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PREFACE

This teport presents information based' on a study of
thestatewide coordination and funding of public senior aca-
demic'librarieS. The Board of .Trustees and administration of ,

`North Carolina State UniversiWstanted 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

state higher education officials and representative
;librarians. The generosity of theCouncil.on Library Resources
and North Carolina State- University. is deeply appreciated. The
author also owes a debt of gratitude to all state officials and
libra anp who provided informatiOn in interviews and questipn-

,

na" es. :It must be pointed out that the observations herein
are those of the authpr and in no way reflect' positions of the-
Council on Library Resources or. North Carolina, State University.

72"..11 is hoped that the, report will contribute substantially
to an nderstanding of the .influence that statewide systems of
higher education are having on'the developdent of library ,re-
sources and services.

9.
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:STATE - SYSTEMS OF HIGHER EDUCATION AND LIBRARIES

I. ''..Introduction

A major trend in higher education during the 1950's and 1960's was the.-

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

planning and financing of public colleges and universities. Prior to 1950,

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

mid-1970's all but three states had established . some type of board of higher.'
\.

education., Public colleges and univeisities have become, in practically

every state, parts of .a statewide system of higher education.' The origins

and overall functions of these higher education agencies have been the subject

of a flood of books and.articles, 2 but, with theexception 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's, state

boards and systems of higher education are becoming increasingly involved in

both the funding and the coordination of academia libraries in an effortto

Make the most efficient use of the resources :within states.

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

that- these state boards and systems of higher education are playing in
.

academic library op6ratIods: '.1,S" any attempt being made by state agincies. of
. _

. .

higher education to fiord solutions to pressing problems of libraries caused':J

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

technology?%

is important for librarians .to learn about these agenoies and their

relationship to academic libraries and especially thlee decision-making process
0

4
' in the funding of ttate-supported university libraries. How are decisions'

`..made? Who makes them? Is it the coordinating of governing board,- the
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decisions for state- Supported agencies based on lOgiC'd

the(goverrior,, the legislature,
)

What inp do librarians, ha.re

4.

or the uti;veraity s own

in this prOdess? Are budget,

more likely ga'sed On

state boards play in

libraries operate

spent.

need ,or are they

political and economic factOrs? What influence"do the
L

the politics of budgeting for libraries? State-suppdrted
,

politital'environment as well t'an academiC epviron

---..-

-Fourinaj§r areas ofsystem or statewide coordination of senior academic
....

libr\l'aries were investigated: ) planning for librarydevelopment; (2) the

role of advisory cothmittees oflibrarlans, (3) interlibrary cooperation and

(4) funding. A section'o this report is devoted to each aJ these lareas.

The influence of state boards

°

on the status and tenure of librarians

was at firse-to be a major area.of investigation; However, itwas discoyer

that, with few exceptioi\s, persofhel policies relating to professional

librarians are decided on each campus, usually pith the'approval of th

institutional'6oard.of trustees and not at a statewide level. Consequently,

in many states,

ranging all the-

)

ranks and titles

there may be considerable variation from campus to campus,
,

!ay fram)the-.granting of"full faculty status with faculty
v r

-to'clatsification in a state personnel system. The findings.,

in this area of can be summarized briefly.
P

.

A small minority of state systems of higher education:- do establish

unifOrm.setsonpelpoliciet for all, public academic librarians. In Virginia,

I /
Oregop end Hakaii4 all librarians in public colleges and universities have

full faculty status with faculty rank and title. tIn Kansas, °the California
/

.

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

systens 'librarians are given academic status with about the sameperqUisites

4.



as faculty but without faculty titles or tenure's and in North Dakota all

librarians are c \assified under a state personnel system but ireividuals

may also yd faculty rank and have other faculty perquisites.
a

All libraridhs in the 35 senior institutions of the State University of

New YJrk (SUNY) have faculty status with librarian titles which are

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

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 foti-librarian ranks.i* One ortant

difference between the status of librarians and other faculty is that, the

maximum salary levels -for likrarian ranks are not as high as fdr other faculty
t
ranks; it is interesting to note, hovrever, that the salaries of librarian

ranks have been indreased,as a result of union negotiation. State employee

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

union negotiation may become an important new function of an increasing

number of state systems boards of higher education as unions sprtid(to

'other states.

(

Procedure

Data and information were obtained during the Fall of 1976 and the

summer of 1977 by on-site ineerVieWs with staff members of boards and systems

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

vfrsited.representative libraries and talked. to librarians.in each of the

states`: State agencieS' and libraries visited were:

*Maximum salary levels will., replaced, by minimum salary levels-in union
bargaining discussions in the Spring of 1978.
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Ohio: Ohio Board of Regents, Columbus
Ohio State University Library, Columbus
Ohio University Library, Athens

Wisconsin: ( University of Wisconsin System, Madison, Wisconsin)
University of Wisconsin.Library, Madison

J.

4

Colorado: ColoradoCommission on Higher Education
University of Colorado at Boulder
University of Colorado Library at Denver
Colorado State University, Fort Collins

New York: New York Board of'Regents, Albany
State University of New Yoi -(SUNY)' System, Albany

.

State University of New Yo*
I
at Albany LibrarY

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
University of California at Berkeley Library

Texas: Coordinating Board, Tex9s.College and University
System, Austin .

University of Texas atf:Austin
Southwest Texas State University, Sari' Marcos

Virginia: State Council of Higher Education for Virginia, Richmond
Virginia Commonwealth University, Richmbnd

,South Carolina: South Cardlina Commission on Higher Education, Columbia
ir University of. South Carolina Library, Columbia.

Florida: Florida Board'of.Regentsk
v.

Tallahastee,
Florida State University. Libra, Tallahassee
Flotida A and M College, Tallahassee

NGeorgia: Georgia Board 84 Regents, Atlanta
Georgia Institute of Technology Library, Atlanta
linivefsity of Georgia Library, Athens

Before visiting stakes outside North Carolina; the author conducted,a

-study ofe4the involvement of the North Carolina Board of Higher Education*

and the Board of Governors of the University oicorth.Carolina** in the

*a coordinating board that was phased gut in 1972,
**a governing board ,over all public 'senior institutions. established July 1,

1972
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planning and funding of academic libraries. It was found that, due to the

efforts of these two boards, and with the advice of the University Library

Advisory Council, budgets of he 14 6 public university a for college

libraries the state rose 174% from 1968 to 1975. The base bud: ets of most

.

..

of the institutional libraries increased anywhere from 150 toover'300 per-

cent during this period. The quality,of library services and resource's has

been improVed in all 16 institutIO'hs under a funding program designed to raise

the libraries up to national standards and to substantially increase continuing

financial support for libraries. A number of statewide cooperative projects

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

sources. The main factor responsible for this success was a'strong commitment
\y

y
.

. ,

to library development by the staffs of th two boards. --
6

'
. ) )."

Questionnaires relating to library f ding, planning, coopyration,

advisory committees of librarians and the status of librarians were mailed

to state agencies of higher education in all 50 states. On the visits and in

the questionnaires, the author requested long-range plans, reports, surveys,

budgeting instructions and formulas that explain or scribe the-role these

agencies p ay in library development. As a result, "nation comprising.

'two vertical file drawers of material has'been received from 38
f

states. -Of

the 12 states did,not ropspondi one has statewide agency, two have
e

voluntary agencies., five'have coordinatin agencies and four, governing boards. 0

,

It is known that the bOards in most of these`, states
,

have or take no reppoh-

-

sibility for academic library development. Because of a wide variatidn,Among
.

the states in the funding and planning for librari es, statistical analysis is

not the best method,for dealing with the information; the repoxl Snecessarily

descriptive and expository.



The data gathered'from visits and questionnaires have been summai:iz

in this repor to provide a description of the major planning efforts fo en

..- academic librarie hin each state. It is hOped that this information will
J)

be of assistance to the staffs of state boards of higher education, to campus

administrators,,and to librarians. Although a large part of the report deals

with funding methods, an attempt h Seen made to place this important function

vinto the brbader perlpactive of the overall planning role of state boards of
k4

higher educatiop. Coordinated funding of public academic libraries was the 11.

first-area relating to librar s in which state boards of higher education

beFan to operate, but overal library planning and development is becoming an

'increasingly important function -of these agencies. An understanding of the
ti

influence of the boards on libery development is especially important a
.4
s

the library community begins to plan for anational network of library and

information services, becaUse with the financial support and ?ooperation from

these pooerfdi statutory boards, academic librAy development can be more

effectivlyoordinated and planned.

J

Notes

icf. Coraon,,johritJ. The Governance of Cot' iei;S and Universities':
Modernizing Structures `and Processes (Revithed Edition), McGraw'-Hilly 1975,
p. 50. -...

2Some of the books on higher education which prolide ,information on he
functions of these agencies are: Robert Q-.----ilerdahl, Statewide Coordinatton
of Higher Education. Washington,j)..-C., American Council on,(Education,1971;

'Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, Governance of Higher Education?'
SilOrioriti Problems, New. York, Mc aw-Hill, 1973; M. M. Chambers, Higher 0
Education and State GoVernmpnts,.19707-1975, Danville, Illinois, Intqrstate

.

Printeraandlublishers, 1974 John J: Corson, op. cit.; OFga D. Henderson
)

and, Jean Glidd n HendrSon, Higher Education in America, Jossey +Bass. Publishers,-,"
1974; Eugene .' Lee dnd Frank' M. Bowen, The Multicampus University, McGraw-
Hill, 1971; D. Kent Halstead, Statewide Planning in Higher. ducation-, U: S.
Department of Health, Education and Welfare. Office,of Education and Welfare.
Office of Education (DHEW Publication No.. (0E)J3747902) 1974; Carnegie°
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. The States and Higher Education
and Supplement, Joasay-Bass, 1976; National CommiSsion on the Financing of

. .

10
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postsecondary Education,,Financing Post-Secondary'Education in the United
States, Washington, D, C., U. S. Government Printing OffiCe, 1973.

O

O
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II. Statewide Agencies of Higher Educationr

I A

The reasons for the establishment of stateside agencies of higher'
i

.. .

-
:

education in almost every state -,during the 1950's' and,' 1960.'s have beeri fully
.

analyzed and reported by :Corson, Berdahlthe National CamMis6ion on then

Financing of Post Secondaiii Edncs:ion, Henderson and'Henderson and in 'numerous

publications by the Carnegie Carom ssion on Higher Education

The two faCtors that contrib tad the greatest to their.apread were

..(1) substantial expanSion aue to Unpracendented enrollment increases during

the 1950's and 1960's and (2) graWth:in the diversity of functions and pro-

.

grams.

Enrollment in instit ions Of higher education has increase

since 1951-52--from Slightly more than 2,000,000 stu e s to over1.0,000,000

. ih th d-1970 The greatest, por of increase ccurred in public

nst utionq in which enrollment rose rom 719,440 1951 -52,t 2,352,000
Ns

in 1961-62, to 7-423,544 1972-73. In 1951-52' there- were 63 public

institutions of higher education; by 1973-74 the, number -hall al

I

five-fold.

Mrson reports that in 1970,70 per cent of all students enro
. .

,.. 47, .
.iblic itilstitutiOnS; by 198Q, it is predicted that 77 per cent will b

4 AA

rolled "in publicly.lsupported institutions.- Higher educationvhas increasingly,)

en' ":

.become-a major responsibility of state governments,

The unp.recendented increase in numbers of studeqs was accompanied by

an unparalleled increase in diversity of academic prOgram$ and functions of
.

74 ) .
higfier education.as well as greater specialization in, curricula and research.,

!...!,
.

--__. -,._..-
/I

Glenny has described some of the
.
de*elopments th*were taking place:

Universities'began extensive research programs in the
4 physical and biological sciences;- provided new services

for the farri4rsi industries and other special interest

cL2



groups; added professional schools in nei:iareas such
As social work, public administration, industrial
rerlationgi and municipal mA'nagementi'farther special-,
izedin agriculturef me4Wine, and'dentistry;-and.
increased course offerings in almost all previously
existing fields... Land-grant colleges began to extend
their prograMs into academic and profeSAonal dis-
ciplines which'had traditionally been offered only
by thje state un versi.Y py. 5

The reasons for 'the nprecendented growth In "the golden age of higher

education" have been outlined in detail by many authorities. BLefly, they

can-be summarized as follows: (1) the return of World War II veterans in

the 1950's, (2) an increase in the number of persons of college age in the

population,'and (3)' radical social and technological changes-in.soclety.

During this time of expansion,and diversification it was essential that the

:financial resources of each state be used,a)efficiently as possible if

Oality education was to be provided. In a report forthe Southern-Regional
'

.

cr

Education Board, Dr.'A. J. Brumbaugh stated in 1963 that'"The future of higher

edncation,will depend on planning and coordination within each state - -the twin

keys to effectiveness and quality."6 States were advisedto establish state-

wide coordinating agencies as the best approach to statewide planning. He

outlined requirements for effective state planning. Planning and governing

boards
4=41

that were created during the 1950's and 1960's were responses to

unparalleled pressures and expansion'during the period.

The p blems facing higher education are different in -'the mid-seventies'
c

than in the fifties and sixties but no less challenging. During the 1970's,

enrollments and budgets are stabilizing and, in some institutions, declining.
. .

The decreased rate cf_giywth' is caused by a number of factors, but especially

----- 0,I
,

by a4 gagging economy and a high rate of inflation as well as competing needs
4

her segments of state government. Enrollments are affected by economic

'15
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conditions as well as a drop in the number of.colclege age persons in the

population. HendersOn and,Henderson say that the wave of growth in.the 1960's

"has left in its wake a multitude of problems. "7 Social ptilicy toward higher

education being questioned. "The changes grow out of a reexamination of

purposes,,out of a realization 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 programs, and as'a result of a trend toward

systems ofr institutions."8 A ffrsh'sense of direction toguide colleges and

universities is needed in the midst of social change.. The need for coordination

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 aI luenceand growth is changing rapidly into an era of austerity,
*' 1

declining enroilMents and less public acceptance of higher education.

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

the major functions of state higher education boards as follows::

"1. The identification of immediate and long-range post-secondary

2.

educational needs of the state .

The identification of changing economic conditions and the

implications of these changes for higher education . .

f

3. The appraisal of.plans, needs,and resources of existing higher
i

institutions, public and private, and the planning of new

institutions and new facilities; when they will be needed,

where they' should be located, at they will cost . . .

4. The definition of the role an e of each publicly supported

college and 4niversity . .
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5. The appraisal and/or aPp yal of the operations of each state

higher institution . .

The conduct-of continuing studies to keep information,about

higher educatiOdand its needs up to date."93\

Encompassed'in these six broad categories are the more specific functions

of long-range planning; approval ef pew academia programs; reviewing, con-

solidating, and approving or recommending institutionaLbudget requests;

establishment of personnel policies; the formulation of plans' for racial

ilitegration Of institutions; and coordination of the development and use of

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

state depending upon the legal authority and the budgetary 'role granted to,

the agencies by the respective legislatures and the governors.

