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INTRODUCTION

- Problem Statement

Planning security measures to prevent loss of library materials
can only be infotmed'if the extent of such loss is known. The extent
of IOSSfﬂge to theft of books and bound journals from the Main Stack
of the Da% Library is not known. The last complete inventory took
place during the 1940'5, and even the results of that'inventory are
no longer available. \

Prior to this projecty there have been three sources of infer-
mation on book loss in the main stacks: a Service Survey conducted

- by the (then) Loan Department in 1969, a small trial stack inven-
tory conducted in 1972, and the ongoing work of the Acquisition.
Department in replacing lost books. |

The results of the 1972 1nventory, carrled out informally to

develop cost estimates for a full inventory, were never reported

1

in detail. The 1969 survey took every request for loan Stack

material over one academic duarter and determined why each unfilled
request was nutufilled; the results appear in tabular form in
Appendix A. These.results parallel those of this project to

some extent. Hoeever, the 1969 Service Survey was a eomprehensite
study of itemS‘demandedé this project considers a random sample"

- r
of all theoretically available items.

1

1. The unreported loss rate ranged from 1.5% to 3.3% in the areas studied.
These percentages are not directly comparable to those in the current project.
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The Acquisition Department searches materials reported
missing from the Main Stacks; such reports come only after a
series of four thorough searches. Aftcer thc.final search,
selectors may choose to replace or withdraw the missing items.
The following table §hows recent results of this process, given
an estimate of $20.00 per lost item (which does not include the

cost of processing):

A Oct-Jan  Jul-Jun Jul-Jun
o 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76
Number of replacements ordered 928 1,369 1,343
Number of copies withdrawn 355 391 499\\~w\
Total of missing items 1,283 1,760 1,842 i
Estimated loss 325,660 $35,200 $36,840

>

Opinions, in and out of the Circulation Department, vary‘
greatly as to the amount of loss due to theft.2 -This project
attempts to estimate tgat loss, Ind provides a methodology for
‘making a meaningful estimate of loss rate. A search of current
literature did not provide =a sound methodology for measuring
loss rate; thus this project provides a small breakthrough in

estimating rate of book losse$,

-

2. Here and throughout this report, losses not otherwise exp1a1nab1e are
assumed to rcpresent theft.




Background

-

-
The Librarian's Office requested a proposal in late Spring

1976 for measurement of theft rate from the Main Stacks. This
proposal, prepared by the_cxéculution Department and Library
Systems Office, was accepted?‘ Lack of time and mo?ey prevented
completion of the full project as proposed.

Data was gathered in June 1976, continuing into the summer.
Results were coded and converted to machine-rcadable form, and
analysis continued into fall and winter 1976. P

The project included a full ;olume count of Main Stack hold-
ings, a full inventory of portions of "D" class (History), and
three sample inventories of the Main collection. Methods used
are describgd in the next section. Variations from ;;e project

proposal are those of scale and resulted from lack of time and

money.

3. The proposal is included as Appendix B.




Setting

The Main Library collectiqn is divided between a nine-tier
stack ("Main Stacks'") on the Berkeley campus and a remote storage
facility ("ICLF(N)", or Inter-Campus Library Facility (North)) in
Richmond, Cnliforhin. Faculty, graduate students, and some Univ-
ersity staff and undergraduates have access to the stack; all
other patrons.rbquost materials, which are paged for them.

Most books are charged at the stack exit (between 66% and
80% of all circulation). While briefcasés, large bags, and
packs are checked at this point, there is no electronic secur-
ity system to detect conceanled books. All other exits from-
the main stacks either have fire alarms or require passing tﬂrough

staff work areas.




METHODOLOGY

Volume Count

The purpose of the volume count Q&s;to learn the stsc of the
collection, expresscd in physical volumes. While Hizc tables are
maintained for the collection, the most recent physical count of
the Loan Department collection too§1p1ace in 1972, Differences in
definitions and problems in data céllection raise doubts as to the
long-term accuracy of the volume count without redoing the actual,
physical, count.

The proposal calls for two full counts, one in May-June 1976 °
and another a year later. The second count is not part of this
project but would provide data on loss during fiscal 1976/77.

