-77.

Cw 1ncreased over, the previous year, and. the rate of infrease was greater,
o -

g Total appropriations for higher education in thﬂ state increased
during 1976-77-put the rate of incjease declined, : : :

Total appropriations’ for higher education in this state decreased

during 1936-77. o o - y
- ~C. Please.check~one of the following‘ 3 ‘ )
Total appropr1ations for libraries of senior public institutions inE ,
thig state during 1976-77 increased over the previous year, and rate
of increase was greater. ' : T | - )
R . b ' ' .

Total appropriations fqr libraries ofvsenior public institutions in
this ‘state during 1976-77 increased over the preV1ous year, but the-
rate. of increase declined.’ . , .

“ * b
Total appropriations for libraries of senior public institutions in.
the state decreased during 1976-¥¢7. " P . S

o . R | ‘ (“, . | 104
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1v, Advisory Comm\\hge of Librarians ) ; v > . g ) ) ,gJ
. “1 (Yt ' e ‘ : .
® 1., Does the agency of higher education consult with 1ibrarians on library e
funding and other library matters? Yes " No S
/ . ~. R - ) 5
If yes, how it this accomplished? T . : ' . '
¢ \~ . e AN . . - ) ' -
. . : ' \"_\\ " . " . ‘@ . - ’ e . /"/

°

¢ 2;. Does an Adviso y Committee of Librarians meet ‘with the staff of the Board

or- Commission on\libraiy matters? Yesn No o

.If no, go on to questivn 3. 1If y‘\\ please answer - the following.

: \'Ov" ’ . o ’ @/\ . ' ‘ X j
.a. Briefly describe]%he~£unctions‘and organization of this committee.

. b. What problems qglmatters does the committee of librarians advisiabn?: S

I ! ~)

s 3. ,Does an unofficial or .volunteer committee or council of librarians of the

system meet? Yes No . Donit know
¢ . ~ . . . .
If so, does the staff of the Board or COmm ﬁon ask . for,. .advice-.on library =
matters or weet with them to discuss libra elated matters? " . ‘
’ Yes .- No ) . : g RS
v, Cooperative Library Prograns - - I . T
- b A - -

1. Has the Board itself provided funds or initiatives in developing - . /
‘co-operative library program$ or networks” for the sharing of 'resources . . /
and/or oooperative.acquisitions?\ Yes . No : v ' o/

If yes, please explain; , “':c?"’ Ezf . - ‘,'* //

i
2

. 2. Of the following cooperative projects,’ which have been developed among - ’

o ., the Libraries in the system? . ) - - . )
2 ° . . /

a, Direct’ borrowing among, libraries (check appr0priate user - '

categories for which direct borrowing is applicable) o/

et marane

faculty members : .

T o | graduateﬁstudents ' ' ‘ /r/ - ’
2 * .
. L undergraduate students. : A
///ﬂ - 1f the libra;ies have ‘signed a direct borrowing agreement j‘ R
. A please send a copy or-printed material about it if available. _ _
- L_ Lo b, A J&stem-wide interlibrary loan service{y 1f so,rplease give

.+ name and headquarters of service. -
* . . : . . -,G%
' ) ) v, ’ ° \

 Are interlibrary loans made to undergraduate students in the E
ERIC ‘ system on a regular basis.. Yes _ No __. Don't know. - 105
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! -,5 - / § ‘ 7
/ - o . ’ e - : Q\ ~ fe )
B ‘¢, Union list &6f serials - . ~ : s ‘
. — p DU VIS S o .
d. Union catalog of book holdinfs -k - )
,‘ . N ) ‘ . Lo oo \
o \\ e A‘computerized network for shared cataloging VA .
: f;’ Networks for sharing resources involving telecommuni tions, T
] such as TWX, courier service, etc. . S o /z
' . 3 ’ . . \:-/,4
g . ?ther. Pleage explain, N _ ) A~
. . . Rl B
3. . I§ there a’ joint depository for little used materials for_libraries in
i . . the system? Yes __ No ‘ . i S

1f yes, nlease give location and address
: . #

If no, is such a facility being'planned for ‘the future? Yes _ - No
v If yes,;wnat stage of developient is'iQ in,atfthebpresent time? -
i o . *y ’ : . . .
VI, -PersOnnel Policies ’ o

1.  Is there a unifdrm policy on the status of librarians for the system?
Yes ' No .

+ . s . . A
2. ~If answer to abowve is ho, does each institution determine personnel
policies for libraria 3? Yes No " o

—e- .. et ) ’ ' o
3. If answer/ to question No. 1 is yes, do librarians have (check appropriate E
’ ftem) M - \.§ ' . R . [ .
Full faculty status with faculty rank and title >
_//\ . K ) ’ 0 N .. . .
. ,,Faculty-status with library ranks and titles.

. Academic status With the same perquisitesxas/facultv but no ranks
Y - titles "4 : ~ ’
14 <, Sl

O " Other, Blease e_xplain.w o , CN

(,

- .
.o
*

Name and! title of indiyidual #illing out questionnairg& :
| o G

, ) . } i ) - . _ o
. ’ V '. b . e ‘. . . X

— . - — ; . , -
Please return quéstionnaire to: I. T. Littleton, D H. Hill Library
' _ T North Carolina State University, P, Of Box 5007
o - Raleigh ‘North Carolina < 27607

~
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