Types af.StateWide Agencies of Higher Education. State agencies of higher

education can be classified into three main types: ,coordinating, governing

and voluntary. As of July 1, 1976, 27 states have statewide coordinating

agencies and 20, governing boards. Vermont is the only-state that has ri.&

statewide agency, whereas):selaware and Nebraska have voluntary agencies with

no Idgal status. 10
Aerdahl and Chambers have described the types of state-

wide agencies, outlined their history, and'provided dates when each was

established.

Coordinating agenits 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 the Ohio Board of Regents, have

strongbudgetary roles by providing guidelines for institutional budget

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



role.

-tAt
Governing boards, on' the other hand, are responsible for a multi-campuso,

university system
1
with the authority to approve systemwide budgets, capital

improvement req sts, new academic programs, and to appoint institutional

leclitiexecutiv s. Governing boards generally have a strong budgetary'role

and strong legal authority. This authority sometimes has a constitaf

basis but, in most systems, the authority is granted by legislative statute.

A few of the larger states have a coordinating board and two or more

multi-campus universities with their own gaverniVboards or Boards of Trustees.

New York and California have this arrangement. /These two states have the most

complex higher education estabiishments,and t most' highly coordinated °-

academic library systems in the country. / /

/

In New.York, the coordinating agency i'S the New York Board of Regents

which has policy-making authority over higher education and a coordinating 4

role over all libraries. The State Education Department is the administrative

arm of the Board of Regents and the New York State Library is an agency of

1 i

the State Education Department. The Board of Regents has the authority to

2

approve new academic programs and long -range planning authority over -all

institutions of higher education, both public and private, but it has rib

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

in New York with separate governing boards that make budget requests directly

Ukthe 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 four' university centers that offer undergraduate, masters and
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/doctoral degrees; four medical centers; 14 four-year colleges; six agri-

cultural and technological colleges; tWo statutory colleges; and 40 community

colleges.
13

SUNY and CUNY 14are responsible to the New York Board of Regents

for academic policy and program registration..

In California, the California Postsecondary Education Commission is the

coordinating agency but takes no responsibility for libraries. The 29

senior public institutions are in one Of two systems:' the University of

California with 10 campuses 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

that of the University of California system which has a constitutional basis.

In 1960 the California legislature passed an Act establishing the California

The Act delineated the

functions of both the ate College system and the University of California

State College system under a Board of Trustees.
15

system. The legislature_ declared that the University of California is "the

primary state supported academic agency for research," and.reaffirmed it as

the sole authority to award the "doctoral degree in all fields of learning's

and to offer instruction in the professions of law,' medicine, veterinary

medicine and architecture. 16-
The primaryfunction'of the California State

College system istd,provide instruction- for undergraduate students and
.-17 A

graduate students through the Master's degree,

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

.'
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Academic Affaifs or- for Research. The Virginia State Council on Higher

Education emppys a full-time Library Planning Coordinator and its progressive
Fl

library prograth is indicative of the importance that is placea on libraries

by the Council.

The most integrated systemwide.library coordination'and,planning are

done in the states that employ sizeable staffs fdir. library planning. .Examples

of these are: the New York Board of Regents, the State University of New

York (SUNY), the University of California and the California State 'Univeraity

and Colleges System. The New York Board of Regents coordinates.librilry re-
,

ege"
source sharing and sets library standards through the State Education Depart-

ment and the Staff of the New York State Library.

WNY has employed a full-time Director of Library Services sincp'1962.

The'Director, 'assisted by several full-time staff members, has developed a

computerized, network for the SUNY libraries using the OCLC data-base. He

coordinates' cooperative resource sharing programs, conducts surveys and

studies of libray operations and works with advisory committees"of librarians

in the development of systemwide library resources and services.

The California Sate University and Colleges coordinates library develop

ment and funding through the Director of Learning Services Development who

is one of six Deans and Direttors reporting to the ViceAgilancellor for

Academic Affairs. His 'staff includes an Assistant Direcior for Libraries and/
e

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

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

program of library planning from a systemwide perspective.

I

The University of California employs the largest staff and has the most

advanced program for systemwide library planning of any system of higher'

-.L. LI
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education in the country. The position of Executive Director of Uni ersity-

Wide Library Planning which-was established in January 1976.was upgraded in
1

September 1977 to Assistant Vice President for Library Plans'and

one of four Assistant Vice Presidents reporting to the'Academic V ce President.

The position i responsible fOr .library planning, budgeting and cooperation

through five major staff members: Senior Budget Analyst, Manager of Library

Studies, Manager of Bibliographic Projects, Manager of Computerized Information

8ervices, and an Assistant for,External Services. .Approximately 50 full-time

equivalent staff members work on prgOects under these "five

major responsibilities of the'Assistant Vice President-for

positions. The

Library Plans and

Policies are: 'O.) to coordinate and implement the decisions of the Library

) Policy Steering Committee (a systemwide committee of'administrators, facultY.

and librarians); (2 to develop long-range and -short-range plans for the

library'system involving special studies and research on library operations

and liaison, with the Library CounCil composed of the head librarians of -the

campus libraries,$(3) to develop systemwide library automation(4) to serve

as 1Wson with the state Budget Office on library matters, {53 to develop

intercampus library,cooperatioh, and (6) to provide legislatiye analysis on

Th-e. office of the Executive Director ofUniversity-

wide Library Planning published itt 1977 Plan,for Development".Of the

University of California Libraries from 1978 -19 This master.plan for

library needs and projects.

O

18

ribra4es has been approved by the Preadent Of2the University system,and

. funds for its implementation are being fequested. Some Of the details of

the California plan and systethwide Ol'ianizationand
,

discussed in other sections of this rciport.

cooperation will be

4

The survey shows that 'the two st tes (New York and California) with the
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largest num ber of public, colleges and universities and student populations-*
have found it necessary to develop sizeable staffs at the system level'to,

p- rovide effective library coordination and'planning. ,

7

14Otes

1See note #2 for Chapter I', "Introduction".

2
'

.

Corson, op. cit., p.'5; National Commission on the Financing of Post-
Secondary-Education, Financing Post - Secondary Education in the United States,
Washington, D..C.,-.U. S. Government Printing 'Office,' 1973, p. 15.

3' '..
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4
Ibid., p. 7.
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,
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Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1974, p. 1.
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For a thorough critique and description of ttie.multicampus universities
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Planning for Library Development

education is a major function of state governing

and coordinat$ng boards. O'or the. most effective results, planning must be', ,

.

a continuing oactivity done n aday-to-day basis, A.large number of states
, -. .

.,
,

,
.

have developed an publishedmaster plan documents covering-a given period

of time, usually five, ten or 15 yearswhich may be updated at regulart

,-- -

intervals. The University cif North Carolina Board of Governors produce/'s a

1,five-year plan which is updated annually.. Beginning in 1966% the Ohio Board

of Regents Produced three master plans at five-year intervals.
2

State master

plans vary considerably in subject matter and detail but the six topics out -

Fined by Brumbaugh which were cited on pages 10 and 11 in Chapter II-e-ethis

report are' erally covered in the plans.

An increasin number of boards are including libraries statewide

planning because of e need to make the most effective use of resources: in

a period of declini budgets. If coordinating and governing boards plan

or libraries at all, it is done in one of three ways. First, 'a sec ion or

apter of the state master'plan may deal with libraries. The treatment in

many of these documents is sometimes comprehensive, covering collections,

.ataffing, service, funding, physical facilities and cooperation. Some of the
4

plans seE goals for the size of collectio s, staff and physical space of

institutional libraries by the use of sta dard formulas. Others may deal

with only one or'two bf these areas.

Secondly, sevaralstate agencies have published 'separate surveys of

library resources and services which may be done by outside experts, as in

South Carolina in 1976,
3
or by librarians within the state, as in Alabama in

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

0 r)
04.1 /.4
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, .. , , . \.-.

tend to be more descriptive and.fall short of providing a_maSti plan for,
.

45 its-
statewide academic library deyelopMent,

- 4 .1 ' ,u-
-

Finally, the state agency.May develop,a master plan for(libraries-icut-
,

lining an, integrated library system.'-The elements of a library system
- ,. . .

.

, include a coordinated.statewide funding plan for collections apd staff;

( .

.

.
.

_a:plan for In automated' network, involving thareecataloging; a joint On
.

line catalog of holdings; a cooperative acquisitions program; a plan for

resource sharing with programs that encourage intercampus use of materials;
A

and aplan for joint storage of(lesser used materials. The University of

California Plan for:Development, 1977/78 is the best example of such

,Notable examples of each of these methOds of library plannin

a plan.5

1

forts

will be highlighted,. The 1966 Master Plan for higher education oh , in

a brief section on libraries, 6
contained two items that have hid a significant

.
.

impact on libraries. Verner Clapp was the library.consultant for this Master

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

of.Ohio senior publid academic libraries. The formula. was),an original method

for Measuring adequacy, "based on kik enrollment, number of faculty and the

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

Jordan formula. 7
It was meant to be used only as a measure of minimal adequacy

of,collections but librarians have adopted it or modifications of it as a
K

national standard of collection requirements. Clapp never meant -for it to be

used'as a bad for fundingibut many states have .allopted it as a funding'

formula.-

The 1966 Master Plan also contained the following statement among its

recommendations: 'The,Ohio Board pf-ltegentS intends to'explor the desir-

ability of establishing a central...library coordina4ting center to encourage
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I r-, o
,

development of new library techniques-and- go promote inter-library' co-
.

operation,r8 a recommendation which evolved ,into the,Ohio College Library

Center. But the'iddn of a.ceAralized coo erative center 'pre -dated this

report. OCLC was, established as a coopera ive cataloging center in 1967,

:through the initiative df librarians wOrking throngh the University presidents

-_in,the Ohio-College Association, 'with only mi imal encouragement and funding

by the: Board of Regents.

/ Surveys f library resources and services conducted by coordinating .

boards have been effectilifin several states by giving. visibility to the

needs for library improvements. The surveyors generally assess the adequacy

of collections and services,,and set collection and staffing goals. An

example is the .1168, survey of university and college libraries in North

Carolina published and publicized widely to state officials and legislators

by the North Carolina Board oaf Higher Education. This report, Planning for

Higher iducatiort6146 North Carolina,9 pointed very dramatically to the in2-
Po

adequaciesof the public senior institutional libraries in the state and was

the justification for obtaining ithrirovement funds from the state legislature.

It was the springboard for a long-range plan for increased funding by the
r

Board of Higher Education and later, by the University of North Carolina Board

of Governors. The survey of libraries-wasdone by Dr.-Robert D, Dawns, then

Dean of Libraries aOthe University of Illinois: The adequacy of staff,

1
'physical facilities and holdings was measured and goals set for each.of these

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

A comprehensive survey of libraries in South Carolina was published in

1976 by-the South arolina Commission of Higher Educationl° in Whichthe 1975

Association of College a{tJ. Research. &ibraries (ACRL)11fc4mulas for. aisesaing
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6

,collectionS;'staff and buildings Were used lor the'f4st time in a state-

.

..--

wide survey. The survey report containsrecommendations to increase financial
,

. , .
. . ,

/'---4 ,_ A
.support' in order to bring colrections,and staff, up o national standards,,'"

* ,
,.4

.

, .

and to-fund programs to: make university library holdings accessilde to other
t

libraries and citizens in the state through an expanded statewide network.
A

The Tennessee12and Virginia"councils of"higher education have just

recently library development plans that-have stressed,mdre effective
"-`,N%

sharing of resource's; The Tennessee Development Plan encotraged egreater

initiative on the part of the professitnal library community to find better

methods for assessing the adequacy of library resources and to take greater

initiative in 4eveloping a statewide network for sharing resources of all

types' of libraries. The Virginia Plan is discussed in detail in the chigtA

"on "Interlibrary Cooperation" since the plan emphasizes this aspect of

library developme (Seeiages 46-47)

oe

-4The Minnesota H gher Education Coordinating Commission has for the past

several years published biennial planning reports addressed directlyto the

Minneiota Legislature. )Since 1971, the-Commission has requested and received
ti

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

one cI the host effective programs of statewide library repource-,shatinvin

-existence. An integral part of Minnesota_s plan for higher education, MIAMI(

is a system for providing access fgrostudents and faculty and citizens to the

Jresearch resources at the University of Minnesota. The .19/7 "Report to the

5r-
-

Legislature" states that "in times of cost escalation, insatiable user demands,

uncertain funding, and the literature information explosion, cooperative use
o

and. planning are essential to makeOudiciOUs use of avapable,,funding. u14,

The report estimates that about one,-third of tlie academic faculty members



t -22-
. u ,

0.
- outside t e 'University

-

of Minnesota's TW.n Cities camph have usgd
,

to prepare their course presentations. ,Addi ionat faculty haVe used the
qL,4. .

_.,..,,./ ,i.' ,-
-service for reseath and writing. The)ervice -bas=also made'a greater varieEy

-a
.,- . .ik, .

Ae.1 ,of Materials available -sfor independedt&idy by stude4ts in rour-yearicolleges
3 4 ,

Annual funds are appropriated: (1) to 'provide for staalloused in er-

sity Of Minnesota Libravi' oPerate the-intehibrary service; (2-Y-to maintain..

a serial data `base (The Minnesota Union List of Serials: MULS), -(3) to Provide;
. . -

for regional shating, (4) to provide for unique collection development and

) ..

development of state . resources as needed'in thestate,but not owned by any

library. An appropriation of $450,000 for each year of the 1978-79' biennium

is requested in the 1977 report to handle 160,000 requests each year As .1

,.

s,
,far as libraries are concerned, the\Commission has concentrated upon statewide

. A

.

resource sharinsg and cooperative acquisitions.' It.has not attempted to assess
.

adequacy of institutional libraries and developa st ewide funding program\

Jor -.:...campus libraries.

,Planning for academic libraries in Net Y rk is a continuous process at

all levels at administrative-agencies. The

York which is

U iversity of the State of New

an arm of the State Education,Department, the New York /Board of

Rege t , and the\Commissioner of Education sets standards and goals, for all

acad c libraries in. the state, including'S4NY (State'University of New York

CUNY
.

(City University df New York) and PUNY (Private Universities of New, ..

, I7 , -
York),. Planning for libraries at the statewide level is done by committees

of librarians and educators representing. the university systems in the state.
-

In 1971 the Commissioner of Education appointed the- Adviso, 7-Convittee

Planning for the Academic Libraries of New York State. The .29. members or the
".1

committee included librariana
,

acuity members and university administrators'

ft.
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from both public and private colleges and

from the'State Education Department. The

recommended strengthened coordination and,

4niversities.as well as representatives

report of the committee in 1973

cooperative activities, through the

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

Resources) Program. The repoWalso encotttages the'deveppment'of cooperative

acquiSitOns among academic libraries but recognizes .thatPto be fully meaning-
,

flit-s*Ch cooperative collection policies will have to await interinstitutional

,15rationalization of academic programs, and that may. ,yet be sometime away.'
- .

Until academic cArriculais rationalized, cooperative acquisitienprograts

can only be implemented to a limited degree because of'the need for duplicate

materials on each campus offering similar academic programs.

The report recommends separate guidelines for the
.

assessment, of th4
,. ,- ,

,-,.
.

adequacy of
.

academic libraries in New York State fo two-year collegesandr

for four-year colleges and universities. Formulas are provided for setting

requirements for the collections, staffs and physical facilities. Recom-

mendations are firovided for joint library storage-of lesger used materials;

facsimile transmission, shared cataloging, nonprint information services,

coordinated continuing education programs for librarians, and improved in-
-

struction in library use. Among the recommendations of the report are that

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

that they meet standards set by the Department of Education.