The method used to determine the actual volumes in each LC
classification (A,B,C, etc.) was similar to that used in 1970 and
1972: e

1. Physical volumes in the class were counted: on the normal
shelves, book return and stack shift shelves, hold and
recall shelves, and bindery shelf;

2. Immediately after this count, charge cards for the class
were machine-counted;

3. The Loan Department ICLF(N) shelflist was counted for the
class.

The data from the ICLF(N) count, the stack count, and the tally of
items from the machine count of-the charge cards were then added
together. Charge cards were counted immediately after completing
the physical counting, to minimize the possibility of duplicate
counting. However, the file count does include branch holdings .
of Circulation Department books.

The results of these counts are given in the next chapter.

Thispar; of the project will only help in assessing loss
rate if fhe second count, in Méy-June,1977, is done. The count
should be accurate within 3%, assuming normal clerical error.




D Inventory
Since there w&i’not time or money to inventory the full b
classification, the first three subelasses (D, DA, and DB) were
inventoried, with the heavily-used subclass DT added: losses in
subclass DT were expected to be Iarge.
The inventory began with a comparison of the shelf list
with materials on shelf or in the circulation file. The step-
’
by-step process for ecach title follows:
1. Check the shelving location. 1If al} volumes are prcscﬁt,
proceed to the next title. If not, writ€ the call number
on a 3x5 slip, -
© 2. Check the slips against the following locations, discarding
slips as items are found:
a. The circulation and ICLF(N) files;

b. The hold and return shelves;
c. Recheck the shelving location.

. .
3. Recheck the remaining slips in the shelf list. Fill out
search forms for remaining slips, and regord the items
as missing. i
'This process was followed for monographs and serials. Dead
serials, those showing complete holdings and lacking the statements
below, were treated as multi-volume monographs. Otherwise, serials
were identified for this inventory by thé presence of one or more

o(/¥hese statemehts on the shelf list card'

For 1ssues not recorded here inquire at Periodical Desk
[or Documents Department]

Information about holdings available at Periodical Desk -
For volumes in Library see Author Catalog
Holdings for these serials were determined from Serials Depart-

ment rotary files, dead files, and microfiche, Documents Department

-6- ’ B
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Arehk and rotary rxi«-.—., and the Catalop Department's Central
Sertnl Record (CSR)Y. 1t wan a0t alwayes ponaible to determine the

ng cards do not <how how mat -

e

number of bounhd volume:s, as enter
erial wa: bound.

Thi:s method of comparing shelf list records with actual
holding:s facilitate: reporting of twd Ly 7 problemn.

1) volumes arc l:«<ted in the shel? lint but .. sing from therr
lace im the collect:ion, and not accounted for in the caircu-
p - .
lation tilex:

2) volumes arc present on the shelf but not listed in the shelf
list as being part of the coliection.

The first problem could result from six cautes:

1) vo}umcs are rmisshelved in the stachs:

2) volumes, are misshelved in a branch Zi!}ary;

1) shclf/?ist cgrds are misfiled;

4) shelf list cards contain incorrect call numbers;
5) shelf list records have not been updated to reflect transfers,

N

4
6) volumes have been stolen.
The sccond problem could result from three causes:

1) the volume is mislabelled:
2) the shelf list cards are misfiled;

3) the volume docs not belong in the Loan Stacks.

As problems were uncovered in the inventory they were dealt
witk and, in some cases, countéd; the results are tabulatecd, The
inventory and first search was compieted and tabulated by October
1976, a second search of missing volumés was completed by Febfuary

1977. Results are shown in the next chapter.

4. Again: "stolen" is used to cover any unexplainable loss or absence.

s



Sample Inventories: A. Drawing the Samples

Three {nventortes weore made o NJoan Utack raterialn, baned
on random samples of the =helf lizt and f capds fot yrt filed
into the shelf lint or romoved frym the rhelf lint for procensing
materials tnto storage.
The first sarple warn taoken from data <collected by the In:snti-

tute of Library Renerach for a ntudy reported by Charlen §. lourne,

report mgumber ILR T5-006, Plannin: Data for the Converszior of UCUCH-2
Catalog Card Records into Machine Readalle Form (UCUCE-2 Conversion Flanning),

January 197¢.