Many of the recommendations of the 1973 Advisory Committee were in-

corporated into the Board of Regents 1976 Statewide. Plan for Development of

.

POstsecondary,Education, including the:formulas for,assessing threshold

adequacy of library-collections, staff and facilities.
16

Extensive planning efforts in New York State resulted in the development
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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 administered in the New York State Library. Planning for

the 3R's Program began in thd-segrly 1960's. The Commissioner's Committee on

Reference and Research Library ResoUrces,was appointed in March 1960 by the

Commissioner. of Education to survey existing reference and research' library

facilities in the Stlite and to make reqpmmendations as to how these resources,

through the use of technological developments and administrative or fiscal

devices, could be more effectively utilized. Composed of librarians.repre-

senting the largest publitc and private-research libraries in New York State,

the Committee, in its report of 1961, stated that the rich research library

resources of New York State are available to only a limite nuMber of residents

and recognized that "Their value could be multiplied several timeS in al

unified library system."17 Out of the recommendations .of this chmittee

emerged a statewide and'regional approach to strengthen and "coordinate reference

and research library resources in the state. Nelson AssoCiates,'Inc., was

commissioned to stalk statewide aspects of the program and several regions

commissioned studies
.18

There are now nine regions in.the state that provide

regional service. In 1967 the New York State Interlibrary Loan (NYSILL)

Program was initiated by the New York State Library to implement the 3R's

Prog"rambysprovaing the research community access to research materials.
o

'As the program presently operateS, the New York State Library. 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 within a region. Over 1,000-000 interlibrary

loan. requests are received within the re0ons and currently 175,000 requests

4
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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 ferral 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. 19

This highly successful statewide resource., haring program: is under

Iontinuous 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, Regional Interlibrary Ldan in New York

State: A Comparative. Studynwas completed in March 1976 by Checchi and

Company of Washington, D. C. The final report of this Study contains detailed'

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

extent, nature and the effectiveness of interlibrary loans in the five regions

studied. Recommendations are made dealing with the State's funding of

regional interlibrary loan, regional. interlibrary loan processing policies

and prodedures, and the development of a workable methodology for the future

monitoring of regional interlibrary loan activities and performande. No.

attempt is madehere to describe in detail the operations of the 3W's-Program

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

New York Education Department and the New York State Library' which are arms

of the New York Board of Regents in order to provide the first andperhaps
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the most advanced and successful statewide system for sharing the resources
I I

of\research and university libraries.

\

11 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 Yapes."21 This is a project to statistically analyze

by computer the current acquisitions of SUN? libraries. One of the justifi-

cations fot\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 assist systems of libraries in developing effective cooperative acquisitions

programs. Although SUN? has not, articulated a'comprehenbive plan for a

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

libraries at SUN? is extensive. SUN? has most"of the elements of a library

system'but the planning for it -has not been as integrated or as systematic as

in the University o?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 coordinated-funding plan; a proposal for a joint on-line
1

union catalog of monographs and serials; 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 materials;
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A
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 plantpinthe two.dalifornia

7stems of higher education.

The two systems of higher education in California have been reqUired

state budgeting authorities to, 'expend considerable rime and effort in

sjrS emwide library planning. Bot systems have been plagued by declining

or stabilized budgets and'the'devagtating impact of inflation on book and

periods -1 purchases. The master plans developed by the two systems propose

integrated library plans.

The Cali ornia State University and 'colleges' (CSUC) published a plan

pment, 1977/78-1981/82 in May 197622which included justifi=
for Library Deve

Cations and recommendations for staffing, book periodical and-nOn-book

materialS purchases, operatihsexpenses, binding as well as space standards,

policies, on 1.htra7sYstent. libmary.lending:and borrowins; automated'- reference
.

.

services; .and coopeOyNe.11.htary development and resource sharing. A

detailed planforsaXak de:library autlomatfon wasvoutlined which includes _,

installation of.campqacjicn 6ion:5control transactors, a' conversion of

bibliographic recordgto:machine-reildable form, an automated shared tataloging

system, a union list of periodicals, a systemwide circulation network and an

acquisitions system. Funds were provided in 1977/78 to begin/the implementation

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 University of California Libraries:` A Plan for Development, 1978-

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

Universitywide Lihrary Planning. The position of Executive Director for

31
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Systemwide Library Planning was established in 1975 to develop and implement

, .

a plan for a statewide library 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, In a recent interview,

the Executive Director estimated that about.25 percent of histimevas 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-

tributed in November 1975 for review within the university system. Comments

were received from faculty members, students, staff members and campus and

library administrators from all ten campuses. Visits were madd by-the

Executive Director'and his staff members to all campuses to,discass the

recommendations of the plan and to get reactions and, suggestions from as

many representatives_of the university community as possible.'jhe final recom-

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

system,

In the 1970's enrollment growth slowed and the state (particularly 'the

State Department of Finance) became increasingly concerned about the cost

and efficiency of the libraries in the system. In a 1971 report the Department
,

urged greater "interdependence, cooperation, and coordination," in order to

reduce costs as well as improve service. A 1972 statement from state budget

officials indicated that no substantial increases would be appropriateq 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 library operation, in particular the attempt to

build self-sufficient, autonomous collections," are no longer adequaid.,to
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cope with current library probl
/

s and calls for a new approach. What is

GI, needed, the report says, is " :coordinated Universitywide library system"

with more attention to differentiating users' needs, distinguishing between

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

report proposes "new patterns of library organization and service, and new

strategies forgetting the maximum utility fliom,funds expended."24

The plan outlined a multi-level system, in contrast to the present

concentration n the campus library. Six levels of organization for library'

service are proposed: Department and College, Campus, Region (North and

Souh California), Universitywide and State, National, and International.

A desired responie 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. 25

The vnoposed system includes a joint on-line catalog for the libraries,
.

shared on-line'acquisitions and cataloging system, on-line 'circulation, systems,

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

The report emphasizes that "adequate,acquisition rates must...be main-
.

tabled or performance of the entire system is endangered."26 A funding plan

for acquisition of materials is proposed based on a formula developed by

Susskind and Voigt. The formula was'developed specifically for libraries in

universities that offer a large numbet of doctoral and research programs.,

The report points outthat present funds available for purchase of library

materials are approximately 14 percent below, what is needed-to maintain "an

adequate response at each level." A sizeable increase in the number of

budgeted liolumesis recommended--from 523,000 volumes per year to 609,000

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

forMula.27
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With respect to staffing for the system, the recommendation is made. that

" continued study be given. to the detelopment of an allocation formula to .

assure equitable distribution of staff:in all categories among the campuses."

No overall' increase in staff is recommended until the effects of automated

cataloging and acquisitions on staff needs are studied. 'The report indicates

that it may be possible to reallocate staff from technical service functions

to public service functions provided sufficient savings are realized frog

automated procedures.
28

A fully integrated statewide academic library s stem does not exist

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:

"1. Through the use of technology already available, a much greater
percentage of the library material available in the University
collections can be identified and located.

AI
d

2. Improved delivery systems will ba-=available tokprovide'materials
within the time frame needed and with a higher degree of
reliability than.at%resept.

\-4)

3. The resources made available through the combination of these
two tchniques win be much greater and much richer than any

4-single campus system can prOvide.
-1).° -

4. The tse of technology in cataloging and processing will provide
for coordination of acquisitions, faster and tore 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 &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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-The UC Plan, been accepted by the President of the University of

,
California and'ehe 1 braries of the system; funds are being requested in

1978 to begin its.timp ementation. In the meantime;, a large number of studies

1 .),

of systemwide library perations continues on a nent basis at the system

level. . Y

' Major Conclusions on Statewide Planning of Academic, Libraries

1. An increasing number of states include libraries in statewide plans for

higher educdtion.

6 .

Major deterrents ,to the, development and implementation of statewide

\r\

academic library plans a e institutional jealousies, fears of losing
1

institutional autonomy, and the reluctance of state agenciis to impose

central coordination if campuS libraries.

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

orthe staff to carry out effective planning for efficieciiZoordination

U

. ;
and use academic-library resources ahcr'services..

4. Effective statewide coordination of library resources requires authority

at the system level to monitor institutional4library actions and to

implement statewide plans.'

5. The,incentives for developing comprehensive library systems are economic;

few states will make effective plans for statewide coordination of

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

6. Comprehensive surveys 6f library resour0v,on a statewide level give

visibility to librarY needs and provide the incentives for increased

support and increased cooperation.

7. Cooperative acquisitions programs are ineffective unless the state

%1..rationalizes interin(stitutional acadeniC progr sand nfiniraizes

. ,1



duplication of courses and curricula among campuses. ,

. Themost efficient use of technongy will require a statewide approach

to library_ planning and development.

9. Campus librarians have been reluctant to take the lead and accept fully

_statewide library systems but they have readily ac accepted networks such

as OCLC that are not under governmental or state c trot.
,

10., There is a trend toward, statewide systems of academic4ibraries with-

coordinated funding, planriing and cooperative programs, particularly

among the states with the largest numbers,of institutions. This trend

is growing because of declining budgets, rising costs-and space shortages.

11. Budgeting authoritieaare mdre willing to provide increased library

funding and, additional library,buildings if a statewide academic library

development plan has been articulated apprOved.

1
North Carolina. University.

' 1976-81. April 2, 1976.

NoteS

Board of Governors. Long Range Planning,
4

2
Ohio. Board of Regents. Master Plan for State. Policy in Higher Education.

June 1966;, .---Ohio.Master Plan for Public Policy in Higher'Education, 1971,
March 1971; ---Master Plan for Higher Education, 1976.

3
South Carolina Commission on Higher Education. Resources' of South

Carolina Libraries, Columbia, 1976.,

4Alabama. Commission on Higher Education. Council of Librarians.
.Report of a Survey of the Status of Libraries in Alabama Institutions of
Higher Education. 1972..

5Calilornia. University. Office of the Executive Director of University-
wide Library. Planning. The University of'California Libraries,: A Plan for
Development, 1978-1988, Berkeley, July 1977.

6Ohio. Boardvof Regents. Master Plan for State Policy in Higher
Education. June 1966, pp. 113-116.
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Institutions of Higher Education.in Ohio- -Their Maintenance and Development- -

Guidelines for Policy. Washington, D.C., Council on Library Resources,
1964. It was published in a journal article in 1965: Verner W. Clapp and
Robert T. Jordan, "Quantitative,Criteria for Aaequacy, if Academic Library
Collections," College and ResearchtLibraries, v. 26 (Sept. 1965), pp. 371-
80.

8ohio. Board of Regents-. Master Plan for State Policy in Higher
Education, June 1966, p. 10.

9North CarolinaA Board of Higher Education. Planning for Hi her
Education in North Carolina (Special' Report 2-68),"NoVember 1968. Chapter
VIII, "Libraries," pp. 147 -173.

10'
South Carolina. Commission on Higher Education. op. cit.

11,
'Standards for College Lirari.es," College and Research-Libraries News,

Not 9, October 1975; pp. 277-279, 290-301.
.

12
Tennessee. Higher Education Commission. plannirIgf;riLil)ra.

Services in Tennessee Higher Education:' An Analysis and Recommendations
(Preliminary), Nashville,.October 1976.

-

°Virginia. State Council of Higher. ducation.
Library. Cooperation. Richmond, August 17,'1976.

14
Minnesota. Higher Education Coordinating

Minnesota Legislature, January 1977, p. 111.

Virgin

-
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Board. Report to the 1977

15
NeW York. The UniVersity of the State of New York. The State

Education kpartment. Report of thelAdvisory'Committee on Planning for the
Academic LiObraries of'New York State, 1973, p. 6.

--16New Yoric The University of the State of New York.
Education Department. The Bulletin of the Regents: '1976
the Development of Postsecondary Education. June 1975.

C mmittee on Reference and Research Library Resources, December'1961 (Reprinted
969).

D partment of ducation. State Library. Report of the Commissioner's

17
New York. The University of the State of New York. The State

E

18

The State
Statewide Plan for

Nelson Associates, Inc. Strengthening and Coordinating Reference and
Research Library Resources in New York State, (Prepared for New York State
EduCatiQn Department),-. 1963.-

19New York. State Library. The
NYSILL 1974-75 Annual Report (By Jane
Development, coordinator of Statewide

New York State Interlibrary Loan Program:,
G. Rollins, Associate in Libr'ary
NYSILL Program).
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20Checchi 4hd Company. Ilg812:01 Interlibrary Loan in'New York State:.
A Comparative Agy (A Report prepared for the Division'of_LibrarYpevelopment
of the New York State Library), Washington, D. C., March 1976 (This report'
lb submitted aoloy for the information and benefit of the client to whoT
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-21Gly1 Evan, "Coliec
(4. grant recluesrjubmitted
of Library Services, State
Albany,-&efil York, December

22Califoxiliq, State
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University and Colleges. Libra
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Office of the Executive Director o
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281bid., "Staffing the Library .System

pP 199-200.
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and Processing of Materials, ", pp. 113-135.
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V. Advisory Committees of Librarians

Communications between the staff of boards of higher education and

librarians are extremely important, particularly in states in which the

boards play a role in library funding and planning. This is done in most

states through advisory committees of librarians on either a continuing or

an ad hoe basis.- Ad huc

matter, such as-a budget forkula or a. binding contract. 'he funding formula
.

ccul9ralttees.may be /appointed to Adviseqm a specific

for public academic libraries in. Texas is developed each year by an ad hoc

campus budget officers and idministrators.committee composed- of librarians

Committees of librarians are sometimes appointed to carry out statewide

surveys of library resources and services.

The most satisfactory relationship is thtough one or more committees

that 'meet regularly with staff membrs.of the boards. 14rginia, Florida;

Iowa, North Carolina, SUNYi Georgia, and the two California multi- .campus

universitieS:are'agpng.the systems that have

boards. These 'library plo.nning boards advise

official and continuing.edvidory

on various aspects of library

operations including funding, cooperative programs, building programs and

personnel policies. ThQ head librarians on each campus in the system generally,

make up a cOmfaittee that meets with the staff Of the board. .However, librarians,

frpm the staffs of caMPUs libraries are frequently%pRointed to task'forces

to.study special pvAbleMs and recommend action to be taken.

The University of California System has established a number of com-

mittees Ind task forces in its planning. and coordination efforts. The Library

.Council Consists of the nine university Librarians, the'Executive Director:

for Systemwide.LibrrY PIarinillg, the Chairman of the Library Policy Steering
,

..

Committee, the President of the Librarian AssociationJof UC, and the Deans
.

.. .

of the .graduate library schools, at UCLA and UC B'erkeley.1 The Library Council
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serves as, a forum for the exchange,of idea's about library policies and

discusses plans for sstemwicie cooperative programs. Recommendations from

the Library. Council go to a Systemwide Library Policy Steering Committee.

d,The'Library Policy SteeringCommittee,consists o a chancellor, several

vice=chancellors, deans, faculty m4mbers, and the chai erson of the Library

Councili (a librariii).2 The Steering'Commatee was fo med to translate a

systemwide librarp development plan into sppcific pro am.ob ives, plan

a program.to implement these objectives, and monitor <t e implementation of

the program.' If'the'Libfary Council (campus head libr rians) cannot agree

on'policies or programs, the S.teeFing'bommittee must ke the,necessary

;decisions. The Steering Committee and the Library Chun 11 meet regularly and

are involved in any planning for the ,librarysystem.

-Nine task forces have, been appointed by the Library Council t6 .work

)0

.

. .
u,

.
.ndertthe direction of the. Executive\DirectOr. The function of each task

force is to study and make recommendations:about specific areas of systemwide
.,,.'

. ,,. , ,

...
,concern Task forces'have been appointed to studrate Union Catalog and

TYBibliographiJ' 4c 'Data Base ,;Costs of Libary Materials,7User. Satisfaction,
.

. .

Staffing FormUlas, Preservation of Library Mat ialsi UnproCess'ed'Material,.
.

.
. . , .,,,.",:,,

Shared Cataloging, and Personnel Rotation. The Task, Forces have04n7'.giveti

tkr,--'

specific Charges which'are outlined in Linda Beaupre a description LS'.
-

7: e,

Cooperative ActivitieS of the Univers ity of California LibrarieS.3'
e

,

One of the chief tasks of the Isc Executive:biractor of.UniVersicyWide
.

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,,adtlinistrators and faculty members about

libraryTolicies and'Arstemwide plans.
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Library AdviSoty Oommiftee of the State. Council of Higher Education

for- rginia has been active in advising on funding and developiniplans for-

increasing statewide interlibrary cooperation. In addition to representatives

from each state-supported academic library, the Virginia Committee includes

the State Librarian and four repres tatives "from, private institutions of

1).higher 44.4cation, agencies or organizations. 4 The presence of these, important
0. 4.

sentatives of the library community On,ehe committee facilitates CO-

operation on -a statewide level. It is impOttant to include major private

university libraries and the State

4resources,
joint storage projeCts,

acquisitions, bUt political considerations sometimes prevent representatives.'

Library in any-planning ,for'sharing of

interlibrary logn services and cooperative

outside_the public University system from being invited to join official'

advisory committees.

In some. states, however, the liqes of communication between state

officials and campus librarians are not open; the formation of official

committees is discourage andeven prohibited tiy either the Boards or the

institutiolts. This iTmoreeprevalent in certain areas of the country where

institutions are fearful that institutional autonomy will be compromised. In

many,of these,States volunteer committees ot,librarians have been established

for the purpose of. developing statewide -cooperative projects. Some of the

most outstanding cooperative projects have been developed in states in which

librarians ;knave taken the-leadership withodt,systemwide financial backing.

OCLC grew out oftheefforts ofc,i0hio,librgrians with little assistance from

the Ohio Board of Regentg, Another example is the WiSconsin Interlibrary
- ,

/ .Service. (WILS) -which was initiated by librarians with little or no assistance

from the University of Wisconsin system.'

41



- 38 -

Major Conclusions Regarding Advisory Committees of Librarians

1. 'communication between; the staffs of boards of higher education and

librarians in the system are important iin the development of statewide

coordination and sharing of'resources and can beSt be accomplished

through continuing' advisory committees of librarians.

.

2. Librarians need -to adviSe on statewide funding for libraries, the

development of programs for resource sharing, cooperative acquisitions,

personnel policies, building needs and impmovement of services.

3. 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.

4. Volunteer committees of academic librarians have been fOrmed in'many

states inwhich there is no central coordination from the state board

of higher education.
A

Notes

1
Linda Beauprd, Cooperative Activities of the University of California

Libraries,p. 38.

?Ibid., p. 36.

3
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),
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V. Interlibrary Cooperation

Many state systems of higher education encourage statewide interlibrary

, Cooperative projects in order to effectively shire library resources. If

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

develoPing interlibrary cooperation projects but, in several states in whiCh

advisory committees are not recognized, voluntary committees have developed

outstanding cooperative efforts.

Academic libraries in all states parlicipate in interlibrary lending .

A
and borrowing services for faculty members and graduate students, but. public

institutions in at least 16 states have extended. interlibrary loans to under-
.

graduate students enrolled in colleges and universities within the system.

Two significant systemwide interlibrary 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) Progam.

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 Prograth (3R's) that has provided access to research library

resources in the State since 1967.
. The NYSILL network is comprised of 12

majoresource libraries which serve as referral libraries, nine of which
Aare private university.and research libraries and three, public libraries.

The resaqrce libraries have subject responsibility. Interlibrary loans pro

Ceed in a hierarchial pattern from one of nine regions in the state, to'the

Nr.;w Yore. State Library, to.the network of 12 resource libraries. In 1974-75,
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the statewide NYSILL volume totaled 170,047 requests." Over 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

the state. The operations of the system are analyzed.annually and have been

described and evaluated, in a number of studies. 2 Some librarians complain

about the time that it takes to go through the hierarchy to obtain an item

on interlibrary loan. (STINT libraries cannot go directly to a resource

library for an item but must request items through the regional system.)

Overall, however, the system has a high success rate and the NYSILL 1974-75

Annual Report states that "This hierarchial approach provides for greater

utilization of regional resources, iml*oves local and regional library

service, and ensures that requests for more advanced materials are referred

to NYSILL. "3 .(See pages 23-26 for other. details.)

MINITEX,which is housed in the University of Minnesota Library, is also

a statewide interlibrary loan system similar to NYSILL. Its primary purpose

is to make the best possible use of the library resources at the University

of Minnesota. The Minnesota-Commission'of Higher Education has requested

funds since 1971 to support this important resource sharing prqgram which

inclu es not only a special staff dedicated to MINITEX, but also funds for

maintaining and up- dating the Minnesota Union List of Serials (MULS), a

cooperative acquisition program, and a continuing education program for

librarians. A similar service, the Wisconsin Interlibrary Loan Service (WILS),

has.been established in thepUniversity of Wisconsin Library at Madison to

fac, iltate statewide sharing of the library resources on the Madison campTS.

The difference between the two is that MINITEX has been supported by state
4

appropriations whereas WILS seas established without the assistance or financial
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support of-the University of Wisponsin System.or legislature. WILS was

initiated by the Council of Wisconsin Librarians, Inc. (COWL)* through con-1

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

(MINITEX and WILS) have a reciprocal 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 Ohio, was also

established through the .n.itiative of librarians without the support of the

Ohio Board'of Regents.

Many,of the state systems of higher education have 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.included undergraduates

in 'the direct lending program. Methods of identifying eligible borrowers vary

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 suche,

a program. An "Open Access Manual and Directory" which provides regulations

pertaining to the program and a list of libraries as well as promotional

posters advertising the program are made available. Statistics on patterns

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

weaknesses and strengths of SUNY libraries.

The basis of any effective resource sharing program is access to infor'_

nation about holdings among participating libraies. Union lists of serials

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 withrespect to'cooperative activities.
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Florida and Georgia are among the.states and systems'that publish union lists

of serialg., Separate union lists monographs are not as common as serials

fists. The North Carolina Union Catalog or microfilm is one of the few such

lists that include retrospective holdings. 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 libraries as well as major public libraries. The two

California systems have included in their development plans joint on-line
EA

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 will leiliNaluable tool for coordinating cooperative acquisitions

and resource sharing on a statewide basis.

Several state higher- education systems have encouraged libraries to

'participate in computerized shared cataloging,networks Such as OCLC or BALLOTS
4

and some have provided direct funding for network participation. The Florida

Board of Regents provided funds for all public senior institutions in Florida

to participate in OCLC. Both the California systems of higher education have

studies underway to decide which network (OCLC or BALLOTS) the systems will.

join. Both networks are being used in different libraries in the California

systems and committees in both the California systems are studying the
a

advantages and disadvantages of each network. For the most effective sharing

of resources, it, is important that all libraries in a state system participate

in the same network.

Cooperative acquisitions programs have been much discussed, but few

states have implemented successful programs. Some states provide incentives

for libraries to implement cooperative acquisitions projects by providing

separate funds specifically for joint purchases. The University of California
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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,-shollige shared rather than duplicated

a*oni the campuses. Guidelines fOr the use of the money have been developed

by the UC Library Council and the program is administered by the Executive

Director of Universitywide Library Planning.
5

As indicated elsewhere, the

Minnesota Coordinating Council has also received funds firm the legislature

foi joint purchases.

Thereioare agreements among the University of California librarieSto

collect in certain disciplines anddoilection development officers:Ofall

UC libraries meet regularly to discuss and coordinate universitywide col-
/

lection building. Ms. Beaupre describes several specific cooperative

acquisitions agreements among the UC libraries which, in a few instances,

have resulted in an actual transfer of materials from one library to another.6

Cooperative purchasingis more successful if special'arrangements are

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

noteworthy programs of the University of California encourage intercampus use.

TheUC Inteicampus Exchange Program provides fluids for most, but not all,

e*ifenses connected with photocopying done by one UC campus for another through

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

all campuses can obtain'free photocopies of material not available on their

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

r
through this program in 1975/76.7 Ms. Bcauprd also describes the intercampus

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

"There is a daily bus service from Riverside, Irvine, San Diegq, and Santa

Barbara to the Los Angeles campus, and from Santa Cruz and Davis to Berkeley,
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and from Berkeley to 1:).vis.. There is also a jitney service between San

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

loan requests and library materials. 118

The libraries 1.1nthe UC system cooperate in providing. the most effective

reference service across campus lines. The Computerized Information Services

(CIS), a 'unit of the Office of Universitywide Library Planning of the Univer-

sity of California System provides a variety of on-line and off-line computer-

ized services. Located- in the library of UCLA, the 'service provides biblio-

graphies of current literature for users at all of the UC campuses. These

bibliographies are annotated to show UC locations for the major journals

cited. CIS also provides training in the use of data bases and acts as a

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

says, "The Universitywide coordination and services provided by CIS reduces

costs to the individual campuses and facilitates the introduction and con-
. -\\

tinuing use of computerized search services."9

The need for additional space for.academic libraries has becope acute

in many_ states, despite the fact that the United States saw from 1967 to 1971

"the greatest flowering of academic library building experience this country

has ever known or. is likely to sed."
10

It has been estimated that from 1967

441.-

to 1974 space was added for 163 million volumes, but-ttyaggregateirowth

during this period was 166 million volUmes--three million more than could

be housed. In a period of austerity wben:funds for additional: buildings are

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 being discussed

rather widely is joint storage of lesser used Material in a statewide central
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depository. Although several states are talking about cooperative storage

none indicated that such a cooperatiye stOrage facility was-actually being,used.

Of all the cooperative projects that librarians have attempted, joi4G storage

Ci materials appears to be the most controversial. A major deterrent in its

implementation-is faculty and campus' librarians` resistance to the idea. The

Executive Director of Systemwide Library Planning the University of Cali-

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.Plad,

particularly-among faculty members on the various campuses. ihis opposition

came in spite of the fact that library space is acute on several..UC campuses.

At UC Berkeley:where library space hasbeen filled to capacity since 1968,

an ofl-campus-storage facility is being-used. Today tie UC Berkeley storage
a 4

facility houses approximately onemillion volumes. 1
Since 1967 a general

policy has been in effect at Berkeley to send one volume to storage for each

\ ,

z-volume that, is added to the collection. The authorization for trw space at

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

for ,,the systet-and its approval. A new library building fo4 Berkeley is

recommended in the plan.12

The UC Library Development Plan contains a thorough analysis of the

costs -and advaWtages of alternatives that have been proposed as solutions to

the library space problem. 13
The Plan cortains a recommendation that two

regional compact shelving facilities be constructed, one in Northern Caliifornia

and one. in Southern Cifofnia. OtheTs recommendations include: the elimination

of duplicates in the storage facilities and subscriptions to microfilm editions

of Curr t serials by campus libraries when they are available. "The micro-
t . 0

film subscription should be in addition to the full-size copies, and shOull/
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'be retained in lieu of binding the originals."14 The total cost of *le

comb,ination of alternatives from 1977/78 - 1987/88 is approximately $53,400,000

as compared to the "base cost" (without spaCe-saving alternatives) of $89;430,000,

a net savings of $36,079,000.15 Detailed studies of the use of materials and

space utilization are being carried out on a continuing basis, by the Office of

the, Executive Director of Universitywide Library Planning.

The Virginia Library Advisory Committee publishedra "Virginia Plan fOr

Academid Library Cooperation" which wasapproved 13y the Virginia Council in

1977.,
16

The Committee identified' four areas offering potential for Increased

cooperation: the coordinated development of library 'resources, serials

service, interlibrary loan service, and the housing of infrequently used

research materials.

The Task Force on the Development of Library Resources compiled and

published a Directory of Virginia Library Resources whiCh has identified

extensive, unusual; or collections in the.Commonwealt hAs libraries..

The Task,Forcp recognizes the potential of SOLINET (Southeaster Library Net-
,

work) in creating.an a °mated Union Catalog ofoldings and potential.

'.,

in developing a coop ative acquisitions program. In order to kevelop such
..., ,

. -

.

.

a program a statewide collection development policy is to be formUlated.

'='
. .

..The Task Force on Serials Service recommended a plan for dividing up

subject responsibility among libraries for serial subscriptions and to acquire

at least one co7,.somewhere within the state, of evry serial currently
.. 6

---1----
'

---------------- _included in the standard periodical indexing and abstracting-se-ivices. 'This,
. ,

recommendation was based on a survey -of interlibrary ioai4 requests which
--____---

showe that almost_half-Of the interlibrary serial requests could not be

-located within'the'state. It was also recommended that institutions accept
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responsibility for maintaining journal files in subject areas to avoid undue

duplication of serial holdings among institutions.

In order to speed up interlibrary loans, the Task Force on Interlibrary
1

Loan Service recommended, a. centralizedreferral center for interlibrary loans

.\
be established fin the Virginia State Library with an advisory board to oo-

7

ordinate participation in the iistem. This has been accomplished. A "Manual

of Interlib aryloan Policies of Virginia Libraries" which provides basic'

interlibrary loan policies, addresses and telephone numbers of almost. 200

academic, ublic and-special libraries in Virginia was compiled and published.

The Task Force on Off-Site Storage of Materials recommended that planning

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

Crucial questions regarding such a facility were raised.

In many states, academic cooperati6 programs are integrated with, State

Library networks in efforts to make library resources available to all citizens.

Generally the academic libraries serve as back-up libraries for research

materials. State Libraries, by the use of LCSA (Title III) funds have funded

union catalog projects, telecommunications networks and funding for staff
_-

located in academic-libraries for handling requests from public libraries.

Interlibrary Cooperation: A Wisconsin Plan,,published,in 1977 by theWisconiin

Department of Public, Instruction, Division for Library Services, proposesNa

statewide network for the sharing of resources of 411 types of libraries in

WisconsinP This statewide plan for the cooperation of all types of libraries"

in Wisconsin is the work of a Task Force that included representatives of all

segments of the library, community. The Task Force included not only university

librarians but a representative from the University at Wisconsin Central.

Administration.