UCUCS-T conzists of cards for all cataloging on the nine UC campuses
from 19¢¢ te 1972, These cards were sent to the Univer=ity-wide Library
Automation Froject. LR drew a stratified random sample of those
cards, and jphotocopied the selected 3x5 cards on 8 1/ x 11" sheets,
three cards to a sheet, with coding forms alongside.

For this xtudy, copies of the ILR sheets were obtained. The card
images for Rerkeley records without branch shelving locations -

520 out of the 1133 Berkeley records - were cut from the sheets

and attached to the search form used for sll three inventories. The
actual inventory and secarch was performed identically to the other
two.

The other two inventories used stratified random samples from
the Loan Stack shelf list (and other cards as noted above).

To Sgtaih a stratified random sample, 1t is first necessary to decide
on a desired confidence level and interval 5 and determine the size of
the universc from which the sample will be drawn.

The size of the universe - the cards in the shelf list - was deter-
mined by coempressing and rmeasuring cards, taking 100 cards per inch
as 3 standard. [Measurements werc done in centimeters and converted.]
Cuide cards were counted and subtracted fugm the total:

-

total cm x 100

2.54 cm/inch - number of guide cards = number of cards
/ 23.233.5cm x 100 13,447 : = number of cards

1,050,138 - 13,447 1,036,691 cards

A confidence level of 95% with an intetval of *1% was desired:
this requires a sample of 220C items. Dividing the total number
of cards (including guide cards) by 2200 gives 477; thus, every
s 477th card should be drawn. This number was converted to a length
> in centimeters for ease¢ in actual selection.

S. Binomial distribution is assumed: an item is lost, or it is not.

. \?. The Gatalog Maintenance Unit, which mecasures in centimetcrs, made a
[]{U:~-ajor shift of the cards in the shelf list based on data collected for ’
- » this study.

-89 ~ ) J[
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Total number of cards [including guide cards]» _ every Nth card N
Sample size.needed _ _ ~ to be drawn A
. . .7 1,050,138 L

. i =200 .= 477 P

N, as in every Nth card to be- drawn

Cards per centimeter distance between samples

477 _ s
| 3 = 2bem
Since it proved to be faster to use a pre-cut measuring instrument
than £0 measure using a standard ruler,zl/4" x 1/4" wooden rods were
cut”to a length sllghtly less than 12.6 c¢m [to assure.a sufficiently
large sample].

A random point was selected in the first drawer of each of the 16
cabinets housing the Loan Stack shelf 1list; a card was drawn every
12.6 cm fraom that position. This process was done twice to obtain °
the two samples. ' :

While each shelf list card may not represent a 51ngle title, the
method used .will be successful even if such a false assumption is
made. When a card was drawn representing more than one volume, all
-volumes represented were inventoried; when a drawn card was part of
a set, all cards-in the set'were considered as a single card.

Search forms were mdde by. photocopylng the pulled cards on a machine
"~ with the master searching form in position. An example of this fbrm
is shown on page 10. '

Two methods were'used. When. Lhe 11brary was closed to the public,

- a photoconlerauas moved to the area of the shelf list. Rods were
removed from each drawer. The card at every 12.6cm interval was set i
on its side, removed, and copied. The verso was examined and photo- d

copied if necessary; if the card was part of a set, all cards in the

set were copied, and the copies were stapled together. Cards and

rods were then replaced, and the drawers returned to the cabinets.

Two people removed the drawers, pulled the rods, measured, 'and raised
the cards. A third person pulled-the cards, leaving markers, and photo-
copied them, then returned the cards to the drawers. After a drawer
was completed, the first two people returned it to the cabinet.

When the library was open, .a similar method was used, except that
cards were removed and replaced by yellow markers. Cards were then
taken to a photocopier in another part of the building, photocopied,
and refiled under supervision. 'This method should be avoided -if poss-
ible: it takes about three times as much labor. Multi-sard sets. also
pose more of a problem when working away from the shelf list. If poss-
ible, a copy machine should be moved to the.shelf 1ist dur1ng the t1me
required to copy the sample. .

Cards not yet filed into the shelf list, and cards removed to procecs j
\materlals into storage, were also sampled by the second method above.