--P
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An effecii4 statewide acad` is library system must be based upon a

plan for cuoPeraal.00 among the libraries in the system. The highly integr
. 1

library develop0a4t Plans of the tWo California6academic library systems may
4

serve as moilels for other state BYstems. The UC library development plan '

for 1977/78 198)/88 is perhaps,Phe best articulated, and the most compre-

hensive p40 for %Doperaribn and systemwide development of any state plan

y,et- developed.

One-of the eqacamitaete of a statewide coordinated system of public

academic libraries is

loan, direct lending,

increase& stlering of resources4 through interlibrary

cooperative acquisition programs, the joidt storage of

%materials,.and iloptglied access to holdings through union catalogs and joint

On-line compli ted Catalogs. it is generally conceded that interlibrary

-cooperation does INI,t constitute the total" olUtion to the budgetary and space0

problems of libraries, but prograMs that are highly integrated on a statewide

basis as deeertbed in the University of California Plan for Development and

as practiced

.savings that). the more informal interlibrary loan programs prevalent in most

libraries. 10,4re are no statisfics3to prove the above statement but comparative

studies of tric eltectiveness of varying interlibrary cooperative patterns
_

itt gi410esota and New York should provide a greater percentage of

among the states would be useful.

11-N
- nr,New -miversity of

ment. New York State Library.
NYSILL 1974-75 AntAlqi Repolit,"

NOteS

the State of New York. State Education Depart=
"The New York State Interlibrary Loan Program:

in Theme Bookmark, Spring/Summer, 1976.
P

2E. J. josv1,- "Systems DevalePtilant.for Reference and Research Library
Service in Nevi c:irk state: The 3a's," British Columbia Libraty Quarterly,.
v. 31 (April 1968)2 pp. 3-21; Emer in Libra S stems: The 19.3 -66 Evaluation
of the New Yolk Stake Public Libra S stem, Albany, The Unit sity of the

"C_
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State of New. the Sate Education Department, Divis4.on)of Evaluation,
1967; E. J. Josey, "The aR's: Reference and Research Library Resources,"
Stechert Hafner Book NeWs v. 21, no. 7 (March 190); An Evaluation c)f the
New York State Litc4ry_Luliall,j4j1illtproaram. New York, Nelson Aisociates,
Inc., 19681 Annual reports o.I NYSILL by .Jane G. Rollins for 1970-71, 1971-72,
1972-73, 1973-74, 1974-.)5 in The Bookmark, Albany, The University of the
State of New York, The State Education Department, The New York State Library.

3Jane G. Rollins, "The New York State Interlibrary Loan, Program: NYSILL
1974-75 Annual Report, " The Bookmark, Spring/Summer 1976, p. 28.

4

4For-an excellent history and description see: Alice E. Wilcox and
Nancy H. Marshall,

11

MOTTO and WIL9; Responses to Access Needs," EQ,
SumMer'1974, Pp. 299-307;

5
:3 Lancia Beauilr63 GlIcats5:@41LAst.lALiLips of the University of California'.

' Libraries, Berkeley, Office of the Executive Director of Universitywide
Library Planning, University of California, December 1976; pp. 29,302.

'A
6
Ibid., pp. 23-30.

7Ihid., p. 15.

Ibid., P. 17..

9
Ibid., p. 22,

iberrofd Orne, "fie Renaissance
Journal, v. '96' (December 1, '1971)

3- P-
r

California. UniversitY. Office of.the Executive Director of University-
wide Library Planning. Tae U`iyersit of California Libraries: A Plan for
.Development, 1978-19118, 100eley, July 1977,'p. 149.

12Ibid.; p.- 182'

11

of Academic Litrary Building," Library
3947..

,.

4

13Ibid., Chapter X,

14Ibid p. 199.

15ibid., p. 181.

16Virginia. State Council of Higher Education.
JAbrarY.Cooperation, Ochpond,

7
-

1
Wisconsin. -qOartkent Of Public'' Instruction. Div

Services. Sion: A'Wisconsin Plan (41,
Force on InterlibiarY Cooperation and Resource Shgring).
(Bulletin no. 7069)..

"Housing," pp. 147-185.

Virginia Plan for 'Academic

of Library
rt of-,the Task

M son, 1976

fl

a)
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VI. Funding of Public Senior Academic Libraries'
4

Funding for public university and college libraries may be categorized

in three ways: (1) traditional budgeting to the institution by object line
N,-

based on ttre institutional request, (2) lump sum badgering tn.the institution,

and (3) appropriations specified for library use based on a statewide library

funding)plan or TL-mula. There has been a trend toward statewide coordinated

budgeting for'aqgffalic libraries over the past two decades, but the majority

of states stilj use traditional' budgeting methods fdr libraries and only

handful of the states provide restricted-funds for campus libraries.

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

lines of formulas for library' budgeting are Used. Each institution must

justifyits own request by line item, and state budget authorities, governors

and legislatures make decisionson appropriations foeach institution

separately. The political clout of the institution is usually an important

faCtor in, obtaining. adequate library. fnndiepg ,in: these institutions. The .-

library must compete with the many other needs of the Campus. In the,final

showdown; adequate fundi for( the library is dependent upon theisriorities

given o the library needs by campusrtOministrators andstheir skill in con-

vincing budgeting authorities of the need for the funds requested, The

I.-
libraries in this group of institutions share especially the economic fortunes*

and misfortuneS of the institution. "

,

LumP'Sum Budgeting. Another large number, of states provide lump sum
A-
hinding to institutions based-on formulas for categories of cost. Library

c 4ts..are usuallv-included in the category "Academic support." The staff of

the board ,of higher. education; on the basis of formulas, develops an "askin

budget" f he system. The institutional budget is provided a lump sum'`9
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/
budget and

4

the institution has complete autonomy in deciding how the appro-

priatidn'is to be allocated. 'Here the librarian must, make the'best case

possible toi,he cavIpUs administration to get an adequate budget for the

library. This method is used in states With both governing ana coordinating
',NO4

boards.

The practical benefits °in the'us of formulas in lump.,sum budgeting

may be summarized as follows: simpl city-of implementation, equitable treat-
.-

ment of institutions by-using uniform-standards, and institutional flexibility

if formulas are used to develop as 'budgets and not spending budgets. States

that use lump sumJudgeting based on fb as are Alabama, Alaska, Arkansas,
.

.

Georgia, Ohio,, South Carolina,_. Tennessee,
,Virginiaand Washington. The far-

- .. .

''

.
.

. .

mulas used for generating thefibrary.portionvaries from state. -to state, but
... ..

,,,

in eaelf:df the states. using. this system,.campus.iibraries may obtain more or
,.. .0

less than the amount generated by the formulas used

The campus library fares well under this system if'campus administralors

give high priafity to the needs of the library but it fares poorly if the

administration ,does not understand the importance oefstrong information and
-

Library yr,vices.

?here appears to be a movement toward the use of Planning,lprogrammAng,

`Budgeting SY-stems (PPBS) in some of the states that utilize lump SuM budgeting.
r.>

A ,

PPBS has been explained 6y Ann Prentice at 641-1-laws,: ".the first steps in (PPBS)"

budget development are a statement of the objeCtivas-of the Alibrary and .the

identification of programs and sub-programs which will achieVe those objectives.

The'coet of each program is analyzed.according to criteria of coat benefit, and

the program activity that provides the grektest benefit at least cost

sel-ectedPPBS includes a plan for feedback and evaluation which "enables
d

9
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the administrator to determine to what extent program objectives are being

achieved and at what cost. It,is a form of management by objective, applied

to the budgeting process."

Allen summarized the concepts, theory and evolution of PPBS,2 and con-

eluded that it is difficult to apply PPBS budgeting systems to'academid'

libraries. His survey found that academic librarians generally have a negative

and pessimistic attitude toward the practical usefulness'

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

f PPBS for libraries.

in the minority) bdards allocate funds specifically for the improvement of
tV

institutional libraries and we have some dramatic examples, of significant

increases in library funding when the BOards,have done this. These state

systems use formulas as vehiclesfor an equitable distributiOn of available

funds and also to provide a wore rational approach to-the improvement of

libraries. Again, this approach offers the advantage of simpliTi and equity.

among institutions; from the library's point of view-, it is desirable because

an institution's administration cannot divert funds needed by the library to-"

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 improving libraries over a four year. period.

Texas'also p'rovides restricted funds for campus libraries.

Library Formula Budgeting. Library funding formulas are ,used both in

institutional lump sum budgeting and in restricted library budgeting. They

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

available funds among libraries. According to 'a recent report by the Council

4
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for Postsecondary Education of the state of-Washington, 23 states now'use

formulas for the institutional budget areaOf libraries.3

`Arthur McAnally provided information on formulas being used in 1963 and

noted that state agencies were becoming increasingly involved in syStematic

budgeting for libraries of public universities. 4 In 1972 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 detands and needs. s Lyman Glenny, Director of the Center for Research

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 changing assumptions which

serve as their.basis."6 It is not surprising then, that since Allen's study

of 1972, important new formylas have appeared on the horizon and ol,d
o
ones

have been modified or abandoned.

Librarians and faculty are questioning formulas that are based solely

on enrollment and numbers of programs and are looking for more satisfactory '

approaches to library funding. A recent study by the Faculty Senate Library

Committee of SONY states that it is especIally critical to reexami ibrary'

allocation 'practices "at a time when enrollments are stabilizing, particularly

if-collection growth is !,to-student FTE growth." 7 The Committee recognizes

that demands on a library collection depend upon, a number of factors other

than students, faculty and programs which are the elements on which the many

forMtihs are based. Some of the additional factors are:, the differential

costs and publication 'rates among.disciplines; the' purpose of the collection,

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

and variety of acdeMic programs. Operational factors that are, important are:

57



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

which holdings are dispersed.in branch libraries which determines the degree

of duplication necessary, the accessibility to other.libraries, the loss and

Lphysical deterioration of materials, and the spiraling cos ts of books and

periodica s. 8

Another authority has concluded that, in view of the shortcomings ofthe

Clapp-Jordan-type formulas, that "considerable additional re search beunder-

taken to determine precisely which factors, and the respective of each,

9affect book needs in particular acadedic situations."

Librarians of research university libraries are concerned about formulas

that are applied uniformly across the board to both college's without graduate

and research programs and to research universities. Most of the funding

formulas do not take into account the special requirements "of researchuniver-

sities. There is a search for some better method for funditTg research university

libraries.

Major formulaswhich are being used currently (1977) are: a percentage

of the institutional budget, Clapp-Jordam formula, Washington State formula

gystem, Texas formula, North Carolina formula-program, California State

University d Colleges funding program, Voigt formula and Virginia formulas.

Each of these willethe-discussed below.

A ercenta e of the instructional and/or research and extension bud e .

This is one of the first method's used to generate institutional library budgtts

on a'systemwide basis and s5veralstate.s still use this approach. In Georgia,

9% of the instructional, research and extension budgeting 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 library. South Carblina uses 10% of the

8



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

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

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

percentage from the institutions..,McAnally pointS out that the percentage

method, is an arbitrary method for dividing up available funds and is not

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

programs and other variables that affect library needs.'°

The Clapp-Jordan formula, devised in t1e mid-1960' by Verner Clapp,

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

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

and universities in Ohio 11
dnd later published in an article that appeared

in College and Research Libraries. 12 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 in the Clapp-
.

Jordan formula are: an "opening day" baSic collection, the number of faculty,

the'number ofstudents, the number of undergraduate major subject fields,

the number of masters fields, and the nuMber of Ph.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

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

budgeting formula. A number of'surveyors have adopted the formula to assess

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

formula for acquisitions.

Washington Stater, formula. The Council for Postsecondary Education of

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

c. 59
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0

library funding since 1969. There are two major elements in'the system:

a formula for liblrary resources and one for library operations (staffing and

binding).,

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

I.-

recomdlending the acquisitions budgetwhereas the staffing formula is an

adaptation of a formula that was devised but never used for the University'

of/California lib cries. The Washington State formulas were published in

1970.13 Since then a number of states have adopted them or modifications of

them. Florida, has used a modification of system.1 4 Perhaps the most

notable adoption of the.formulas
,.\ .

.,.-L4braies as a national standard for assessing the adec;a-JY of holdings and

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 Washington recom-

was by thessociaiion of College and Research

mended a-mOdificatif the 1970 fc;r9ilaystem-and'added a number of.elements

which increased its complexity almot'ito the point of impracticability. A

comparison of the Clapp-Jordan and the. 1970 and 1976 basic four-year Washington

State formulas for library resources are given below.

Basic or "opening day"
collections

Per FTE faculty
Per FTE student
Honors undergraduate
Undergraduate major in subject

field

Per masters field (terminal)
Per masters field (with Ph.D,)
Ph.D. field

Allowance per $15 million
for organized research

Table I
16

.

Clao0-Jordan

VOLUME E TLEMENT

1970 Wash. 1976

50,750 :5,000 90,000
100 100 100
12 15 15
12 0 0

...

335 0 0
3,050 6,100 6,000

0 3,050 3,000
24,000 24,500 25,000

0 44 0 `1,000 -

'

60
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The major addition to the,1976WashingtOn«State library resources 'fort ula
a 4

is an allowance of 1,000 volumes for each 15
,>

million dollars for organized

research.

A recent report on the 106 formula from the Washington Counclil for Post-

secondary Education describes the "Formula Framework": "The fverall objective

for the library resources eleMent is to take the current 'stock in hand'

,

concept wilichirelates a set of standards (shown above) to the current holdings

of the four-year institutions . . . and base the overall library resources

element on a fiscal year expenditure concept which relates to dollar ."
17

This approach is made up of the following criteria: a "currency factor"

(five percent of standards as
t

they apply to the base collection and the

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

ye'r would then be converted into dollars using a standard dollar value per

unit except for 'base year periodical and serial commitments. (See Exhibit I)

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

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 five-7

year linear projection of ehe Bowker Annual average cost. ;

The. "currency adjustment" factor needs a word of explanation. The five

percent currency adjristment is to be nonaccumulative and coupled with a five-'

.year moving average of the flange in U. S: publiCation rates. as reflected in

the Bowker Annual. In explaining the "currency adjustment", the repert)says

that "The ability of an institutional library t adequately.support`its academic



A
Currency

Adjustment .

4

/

New

Program

Adjuitment

/

!

EXHIBIT(1

LIBRARY RESOURCES ELEMENT

) Change In,

Students

Adjustent

or

/ 0
/

o
.0

ee

Change In

'Faculty

Adjustment

/ ;N /
/ /,/ /

/ e
/ / .

.0/ . e, .y ,..
0,/ / e ro° .r e/ / - .... ./ e . ...

I / I ".I I/

Replacement

Adjustment*

-

Ard
Library Less B Total Time Stand 001 1 a r

Resource( (-) a Library (x) Dollar Value Subtotal
Unit ...1.-r SAS ibn Resource Perri Resource For Resource

SubtOial nits Units Unit Acquisition

1

.1*

lased on the following:, 0.50
times their current total holdings for each of the universitits..

2.00 times their current total holdings for each of the state. colleges.

3.00 times,the current total holdings for the community college system.

**Based on 1,000 Resource
Units per $15 mil lion of

projected Organized Research Expenditures.

Plus

(+)

Organized

Research

Adjustment**

On-Going Total

Funding For q ,. Uollar's

Subscription For Resource

Units Acquisition

arr. rrrr.

t
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programs is directly prbportion to how.well -it is alile to keep its collection

current." The report further recognizes that the currency. rate of five pef-

C
cent would not provide for, fluituations in the number of new titles P\ublished

annually, "It was felt, therefore, that the currency factor should be adjUsted

by multiplying 'the five percent lector by a five-year moving average of the

change in the IL publication rates,. For example, ifthe'"moving average"

was determined to be 1.03, the currency factor would-be '.0515 (.05 x 1.03).

I-f the "moving average" was determined to be .96, the currency factor-would

be .0480 (.05 x .96)."19

The formula, as shown in xhibit I, provides, for a separate recognition'

and funding of,current subscription obligations.

The library operations element is a formula for determining adequacy of

,staffing and binding. The staffing portion of the formula considers FTE

students weighted at four levels of instructioh, total-FrE faculty, main-

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 bihding

portion also converts 'to a standard dollar value. The number of current

subscripions are - assumed to require'one binding per year with an'added
,

.

factor of .2 allowance for rebinding of currently bound material. :Exhibit

from the xeport on the, E-ormula shows.how the Library Operations Element. is'
.

formulat d. 20

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 Post,r

Secondary Education of the State of Washington in December 1975.21



STAFF::iG:

1001230 FTE

Students

Times e

Weight, Of

1.000

300/400 FTE

Students

Times a

Weight of

2.000

500. FIE

Students

Times a

Weight of

*4,000 .

EXHIBIT 11

113RARIOPERAW

e
e/ e ee e' ee/

/
/ / e e e
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e e ,

/ 1 ../ ... e
..'

"'. I/ / .0 e. ...

/ / . . .00 ..° / -.0 1, ' :

/ .../ / . ... . "" .. -- ,

/ / ... . ""' -- '""/ / .
, / . . . ...

i.
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600/700 FTE

Studedts

Times a'

Weight of

6.000

Faculty and

Staff Ran-Year

. crimes a

'Weight of

1.000

Weighted

Staffing

Resources

1(300) .

BINDING:

Current

Subscription

Units

Updated Annually

Man-Year

Subtotal

Times

(x)

Plus

(+)

Four-Year Institutions.

Base Staffi6g:

3.00 Man-Years'Per Institution

or 2.00'Per Branch Library

1.

Community College System

Bas,e,Staffing

27 x 2 : 54.00 for the System

Weight

of 1.200

,To Allow

For Rebinding.

Times

,(x)

Standard Dollar

-Value For

Binding and

Rebinding

aI

Maintenance

of Current

Collection

Weight of,

0.0135,

Total

Ran-Years'

m

Times

(x)

New

Acquisitions

Weight of

0.2100

Total Dollars

For Binding

-and Rebinding

Standard

Dollar Amounts

Per Man-Year

A

Total Dollars

For The

Operations

Element
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There '1,7As 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 majorareas of controversy revolve around:

--the extreme cothpleXity, of "the application of the four-year system

of formulas;

- --questions about the accuracy of library holdings andbother pertinent

data;

- --the level and proper treatment of the "currency" issue;

- - -the lack of standard 'dollarlfactors and the 'sensitivity of the

experience based factors'to management decisions;

.

- --the lack of specific identification of resource requirements of new

programs;

- -the'slisparities between staffing leVel percentages among

institutions. 22

Although the reCOmmendations contained ih the library'formula revision-.

were approved by the Washington Council Ibr-Postsecondary Education, the

revised formula was not 'used by either the Governor, or the legislature-to.

determihe funding levels for the l977-79"rbienniuth. The pomplexitit of the

.fOmula and 'the many queTons concerningit may explain why it was not

readily accepted by'the budgeting, authorities. The-1970 Washington. State,

forMulas have never been fully funded:, &bles II and III23indicate the per-

centage of the 1970 collections and staffing formulas funded by each public

institution in

k.

the state for th.e. three fiscal yearst 1973-74, 1974-75 and
4

1975-76. 'Even though the 1970 formula is not as complex a the 76 formula,

many of the same questions may be raised about i
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TABLE II

Washington State 00.
LIBRARY STAFFING

;Percent of.Formula Funded

-University of Washi
Washington State Un
Central Washington

gton
versity,
tate College

Egstern Washington State College
Western Washington State College
The Evergreen State College

Institution

1973 -7+4

73.8
59.7
57:4
56.1
'56.9
'53.2

TABLR III

Fiscal Year

1974 -15

Washington.State_
,LIBRARY COLLECTIONS

Percent of Formula Funded

University of Washington
Washington State University
Central Washington State'College
Eastern. Washington State College
Western Washington State College
The Evergreen State College

1973-74_

78.B
/4

68.7
-86.8
80.6
87.8 u

76.6 r

68

a

77.1'
56.6
52.8
50.3
59.5
.55.7

Fiscal Year"'
,

1974-75 1975 -76

79.1
\..70.3

88.6
84.3
98.3
83:9

t

1975-76'

71.8
63.0
57.5

' 47.6,

58,2'.

os

."6
ti

79.5
68.2
86.1
81,4
87.1

°
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a

The Interinstitutional Library Council of the Oregon State System of

Higher Education proposed'a modified Washington State formula.for,use in the

. c.1977-'9 budgets' it was rejected:by.the State. Board because the require-.

ments of the formula were too great for the funding available. The Otegon

Council recommended a minimum acquisition rate of five percent of thefor-
.44a

mule or five percent of actual holdings; Whichever is greater. A weeding or

deletion factor of two,percent per year of actual holdings was included in

the formula. The cost allowance, per volume would:havebeen based on averages

of combined serialSand book

inflation.
24

enditures in fiscal year. 1974 adjusted for

9 nc
Texas. formula. The formula for the budgeting of Texas public senior

'qv

collegekand university,libraries substantially raised library funding in

that state-when.the Coordinating Board of the Texas College and University

System adopted it in the 1960's. A differential dollar rate per semester

hour is established by academic level. The rate for the Masters level is

twice that fotundergraduates and the doctoral level is'almast nine times

the undergraduate level. Thelormula contains a lower rate for law semester
.

.

Credit hours than for those at, the dOctoral level. The dollar figures used

in this formula have been raised each year to count4actlinflation. Formulas

Are used in 15 other areas of budgeting in the university sysiiim. All 1664

formulas are developed bienniallY by ad hoc'committees composed of systeM-

wide representatives of the areas concerned and fiscal officers. Librariansc
serve on the Library Forim4a Committee. The recp0Mended formulas for the

library budgets for the two years of the 1977-79 biennium are given below. 25

1

G9
r,
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Coordinating'Board, Texas College' and University System

RECOMMENDED FORMULA
FOR

LIBRARY
Public Senior Colleges ant. Universities

1977- 79 BienniuM

elite Period semester credit hours (Summer Session 1976, Fall teme ter.'
-,,- 1176 and Spring Semester 1977) times the followyng rates equals

dealaerdquest for Library.
. \

)
Undergraduate

Masters and SpeCial.Professional

Seffiester

CREDIT HOURS

Law

Doctoral

Rates Pet Base Period
Semester Credit_Hour

Fiscal. Year,

4978
Fiscal Year

1979

3.05' $ 3.28

6.13 6.60

16.18 17.41

202 28.21

2/25/76 .

Note: ,Minimum of $450,000 unless tatalsemester.credit hour, production
is below 50,000, in which case the appropftation shall be $225,000
plus $9.00 per semester credit hour for all semester credit hours.
in excess of 25,000'to the minimum of $450,000.,

The Texas formula:is rarely funded fully, but it does serve as a vehicle.

for equitable distribution of, available' funds to the institutional, libraie-S.-

4.
At the time that the Texas formula was adopted, the concept of using semester

credit hours as a formula base was not a new idea, but applying -'the weighted

ratio by academic level,of users to facilities and service was new. The idea

was based on a study by Gerald L. Quatman entitled The Cost of Providing

Libra Services to Grou s in the rdue Universit Communit --..1961.
26

In an

attempt to determine the cost of providing-fibrary facilities and services for

'faculty members and graduate.students doing sponsOred rese rch, Quatman computed,

70
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a

the average. costs of providing the facilities and services for undergraduates,

graduate students

-a library subcomm

and faculty members. USing data from the Purdue study,

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 dolliar rates at

each level in order to keep up with inflation.

Several other states, notably Alabama, Tennessee
..

adopted formulas based on the Texas model.

The North Carolina Formulas. fihe University Of North Carolina BOard of

Goverpors adopted a-plan for-improving libraries in 1973 which consists of

:"

and Arkansas. have

two formulas:. one for increasing the holdings of 11 libraries up to the
d

ACRL 1959 college standard and one for increasing'the continuing base budgets. 27

The 1959 ACRir, standard calls for a minimum of 50,000 carefully chosen volumes'

A "Itt
for the first ,6.00 students plus 10,000 VolUmes gdr every additional:200

c-'7A
!student's. the funding allocations were based on $12 per volume.

.

,The second part of the plan is to increase the basic and continuing

total annual bidgets (this includes staff as well as her operating expen-
.,

- --

ditures). The basic support figure of $134 is used for each full time

equivalent'(FTE) baccalaureate student, twice-that amount ($268) for each

7FTE Mister's degree student, and seven times the base figure ($948) 'for.each

FTE doctoral and first professional student.

Budgeting,authorities in North Cgrolina agreed to provide-these funds -)

i,n four inolOrments over a, four-year period in order to raise the libraqesL,

holdings and budgets,to the level of the formulas.' The first annual increment

was fully funded in 1974-75. Because of financial stingencieS, the annual
.
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increment could be funded onl
4

y at 50 percent of the requirement in .1975-76.
--- 5) ,

In 1976-77, the formula increments were not funded at all, but in 1977:78
.

the full increment was fUnded. The full funding of the fdrianulas is.still a

4.
goal. Formula funding has been supplemented by a percentage of funds for

increased enrollment which institutions have been required to provide for

library. support. Jmaddition, the libraries received an inflationary increase

amounting to' 257 of acquisitions budgets in 1975-76. The supplementary

funding counteracted the loss of formula budgeting to some extent in 1975-76

and 1976777.

The library budgeting plan Rot only has produced more equitable funding
4

for each of the state's 16 senior institutions of higher education but it

has arso increased annual .library expenditures by 184% from 1967-68 to 1975-76.

This increase is due largely to the high priority that the staff of the UNC

Jadard of Governors attaches to the improvement of!library resouces. A deter-

mined effort has been made to raise the quality of libraries in institutions

that haVe had a long history of inadequate library funding.

California State University and Colleges funding_prog. The CSUC

system presents library budgetlequests for acquisitions based on annual 7.

volume requirements for the 19 libraries in the system and for staff, according

to a staffing formula.

In California, the budget for acquisitions is calculated on the basis'of,

total number 'Of volumes authorized for each system. The Department of Finance

establishes an'average price per volume derived from data published in

Publisher's Weekly and Library Journal; the authorized number of voluthep.

- mUltiplied'by the price per volume deterMine.s thetotal. acquisitions budget

for the system. The number of volumes required annually is broken down into

Tl



the following categotles: volumes of current periopicals/serials, volumes of

books to keep up-to-date, replacement volumes, acquisitions' for new burgeoning.

fields of,knowledge, and non-book volume equivalents (micro-forms, periodicals,

etc.).
29

The number of volumes requested for the system is based on the

aggregate 4xperience of-the 19 libraries involved and verified by standard

formulas. The total amount-of funds appropriated for acquisitions can be
A

controlled by the budget authorities by lowering or raising either the

authorized number of volumes and/or the priCe per volume, depending upon

economic conditions and the priorities assigned to library needs. The total

number of authorized volumes is-distributed among the 19 campuses by the

following method: (a) 9,000 volumes to all campuses to strengthen ?he basic

collections and (b) a distribution of the remainder of. the volumes in pro-
.

portion to the Adjusted Student Credit Units (ASCU) taught at each campus.

(An ASCU is a course credit unit adjusted by doubling the credit units taught

at the graduate level andadding' the 'product to the total of undergraduate

SCU's).3°

. The CSUC staffing--formulas have undergone constant change and, revision

over the past seven years and at the present writing it is,not possible to,

say with any'degree of certainty which staffing formulas will be used in the

future. The rationale for theeCSUC staffing formulas is outlined in a report

of a study of, book, staffing and budgeting, published in 1970 by the CSUC

system.
31

In'1972 Allen reports in some detail- on the CSUC formulas for

public services and technical services. s

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.33'.

The recommended formulas are based on uniform workload factors and work

measurement.' The California State Academic Library Staffing Study Committee

73
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recommended the fbrmula which is a modified SUNY formUla2:Detailed functions,

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

times"34 for performing rather distinct functions both manually and by auto-

niated, procedurese,These functions are all related-to five basic concerns of

libraries: holdings,-acquisitions, academic year FTE-users (faculty and

students), head count students, and academic year FTE faculty. The planning
4

report says that "weighted standard times" shall be recommended every two

years from the date that the program is implemented. This will be necessary

to reflect shifting. priorities within a library and especially to reflect

changed staffing needs and productivity brought about by automation of

-library operations. The recomputation of "weighted standard times" shall

be a requirement of the chancellor's' staff assisted bt_e campus library personnel.

The resulting staffing formula that is recommended is as-follows:

General staff = Aa + Bb + Cc + Dd + Ee
110,340

Where A = countable library'iliolumes
B = Volumes added
C = Student FTE and faculty FTE
D = Head count students

..

E = Academic year FTE faculty
a = 2.616 minutes (Weighted Standard Time, Technical Services

Standards - Holdings)
b = 139.283 minutes (WST, Technical Services Standards - Acquisitions)
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-
4

strate how "weighted standard times" are derived. Each WST is calculated in

7
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minutes for specific library tasks grouped according to the five basic

concerns. A table is.also provided to show the total number of staff members

that the formula would yield for, each of therA9'campUses: If this formula is

finally accepted, requests for staff would be made on the-basis of the

positions yielded by the formula. The new CSUO staffing proposal is'an

attempt to apply work'measurement /an scientifcmanagement to library

personnel budgeting. It is a highly complex formula that wilt require a large

amounp/of staff time to-iMple4ent. It has not been actually tried so its

effectiveness is difficult to measure but, on the surface, there are a number

of pertinent questiOn's that is poses. Will there be uniformity of measurement

and accuracy from campus(to campus? Can all.library work, particularly at

the professional leyel, be Mecpanized and quantified to this extent? Staff

needs and special requirements vary among,campuses. Are theseptaken into

consideration?,

.The questio Ai which was returned .from CSU&indicates that agreement

on a library plan is sought from campus library directors, presidents and

Boards of Trustees, but thepudgetsto support. the' plan are atermined in the

,CSUC headquarters and in effect, announced to the campuses. While the campus%

libraries have little say-so in annual development of budgets, wide'flex-
,

ibility is given inthe use of funds within the;library allocation.

Voigt Formula. This is an acquisitions model adopted in iv by 'a

committee for the University of dalifornia libraries. The author is 'Melvin

J. Voigt, librarian emeritus of the university library at San Diego. The

model, with some further modifications, is the basis of a recommendation for

an annual acquisitions budget in the UC Libraries Plan for Development35and

it is also currently in use or under consideration

75

several other states,
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notably the State University of New York (SUNY) and the Coordinating Council

for Virginia. The Voigt modelis designed specifically for university

libraries that support dottoral programs and large sponsored research programs.