-—9—
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s le Inventories: B. Taking the Inventory \
SRR o & oy \

Search forms were analyzed to de®ermine the infOrmation for

. sections A, B, _C énd D (see page 10)"‘The numPer of physical vol-

©umes was determined from- the shelf list card for monographs and

add1t19nal copies were included. Serial holdlngé/were checked in

the CSR and rotary files. Engliéﬁ / non-English was checked. Box

'b;was.filléd in during the inventory using the following method:

tier,

LS

The correct shelf location for each call number was 1dent1f1ed The
number of misshelved volumes within half a shelf on either side of

that location was determined and neted; out-of-sequence volume or L
' copy“numbers were not counted as misshelving. This process .of checking °

the accuracy on either side of the proper location was also followed for -
items- known to be in ICLF(N), working from the locations the items
would be in if they had not been stored.

-Search forms were sorted by call nuihber, arrahged by shelving

and grouped into packets of 15-25 t1tles. Packets were taken

A

through the' entire search process as units, in the order noted on

: .
and ‘the misshelving count for each title, as the search was per-

formed Only the mlsshelv1ng count was done for 1tems kndwn (by

a stamped number on the shelf list card) to be 1n ICLF(N)

-

. Missing volumes wére searched a second_tlme, sevexﬂ months

.
p—

later, a third search was done. Once searching was complete, the

data

were .coded for further analysis.

.
. . . ’ :
1 3 N !
/

. ; . ! -
’ / ?

. H ..
“ . .

s T
.<J‘\

\‘"

the form. Searchérs noted the location of each volumé or copy, " —



‘Samole Inventories: C. Thevgollection Model ' }

L4
v

A model of the collection was developed to determine the
extent of book loss due to toeftp' This model is based on one
created in 1973 tor use in a university library setting and used
in 1975 for the’Moffitt theft study'/,The model assumes that the

total number of volumes 1n the Loan Stack collectlon is, 1s a

:

; function‘of-those volumes 1dent1f1ed by their relative locations

at a'point in time:

1s = £(B, ¥, ¢, I, 5, R, L) where D

- kA L v N

. B = number offvolumes on shelves in co;fect locations © -,
v B . 7 ;

M- = number of volumes misshelved ‘f

-

.. < number of volumes .checked out to patrons or known to be missing
¢ .. (as represented by dummy charge cards). Files covered for this
A element are charge, routlng, daily activity, and old faculty.

M S number of volumes in use W1th1n£ETe library and 1 not checked out -

. S = number of volumes stolen

-

R = number of volumes in‘storage at Richmond [ICLF(N) ]

-

i A

numbet of volumes in sorting areas, hold aod bindery shelves’
_The‘functioo is a linear expression:
1s = B +'M+ C+I+S+R+1
The secogd aod;third Searches serve to minimize element I, and
it Was treated as effectively equal to zero. The usefulness of
»additlonal searches has been reported by -Niland & Karth (CRL,Mr 15 '76).
The St;\istical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was used
running on .a CDC 6400 computer The code book in appendix C_is a

complete record of. the format and variable deflnitions used. The

three sample inventorles are coded as subfiles in the SPSS systen

. VoL e B _ .
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file.éreated_for the analysis. The file is written on a seven track

. tape.- For an’understanding o¥f the‘SPSS‘systgm; the reader is direc-

v

ted to'two manuals7.

W

bl

7. Klecka, William R. et. al., SPSS Primer. New York McGraw-Hlll 1975.
Nie, Norman H. et, al., Statistical Package for the Soc:Lal Sciences, an
edltlon, New York: McGraw-Hill, 1975

-

O ‘ s . - : .‘ .. ) . _13_
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Project Management 4 o _ Loim

S !

The prdjeét was,managed by Kenneth Legg and Neal Kaske: with

>

"xenneth Legg being resggnsible’for_?he'"D" inventory and stack

count, Neal Kaske be%ng responiiB}élfor the sample inventories,

data analysis, and pioject report. -

»

Ad%ance Planning was limited by time problims. Funds for

personnel were to be expended1by the end of Ju 1976 (the end

of. the fiscal yeaf), 95% .0of the labor costs were incurred by the
end of -June. The other 5% was funded from Systems and Circula-

tion Department GA funds: "A project calendar is provided on the

next.page.