The -basic principles and the quantitative factors of the formula are outlined

in an-article by Voigt that appeared in the July 1975 issue of CollegeAnd

,Research Libraries.36 It is based on the numbers of volumes deemed iecessary

-foidOctoral programs in specified subject fields. The model also takes into

account the special needs of extramurally, funded research, which createy

extra demandS on libraries in addition to other factors. Included in the

formula is a supplement for undergradUate and vaduate use based on enrollment

)and an addition, for lacic of access.to other librarieS
\c

major criticism
.

, .4. '4
.

,

Of the model is that there is no,empirical data to support the numberslof-
.

.

volumes used in%Fie formula. Voigt readily admits this but he says "most

;librarians who haVe'commented on the model believe them (the number of

volumes assigned'to subject fields) to be of the right Order.of,Magnitude."37

Librarians have, also raised an objection to the formula because it dependS
.

.

.

-7-'---:---almost exclusively on doctoral programswith no Oeight given to master's, .0

t

vofessional degree programs. Some adMinistrators have expressed concern
<,

. ,

that the formula may measure some factors two or three times and scene not

at all, foF example, creait. / doctoral programs and research programs'in

, / V-1the same fields overlap. Nevertheless, professional'opiyi i generally;
. I)

4
favorable. It does provide a uniform method for making comparisons among.

if.

1 .

with .

Libraries supporting universities With large doctoral and researCh pr graMs.

VoigPhAs-provided a forMulacfor,aetermining the ndmber of volumes to be

..

.

.

added Annually as well as for
\

-N

,ssessing adequacy of the' total holdings of a ".,

1

university library.48

'76
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Virginia Funding Plan. In the Virginia budget guidelines for 1978-80,

.

..the_Voigt formula is used for,de.termining the acquiSitions budget for the two
, ,

c.

-, ,

-,,

,.

-doctoral gxantinguniversity libraries (VPI and the University of Virginia)
-1.

0
\,,,,

, '

and a different formula which 'is based ontifferential weights assigned to

subject disciplines is used for four-year colleges. 39 The weights of the four-
.

year college formulas were derived. by calculating the dollar value of books

published in the 1974 January-June issue `of Choice, and periodicalsdisted by

Katz and Farber: 0 The subject_discipline.weights are multiplied by weights

assigned to program magnitude which is a measure of the number of programs

in the REGIS classifitaticaldlof the discipl0e. The total program weight is,

then multiplied by a dollat value ($15,095 and $15,975, for 1978 -79 and 1979-

f
respectively). An -enrOilment'weight is then multiplied by the correspondin

program funding to determine maintenance funding Itpr

The staffing plan for Virginia.senior public institutions'of higher
4

.

education differentiates on the basis of type of institutions.

The guidelines forstaffing'each of the two ARL institutions (University,

of Virginia and(VPI) in Virginia is established by using the mean level Of

staffing of the gro4 of 20 ARL institutions, with the Virginia institution

as it7J-Mediari. The guideline states:

that group of 20 ARL institutions of which the Virgi Ia institu,eion is the

-median yin terms of numbers of volumes held. yo calculate tie mean level of

staffing for'the group,of 20, use the number of volumes anticipated on hand
..,*t

i ('

as of July'.f, 1978 and July 1,. 1979 to calcu/ate'staffing.for 1978-79 and

7 7

"To-make this caltulation, establish.

P

19b9..80,-re,SPegtiVelYdi141
'ff4

'Non-ARL doctoral institutions and other universities and four-year
0

.,-

colleges are allocated 9 FTE poSitions as,a basicstaff regardless of en-
.

.- 1

. rollments and one FTE position for every 400 undergraduate annual FTE 'students.

77

Q



-'69 =
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,

. )
Libiary positions are also to be added on the bas Of the number of graduate

sLa4ents and faculty members.

The staffing formulajorfour-y ar colleges, as lly approved by ehe

Council, is not the one_ recommended b the Virginia Committee of. Librarians.:

In 1976 a subcommittee of the Library Advisory. Committee Virginia made a

comprehensive study of library Staffing formulas and reco ehded that a fo

42 '-similar to the-State:University Of New York (SUNY) formula b used. The'

,SUNY formula is similar to the Californis.State University ancI Colleges (CSUC)

formula already described. In fact, the formula recommended by CSUC is a

modifiedSUNY formula. The report by the 'Virginia committee s y : "Analysis

shows that of all those examined,. the'Tormula developed by the. State University.

Of Nev York (SUNY) appears-to be the most adaptable for use in Virginia,

because of its productivity and task analysis inputs, :ruence with

Virginia needs, and itsladoption by other States such as C. ifornia."43 Thee.

Virginia CoOrdinating Council did not, however, accept, heSUNY formula add,

instead adopted a simple formula based on enrollment (which is described above

The cquisitions funding formulas and the staffing forMUlas recommended
.1

by th irgira'Librarians and those tdopted by.the Council; although complex,4v

provide new approaches
9

to library funding. They are attempts to grapple with

many of the factors other than enrollment that areimportant in determining

adequacy of,library flindingkand'to differentiate between the requirements

of different types of institdtions.
4

Unfortunately, formulas, regardless of which are used, are seldom funded

fully because of economic or political' pressures 'from:the state government.

. 4
Sometimes when economic conditions worsen significantly, formulas are aNdoned.

The Florida Board o f Regents, which has always advocated strong uniyersity °'

78
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library resources, provided funding'earmarked specific ally for libraries

according'to a modified Washington State formular-until fiscal year 1976-77.

7.. In 1976:77, however, because of severe economic problems, formula budgeting

,Was abandoned by the system and a lump sum based oni.a, enrqllment,was appro-
.

9
A3riated to each .institution. The University administation on 'each campus

. (

determined .the amount'to be allocated to each,campus library.. The total

amount for public university libraries. in Florida decreased by an estimated

$1000,000. Book"budgets and staff at many'of. the Institutions were signifi-
,.

tantly reduced or stabilized. Inflation caused even less purchasing poWer.

The Florid budget decline reflects a decrease in the rate, of increase

of total' appropriat ons for higher education in Florida. According to statistics
.

.

-reported in the Chronicle of Higher
f

Education, Florida's appropriations{ for
,

. . tr -

.

higher education increased,only 5% but actually decreased 9% when corrected
, i

,

for,-iaLlg-tion for the two-year period i711 1975-76 to 1976-77. In 1976-7

the stateicanks_48th in percent increase among the-50, states. Atcarding to
3

budgeting authorities in Florida, library budgets Weretut to save'positions
.

. . '
.

.

and.to meet rising sal'arie's and costs in other 'areas, particularly utilities.

Tbe
9
situation in Florida illustrates the' breakdown in formula -budgeting 'if-

. budgeting' authorities give higher priority to other needs. Unless budgeeing

aqthorities, either at the state or campqs level,Agive library needs high

priority these needs will not be met in severe economic declines. Under

such circumstances libraries must cancel ieriodical subscriptions, indefinitely

delay the purchAe of materials to support teac ing ,and research programs, Y'

and cut services. A happy footnote (and an important-one) is that in 1977 -78

Florida provided an appropriation of_$10,000,000 to libraries of the nine

public senior institutionsto makeup for the Revere budget cuts in 1976-77,
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5.4
. r

and past inadequate funding. The' appropriation will be allocated to institutions
4

do the basis:of the WaIhington State formula.

x.

Summary. There is wide variation among states in budgeting methods for

publtc acadedic libraries.

4 States develop budgeting practices to meet their own political, and

economic 'circumstances. No ideal or' dominant library' budgeting fbrmula.has

emerged, although the Washington State and Texas models'have been adopted

by a number of states. New formulas, such as the
P.
Voigt formula and the

A

Virginia formula for,four-year colleges are attempts to develop more satisfactorI
e.

1

(formulas that include factors other than enrollment. There'appears to 4e

.trend toward ever more complex funding formulas for both aequisitions and
4

staffing. ,There is a danger in deV-efoping formulas that are so_somplex that.
Itt

budgeting autHorities
,

and.. legislatures find them incompiehehsible and therefore
.

d

unacceptable 1,,f,unding-Erchani40Tt-is.:olethat formulas aro not as

( importallt in obtaining adequate library funding as the commitment of state
--,r

'''''')'

t .

ds of higher education
e.

sate budgeting authopities and legislatures fto
,,.

41,K,libr ,improvement and development. It may be just as important for librarians
l: 4!:,

to convince state boards of the essential role that libraries plaY',in the

ed4cational and-research proces as to develop ever more complex budgeting
I I . . .7,

,. .',

formulas: :
,.. ,

f

-Major Conclusions on Statewid Funding of Academic Libraries

1. Mosestate agencies of higher:education'do'not request restricted funds
r

for academic libraries. .

- .

2. Formulas, for statewide lib' aryitunding are :not as, important in determining

/.7 the adequacy of library funding as is the commitmentof:the state boards'

of higher educatioq to .the improvement of library services and resources:

I
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, 1
.z.

. A statewide or systemwide plan for academic library funding generally

1-

results in more. equitable fund Lug for. all public academic libraries in
:

the, state or system. (
, \4. The absence of a statewide funding plan results in uneveness in the ,

. adequacy of funding of campus librariesand inadequate "support on ca4puses

with admialstrators Who do not give library needs high priority.
7

.
...)

!

5. Librarians-are queStioning the use of, budgeting formulas which are based
t

------. 0primarily'on ehro11ment and are. obkingfor new approaches that take.int'0
'

i /, 'account other factors such s
;
diffential'rates and-costs,of publications

. . 0,1e

..by academi programs and the requirements of large research programs.

6..' When formula Are used. for library-funding by state agencies they are

seldom fully funded because of economic or political,coniiderations.

7. There is a trend towa4d the use of different funding rmulas for

'-university libraries than for four-year college librari

programs.

8. There is little uniformity' among,states in the methods of funding public

:senior academic, libraries, but there is a t4end toward theuse of, formulas

with no doctoral',

in statewide funding plans.
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VII. ConclusiOns

Arthur McAnally 'published a,Study of library budgeting practices in

.state systems of
e

higher education in 1963
1.
when state agencies were just.

beginning to scrutinize campus budgets. At that time few states had adopted

integrated funding plans for libraries and'tBose,states that did so used

arbitrary standards that had little relationship to real needs: Nevertheless,

As McAnally observed, statewide budgeting had come to many academic libraries

and as he correctly predicted, "it is here to stay."2, J977,, systematic

/budgeting procedures for public academic libraries have come to at least

23 states and are likely to spread to others. Because of the economic pressures

.4' .

and declining enrollments nf the late 1970's and 1980's, there will be even

greater demand for accountability by atatelgovetnthents and a greater effort to

,/

coordinate budgets and rOpiirces statewide. These boards are.under political
I.

pressures to provide 4itable funding among' all pUblic institutions and; as a. .

4 t

' Al
funding pattern's are changing. ,There is considerable concern ontresult, older

the part cif some of the larger public university libraries oal a leveling

..process.is,occurring, caused by a Mnre equitable-distributiOnnfavailable
_.

,
4 ,

fUnds .Within a state system.-3 In a

c

'Ne'T states, integrated bUdgeting plans. jr

all l'ibraries within a state-system have been SuccessfUl in reFing the ,general,

,

.

,_:,

JeVel of aCademic library'funding." The staffs of the'state bdards have been'r

able to deal more effectively with leiislatiVe and budgeting authorities on the

basis of ineegratedlibtary funding plans than by separate institutional.

budget requests. Nevertheles"he majority ofpublic university and college'

.
libiaries'are still not directly affected by statewidde funding programs,

paiticdlarly those in atates'that use traditional Vudgeting methoda'and

institutional lump sum budgeting. In those sates the priorities,of the-

institution, are more imPortant than
;
statewide budgeting programs.

d
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McAnally noted that "there are a great many bases and methods for pre-,

paring library budgets..., each of which has some virtues and some defedts.

Which formula may be the best and _likely to'emerge or gain general acceptance

cannot be forseetk..."4 A wider variety of budgeting formulas is being used

today than in 1963 and no "ideal" has yet emerged. Howevr, the general

principles established by. the Clapp-Jordan fOrmulahave been adopted in a

number of formulas. The Washington State formUlaafor both staff and acqui-

C.
'sitions;have becomenational standards for assessing adequacy. The Texas

model hasibeen adOpted by a number of states also. The Voigt formula is

rapidly becoMing a Model,for acquisitions. requirements for doctoeal granting'

universitkes. The Virginia hadgeting'prograii-, in addition to 'enrollmentjand;,

faculty, includes other priables suth as the differential'costs of materials -

by subject discipline. Virginia also has a different funding formula for

research university libraries thai.'for four-year,college libraries, ,A "best"

or "ideal" formula is not likely to be universally adopted because.of, first,

_ .

thevariations in the missions and programs of colleges and universities and,

secondly, the differences fn the economic and political climates among the

states. ,A 'funding plan or formula that works for one state may be a failure

'in'another state.

Budgetingjrfarmulas are very seldom fully funded,'bUt they do serve as 4

J
Svehicles to,d tribute available funds to institutions on the basis of,t

.

specified variables'. In some cases, the 'formulas are manipulated_by budgeting
ff

'officials to reflect the funds available. In other states, recommended for-

Imulag haVe beenrejcted because they generated'sUbstantially'more funds than

thelfgencies thought politically,wise to request. In addition to using formulas.

as asis,for generating asking funds. and for distributing.available funds:

se
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among institutions, state agencies use-them as standapds for assessing
AV.

adequacy of collections andsaff. Standard formulas have been used in State-
,

wide surveys of library resources'-to provide.data that.gaye visibility to

library needs. If these needs, aregiven widespread publicity the,data can

serve as a springboard to qbtain special appropriations for improving.libraries.

The f.rst 'formulas were relatively simple sed mostly qn peentages
14

Nothe educational and researtil budgets of the institutions. Although
1
Simple

0

in application, percentage forMulas are arbitrary;: they do not take into account
. .

the,many Variables that determine the adequacy of library collections and staff.
P .

(,' 0
The Clapp-Jordan formula was the firAtrattempt to include factors (enrollment,

. , .:.
-.--,

faculty, and acadpmic prograMs) thatrelate,airectly'to library adequacy.

,..

The 1970 Washington State formula included the saiQfactors as Clapp-Jordan

but changed the requirements forreach variable. )owever, ,dome of.the more

recent for las such as the, -19 WashingtoW State formula program and tie
.`g. S

.-.,, , -'
'..

include even more vari4bles, have lostSUNY
r/ V

. ,

the advantage of simplicity;.there is some evidence that they are not as

acceptable to budgeting authorities because of the difficultigi"-And the time

staffing formula,m attempts to

involved in applying them. Perhaps librarians would be well adC, ed to

achieve a happy medium between simplicity and complexittate awencies may

developlundigg formulas that;.intheory, appear' to take intoraccountall

'relevant variables, but if they are not accepted by budget authorities and-

legislators", ey have ailed.

McAnally points out. that "the coming oftsystematic budgeting is neither

a cause for reioicing nor a. reason for alarm, for there are advantages 'and

disadvantages."5 PublV.academic libraries in a inumber of states-have had
. /

reasorifor rejoicing during the late 1960!s and 0's because they have,

84"

Tio
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received substintially increased budgets as a result of statewide coordinated

funding programs which in turn came about because state agency officials were

convinced of the need to improve historically inadeque academic libraries
A

and to/provide more equitabkefunding among'institutions in the system. Sil

the Other side of theCoin, a few state boards have seen. their role' as the

.

butcher of institutional budgets-:',

SOme of the state agencies'thatuse Tormula de funds for specidl
.4, ,

requests to take care of local neOdS'pot covered ately by a formula,

such as supporting new academic programs or brining particular'libraries up

A.
/1'

to minimum accreditation standards. Special req sts from institutions over

and abo formula funding 'should be an important elementof any funding

program. North Carolina ha'S provided funds to campus librries over andr----

above formula funding, to counteeact inflation and to enable the library to

keep up with enrollment increases. It has become clear that the formulas

which are used are not as important in achieving adequate funding asthe

strength ocommitment Of the state-system and budget officials to libraries.

Heretofbr"6;4f-State"a6nC4es Of high edacation'were concerned at all,

with academic fibraries,v,thedoncernWaShudgetary. There is a growing

tren4, however,'inThverall planning And coordination of librarylknirces of

which budgeting' is,conly one aspect. We have seen .in a few states, notably"

Californiavl.a denialof fundsfor,,library4buildings and aCquisitions until

the governing board developed an ,over4ilibrarypwlan to ensure the most4
:0111.Ili- . '.

effeattvesharing of resources: ) State agenci4s of
rm*'

.her eduCatiOn are

t . , 4.- v A

w .

becoming increasingly concerned abdt the uSe 1:.,. r.ces and technology
-...:v I 4. 1,i'

1 ".4 s

Sysegms of higher education in. gr lornia dhh New York)

employ sizeabletstaffs tiedicate0 tor e.development and,coordinaiciOn of
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library resources on a statewide level. It can be expected that other states

will deyelop systemwide library plans. Most will depen on campus librarians

and outside consultants to make surveys and to write planning document6
Lax'.

but if a statewide plan is.td be effective, it must be monitofed and supported

by continuing-studies of library operations as is being done in the states

awith full -time staffs for libraries at, the. system level.

McAnally pointed to the need for librarians to provide advice to officials

of state agencies in developing funding and cooperative programs.
6

in 1963

there were few state committees of librarians: ,Now practically every state

ha4 either official advisory committees or volunteer committees. One of the
m

principal,benefits of statewide advisory committees is the increased coma,

munication among librarians tilemselves, -moulting in more effective cooperative

Programs.

P 7'4
4 McAnally found little interest in library ooperation on the part of '

Heads of state agencies and he expresed skepticism about the effectiveness

of state level cooperation,
a

In 1963 it was difficult to via

7lly in the development of resources.:

ize,the extensive library coordination at

the state level that'is now taking place in California, N.pw,York and Minnesota,

ror example. The shareduses ofetechnology 'fOr bataloging, Interlibrary loans

.
.

and, oint,catalogshave beet major factors in
,

'the. eVelopment of stateacademic7 'N'

' 44 .library systems. -S'tlibraryide'computerized library rkVave- -been encouraged,.

and in :some cases, funded .direct .y by state legiopt . is no longer

economi.cally feasible for a single library to,afford complex' local computers
A

based systems. Statewide programs for,shawin these costs have been4developed

in anumber of states,
en

v

California and MinAes to legis.latureo.;have provided

funds earmarked Tor cooperative.purCheses which are not-

8-9

, .,,. .

b.
t.

duplicated among' 1,,

?, d Ob

/
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campuses. Improved statewide delivery of library materials among campu es

is also being planned and funded in California and a numbe"If other states.
, .

.

...,.

Many librarians and faculty members have a fear of statewide coordination
9

some of which results from parochial interests in collections and institutional

jealousies. McAnally listed some of the dangers: "the possibilitieS f

regimentation,(0sulting in a loss of in'tiative, flexibility, and di rsity),
'

red tape, isolation Of supervisory boards from direct tiontact with academic

life, and the fostering of uniform mediocrity in states that finance higher7srl

education inadequately."
8

There is some apprehension among university

librarians and 'faoulty about statewide coordination because of the r that

university research collections will suffer as a result of the emphasis on

4

resource sharing and joint on-line systems. Higher.education'agencies,

,campus adMinistratars and librarians must guard against bhese dangers, as

states move-in this direction. The "dangerdican be overcome to some extent

47:

thibugh improved communications betwebn librarians and officials of state,

agencies.

Thetniversity of California Libraries Plan for Development, 19,8-1988.'

4
calls for a "new approach" Ao.meet the needs of users in an era of budgetary

,..

austerity and rising(costs. 9. The new approach involves a greater dependence -7
. . ."---/

on the library system and.edsource sharing., But it also includes adequate .

*..

acquisition rates on each campus:- The'UC deVelopment plan recommends in-
, , , --. .

r creased acquisitions rates on each °campus baSed. on an *tpgrated plan fqr i V

, : 'It- '

,

6

-- ,Icqnisitions
ff.

. . In eodixtion to syste4jideacquisitiOnS prograMs a fully
4,,# -:\ : .

developed statewide plan for academic libroriesincIudeethe.shared us ofT,
.. F' C

- ,

'technology, more effective stap4Wide prtigrams of resource sharing, joint on-'-
'-

.
!

. , t I di,

line catalogs, improved: VateWide\deliVery systems, cooperative acquisitions*
1

, . ..
. 4 .

. IP .P# , .
0 *

',i' ,
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programs, and joint storage of lesser used materials.

Although no completely developed state academic library system eii.sts

as yet, the two"California colleges and university systems have articulated

"
htghly integrated plans and are moving toward full implementation. BoardsI
of higher edUcatiOn in other states, for example New York, Minnesota and

Virginia, hae elements of integrated systems and other states can be expect&1

to move in this direction. McAnally observed that "an era of individualism

in budgeting is drawing to a close*or many colleges and universities."11

In 1977, not only has systemwide budgeting become a fact of.ltfe for many

colleges and universities; at the coordination of other library operations

at the state level has also become a reality.

DeOennaro has said "the time has come to shift, emphasis away from

holding's andsize to access andservices." He predicts that "more realistic

concepts of collection building" and "new.patcerns of service" Wili.be adopted

with greater dependehte on a national network and nationally developed re-

sourde collections patterned after the British Lending Library. 12 The

developing state systems and networks are not mentioned by de pnnaro as

elements,,''' in a. national plan:which he puts forward- as a panacea for curcent+
.. .

...s.
.. .

'budgeter%) auSterity and rising costs. National planning must not overlook
..

°the role-that4sfate Systems'Iof higher educati ply in the funding and

coordination of adaddmic library resouraes. Ste agencies-oChigher education,Iii

in many, states', cafe and wilelakemajorrbsponSibility, for finding solutions-
, c

riffs .., $ .
'

lto'thi,funding and space problems of academic 1.14Ththraugh.statewi eo, . %1
,_ . . c

. , v _ !t
w . ;fundifig plans.and more effettive programs for resource sharing. ' Siate.gcaaerdic'

,
- 4..

library,4systems will undo wily lice key, elements in any,Aationar plan far' -I
,

. °'

ctss

library'service.

O

4
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NORTH CAROLINA STATE UNIVERSITY

THE D. H. HILL LIBRARY
Box 5007
RALEIGH, NORTH CAROLINA 2760'7

AT RALEIGH

The Council on. Library Resources has provided me with a fellowship grant
to study the role tfs state agencies of higher education,or state systems of
colleges and universities in developing institutional libraries and"Tibrary
services. t am,particularly interested in the following:

1. Long-range planar for development of libraries of higher education

\.
2. Library funding plans or forms for state-supported university and

college libraries

3. The functIons and procedures of advisory councils of librarians and
.their relationship to the state agency of higher education and its
staff

4. Cooperative library programs that have been developed by the libraries
in_the state system of higher education

,

5. Personnel policies for-11 arians in the state system of higher
education. 4

State agencies and libraries in,a number of states have been or will beh
visited, but i ask, your coaperation,in,providing information by mail so that
the study will include as_many states as poSsible. I am enclosing a brief list
of -questions which I. hope you'or-a.staff member wilS answer. I am limiting
my study to the coordination of library, development in senior public
institutions (universities-and four-yearscolleges). You might keep this'in
mind in answering the questionnaire. If the space on the form is trot
adequate please use separate sheet.

It is important that the most effective use be made of library resources
and tat solutions be found to problems that libraries in higher education are
facin in a period of inflation and decreasing budgets. The information gained
from this surveyshould be helpful to both state boards (coordinating and
goverqing) of'higher education and to individual libraries. A published report
will be provided. Your cooperation will be appreciated.

too

01
'Trf_111,

I. T. Littleton
Director of Libraries
N. C. St te University
Raleigh North Carolina

.2
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Questions relating; to college and university library development by state agencies

or systems of higher education

I. General Information

1. Name of Agency

. Type of agency (in terms of leg-ill-authority)

cogrdinating

governing

other. Please expfairi.

3. Please enclose a lidt of the senior public institutions in the system

4. Chief functions-'of the agency (heck as many as are applicable):

Approval of academic programs within the system

Development of long-,tange Plans for higher education

Revidion and approVal'of institutional budget's

Approval of capital improvement requests

Other. please specili.

5. Responsibility 'for libraries within agency

Who or which position on the staff of the system has primary responsibility
for library-related matters?

Academic vice=preSidentor vice - chancellor

Research vtce-Tresident or vice - chancellor

Vill-time Director of Liraries

Other. Please specify.

LI. Long-range Plans
,

1. Have one or more long-range plans or mission and sce statements for
higher education in the state been wiitten?

If so, please Indicate years completed:

Please provide a copy of each able.

1 Oa,

1,

4

0 9
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II. Long-range Plans (continued)

2. Have long-range plans for libraries or surveys of institutional 1,4brary
resources and services been written and published? Yes No

4

If yes., please indicate year(s) completed:

Please provide me with a, copy if available.

Have quantitative goals for collection and/or staff site of librartes 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
evaluated? Yes . No

If the answer is yes, please answer the following:

a. What methods and/or lormula(s) were used to evaluate holdings and/or
staff?

system been

*

'(Please enclose a copy of the formula( s).)

b. How were the results

as a basis for
improvement of

used?.

the development
libtaries

Check appropriate item(s):

of'a funding plan
J.

the

from institutionsto evaluataAibrary budget requests

other. Please expla n.-

t

5. ,Does the state agency collect and/or publish,annual statistics on
libraries in-the system? Yes No '4?

If yes, Please answer the following:

a. Aie library statistics published annpally: Yes No

b. Does the agency,,collect HEGIS forms and forward them? Yea
.

c...Does the agency keep the HEGIS statistical forms on file?'
Yes No

)
d. Does the agency analyze'or'use the.statistics gathered

REGIS form for-the evaltiation of-libraries? Yes

If yei, please explain. 103

No

from the/
NO
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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:

4,
4

III. Library Funding

1. Please describe briefly 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 t4 he extent of-autonomy of institutions in deciding library budgets.
(Use'seParate sheet or enclose printed procedures or formulas.)

2. Are funds)provided for system-wide library projectd and/or planning?
Yes No

If yes, please epee hich projects and the' amounts provided to each.

3. If general institutional' budgeting formulas are used. have they been fully'
or pdrtially funded? If partially funded; e-specify the percentage-
funded each year. for the as three years 1973-74'
1974-75 ; 1975-76

,.,

4. If library budgeting formulas are used have they been fully or partially
funded? If partially funded, please specify the,pdAentage funded each
year for the past three years:; 1973-74
1974-75 .;

4
,1975-76

5. Please'cheCk one of the following:

Total dppropriations forthigher education in this state during 1976;77-
increased over the previous year, and the rate of crease was greater.

Total'appropriAtiona for higher education in ttils state increased
during 1976-77mbut the rate of indtpaae declined.

Total ap ropriations' for higher education in thid state decreased
during 196-77.

-Z. Please.check one of the following:

Total appropriations for libraries of senior public institutions irQ
thit state during 1976-77 increased over the ptevious year, and rat
of increase was greater. .' 1 6

.. ,

Total appropridtions-fgr libraries of-senior public institutions in
this state during 1976-77 increased over the previoud 'year, but the-

,rate of increase declined.

. .

Totat appropriations for libraries ofsenior puklic institutions im.
the state decreased during 19764-7.
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IV. Advisory Commit of Librarians

1. Does the agency of higher education consult with librarians on library
funding and other library matters? Yes 'No

If yes, how it this accomplished? 4

,

2. Does an Adliiso y Committee of Librarians meet with the Staff of the Board
or-Commission o library matters? Yes No

If no, go on to quest), n 3. If please answerthe following:

Briefly describelci-re-functions and organization of this committee.

b. What problems matters does the committee of librarians advis

3. .Does an unofficial or volunteer committee or council of librarians of the
system meet? Yes No: Don'&t know

g

If so, does the staff of the Board or Comm s4on ask Ior,advice o library
matters ot meet with them L) discuss libra felated matters?
Yes , No

v. Cooperative Library Programs V

1. Has the Board itself provided funds or initiatives in developing
co-operative library PrograiT or networks for the sharing of tesourtes
and/or 000perative.acquisitions? Yes . No

\II yes, please explain:

2. Of thefollowing cooperative projects,which. have been developed among
the ]4.braries in the system?

e

a. D'irect'borrowing among libraries (check appropriate user
categories for which direct borrowing is applicable):

faculty members

graduate`: students

undergraduate students:

If the libraries have signed a direct borrowing 'agreement
please send a copy orprinted material a out it if available.

b.' A ;ystem=wide interlibrary loan servio If so,41ease give
name and headquarters of service.

441

, e
Are interlibrary loans made to. undergraduate students in. the
system on .a regular bests.. Yes No . Don't know. 105
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c. Union list Of'serials"

d. Union catalog of book hOldinr

e. A computerized network for shared cataloging

f. Networks fox sharing resources Involving telecommunil6ations,
such as TWX, courier service, etc.

g. rher. Please explain..

3. I1'there a'joint depository for little used materials for:libraries in
the, system? Yes- No

If yes, please give location and address

If no, is such a facility being planned for-the future? Yes

ge.

If yes,, what stage of --develo
1

VI. . Personnel Policies

nt is it, in at the present time?

0

1., Is'there a unifditwpolidy on the status of librarians for the system?".
Yes No

2. If answer to above is no, does each institution determine personnel
policies for libraria s? Yes No

3. If answe
"ftem):

to question No. 1 is yes', do librarians have- (check appropriate

Full faculty status with faculty rank and title'

,.Faculty status with library'ranks and titles.

Academic statusyith the, same perquisitesc#5:faculty but no ranks
.or titles

Other. Please explain.

Name an title of ind,i1;idUaliiifilling out questionnaire\1

/

Please return questionnaire to: I. T. Littleton, D. H. Hill Library
North Carolina State Univeriityf P.0 BoX 5007
Raleigh-illorth Card.lina 27607
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