The project managers had no model to foliow for this}stndy,
and had not done‘.'project Qf this size and complexity; inevitably,
there were unforeseen’delays.._Significant celays were caused by

the lack of full serials holding records the prohlem of identi-.

fying materials without shelf list cards and first—time-use of

-

’

the SPSS computer system. ' - : \.

Most personnel used in the progect were part time student

employees working for Main Library departments or branches A

few people hired directly for the project worked on the stack

count; The. crew was motivated by the nature of the proaect and
'concerned;about the prpblem. ’;SAe of the students were finishing

MLS~degrees and were ‘interested in research. New people/ﬁe\e not

hired and trained for the project due.to l)lack of time, 2)ava11ﬁ
- ability bf trained 7ersonne1 wishing extra work, and 3) the depth'

,of bibliooraphic knowle%ge of available student employees.

Q . T '.’_ v \ . _14_ .
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The "D'" Inventory

This portion of the study was initially led by a Library
Assistant, but was completed by a Student Library Employee

(SLE), who drafted a report giving the exact methodology.

The Stack Count -
; .
- \\/ -
Five Student Library Employees counted volumes in the
stacks; one SLE worked on the ICLFP(N) file. The six SLE's

were superﬁised by a LibYtary Assistant from Circulation

r

Department.

The Samplé ;ﬁventories

More than twenty people took part in this-portion of the
study. .Three crews pulled, photoéopied, checked the search
forms, ;nd refiled the shelf ljst cards. Another crew éearched
materials in the stacﬁs, and a final crew searched the circu-
llation’files. These crews were supervised by Laura Spurrier,

a'Library Assistant in the Graduate Social Science Library

- —

/

-

"
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Costs

- A
Costs are estimated below. Some of the project personnel

were not paid with money allocated for the study, ‘as the indiv--
iduals were-already working full time for the Library changing
them to the project payroll would have only added to the work-

load of the Library Business Office.

-
a*

Computer costs would probably be lower for a second, e}ﬁilar,

project, since there is’ now a base of knowledge on efficient use

of the S S system. e : \ :
Management casté,and_ovefhead are not. included in these

‘figures.

Personmel - . i;' , Hours
D Inventory $1,390.90 430
Stack Count ° = ° 826.07 255
‘Sample Inventories 2,781.80° _860

' Subtotal .. $4,998.77 1545
AN

H

'Computer costsA‘

4\

KeypunChings'.‘. $225.50 \
Computer time ~  $400.00 -
Subtotal ' $625.50 . 2
Estimated Total $5,624.27
-17-




RESULTS

Volume Count : o ;

All volumes in the Loan Stack or charged out were counted‘
: during May—June 1976} the ICLF(N) shelf liet fof Loan Stack items ¢ \\
stored was read This count shows that 1,759,447 volumes were
held by Circulation Department as of June 1976. The breakdown
by LC classification and other major classificatiqns of fhe Loan
Stack collection 1s shown on the follewing'page.
This volume count is.pnly useful for assessing theft rate
if_a second velume count is made during May-June 1977. It is >
-interesqing, however, to compare this count with the official
Size Tables, which repbet the Loan Stack eoliection at 1,963,945
volumes on June 30, 1976. fhis,is 204,498 volumes or 10.4% more
than tbegngmber shown in the count.§
The difference between the two figﬁfes may be the result.of
any or all of these factors:
a) cierical‘error in preparing either figure or both;
b) changes in method ef counting and recording data;
c) theft and other unrecorded loss of material. .
There are some volumes left out of the volume count: )
"items removed. for technical proceésing.'for photocopy, in carrels,
and on tablesr-The total of these three is thought to be very low,
perhaps a thouéana While volumes may have been miscounted, the

clerical error should not be more than 3%.

\ 8. The 1972 study, Current Holdings in the Loan Department, second
edition, 1972, Berkeley: General Library, University of California
(limited d1str1but1on) also showed a volume count significantly
lower than the official Size Tables. That total was 1,550,548;

o - naturally, the collection has_grown in four years.
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Volume Count

LC Class Volumes Counted . . - % ot LC % of Total
Collection Loan Stack Collection
A 131,846 , 9.62% 7.49%
B 102,711 . 7.49 5.84
C 14,016 - 1.02 .80 _
D 243,048 - “17.79 13.87 -
E 25,645 1.87 - 1.46 .
F 48,741 - : 3.56 {/, 2.7
G 30,192 - _ 2.20 : ‘1.72
B 163,867 11.96 1 9.31
J 42,089 | 3.07 - 2.39
K 4,199 .31 - .24
L 37,270 - 2.72 2.12
N 75,844 - .~ 5.53 4.31
) o 255,636 18.65 14.53 f
Q Y 70,79 5.16 4.02
R | 71 - .01 . o1 - |
S 25,548 1.86 1.45 ¢
T 65,172 : 4.75 . 3.70
| U 12,395 .90 .70
v 6,138 ' | .45 .35
- Z 14,830 1.08 : .84
Total LC 1,370,948 _ 100.00% <*‘T
Other Classes N ,
308t 26,741 | 1.52% .
600 6,216 | : .35
700 42,393 : : 2.41
800 51,900 2.95
900 90,254 : 5.13
~ cp? 81,079 . < 4.61
Block Store 89,916 ' , 5.11
Total - 1,759,447 ' 100.00%

9. Includes X-480's and all TCP designation except those block-stored
in ICLF(N) - - |

ton
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Data obtained in the shelflist measurements also support the

&

Iower figure. The method used;;here-is less accurate than an actual

count of volumes. The results, converted to volures:

(;’g3gzggi/:§'€i:)x é..B volum‘es/title> = ;L,-GQC,-103 volures
‘The D inventory showed 453 monograph titles in the stacks
wiihout shelf list cards, or 0.87%; extra volumes of serials would

also pot ad& cards to the shelf list. Taking this percentage
over the entire collection,

1,696,403 vol. x .0087 = 14,759 adéitional volumes,
giv;ng a totaé!pf 1,711f262 volumes: only 2.74% different from
the 1,759,447Ll ‘umés of the stack count.

This report éaanot explain the difference between the Size
Tables and actual volume counts. Additional research should be

conducted t3 resolve the difference and obtain a true count for

the collection. !

.t s
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D .Inventory

_Slnce the colléction size for the four D supolasses'(D, DA,
.DB, DT) mas not known and time did not allow a full reading of
the'shelf list, the compressed cards" method used for the Sample
Inventories was also used to estimate the D subclass holdings. Qpis
information is.necessary to assess rate of loss.

Een random samples of 100 cards each were taken in each of
the ﬁoég subclasses and«pqynted t%'determine the card to title
ratio: this was found to ‘be 1.11 cards per title. The sample
inventorles produdé&”éoiggeito title ratios of 1.28 to 1 for mono-
graphs and 11.37139}1 for serials. These figures alloweu~ca1cu—
lation of estimatea size for the LC subclasses, as shown in Figure
1, which also shows approximate losses from ¥ach seotion.

Serials as defined for this stuuy were counted dlrectly.

Mo graphs were not counted d1rectly, but the1r number can be
estimat d by subtractlng serial holdings from the subclass totals.
k‘. F{gure 1 shows the results of the initial ‘search process
completed in October 1976 "Figure 2 comblnes the missing figures
—~+ for the initial 'search with the results of tke second search,
completed in February 1977, to arrive at overall loss rates. Note
that the overall loss rate was IOWered by 0.86% as ' a result of the

——

second search. The overall loss rate was 1.56%, with a range flrom
. . o

1.06% for the DA's to 2.38% far the DT's.

T
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J
A 3 o D E F ¢
Mnographs .Esti.mate&- Estinated Counted ~ Estinated Estimated Physical Estimated
‘ total nusber ~total titles Serial Titles nusber of  number of  number of  percentage
“of cards (L11) = _ Monograph . Monograph Volumes nissing
v cards/titles, titles Volunes; nissing G=E-F
BaA- L1l D=B=-C .1.28 = Volunes :
A * to titles
E « D(1.28)
. A i «’
. r' . ‘ ™
D 22,82 20,5% 436 20,160 25,805 549 2.13
\ o “ o | : \
‘DA 13,909 v Y 12,39 15,871 27 LI
: “ '
" 5,01 4,515 TVRRR Y 5,54 13 3,12 g’
¢ '
P 10,36 0,391 W 9,016 11,540 b I
Total 52, 46,999 1,093 45,906 58,760 1,422 2.8
i 4
- 4
2{. Estimated M{mograph Losses and Collection Size
'\'] ' .
\ ,
, e 1 <
| %
, Q
D
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| \
Estimated - Monograpls .  Percentage

‘Monographs Nonographs Percentage
' number of ‘missing after nissing after  nissing after missing after
monographs initial search  Inigial search second search second search
volumes ° (October 1976)  (Oober 1976)  (February 1977)  (February 1977)
D 25,805 59 2,13 L L6
DA 158 26 174 169 1,06
Y
{ - ' ' L . , 3
A DB 5,344 73 312 94 1.70
) 11,540 424 Y, 205 238 N
, N . ’ . :
Total 38,760 . Lt 2.2 o9l 1,56
\ | | e
Y .
T ‘ILevel of Monograph Losses after First and Second Searchs
o C K Figure 2
0 ' )
. g{ |

>
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\\\ _°'These figures cover volumes in.the shelf list but not locatable.

¥ !

Volumes found on the shelf without shelf list records are considered

below. \ ‘ '

. -
Misfiled shelf list cards, refiled during the inventory, accoun-
. ted for 135 of the pfoblem volumes, or 0.25% of thew;:ventory. This

left 435 titles, |0.9€%0f the total studied. 268 of Yhese were found

in the Official shelf 1ist (Figure 3). . y
Subclass: D DA DB DT ' Total
Numbe'r : 99 53 29 . 87 268

Figure 3: Monograph t;tleé with Official shelf list cards but
without Loan Stack shelf list cards

This left 185 titles with no shelf list representation:

) Subclass: D DA DB DT Total
- Number: 95 51 7 - 32 185

Figure 4: Monograph titles with no.shelf list represeﬁ;ation
.These were studied in ‘detail: the titles were checked in the

Main Author/Titlé cafalog,‘and the call ‘mimber on card, book, and

inside the book were compared. ‘This producé§ the following results:
. ‘ . .a
Subgclass: D DA DB ;\ DT * Total '
. Number: 37 9 4 7 'S7 : .
Figure 5: Titles with incorrect call numbers insidggand'on the spine’

Number : 25 8 1 11 45
Figure 6: Titles with incorrect call numbsrs on the spine only

Number: - 3 2 - 3 - 8
‘Figure 7: Titles not listed in the Main Author/Title Catalog

_ Number: 1 - 1 - ' 2

.Figure 8: Titles with temporary cards in the Author/Title Catalog,
- without current ¢all numbers :

Nimber: 11 - - : 2
Fiéure 9: Titles recorded'only in the Main Author/Title Catalog,
: with matching call numbers.

.\‘1 ‘ °24".
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Subclass: D . DA DB DT Total

Number: 8 7 - 3 18

Figure 10: Volumes which were missing from the shelf: when add1t1ona1
checking was attempted ‘ -

Additionally, 53 volumes had difficulties resolved during

the checking process; complete data are not available for this

group. Approximately 32 of these titles were withdrawn from the

collection; 8 belonged to other ‘departments.

Overall percentages for titlés lacking shelf list cards
are shown iﬁ Figure 11. Figure 12 shows estimated figures tér
. ‘ ’ ‘ ) L,
incorrectly labelled volumes, but this is only estimated. (The

overall estimate for mislabelling translates to 22 misiigﬁjﬁgd

volumes out'of every 10,000 volumes ih the collection).

1
W

Subclass Monograph titles

Estimated-total Monograph titles
titles with 0ff1c1al w/o without Official
(monographs) Loan Stack qhelf list or Loan Stack shelf
— . v cards- list cards
- . . ¥ % s L
D . 20,596 - .99 . 0.48% ) 95" o,zég
DA 12,531 . 53 0.42% 51 " 0.41%
DB - 4,515 29 ‘0.62% - 7 0.16%
DT 9,357. ‘ 87 0.93% ) 32 0.34%
" Total 46,999 - 268 0.57% 185 0.39%

. Figure 11: Titles lacking shelf list cards

Mislabelled monograph titles

Subclasds EQtiﬁated total R
D 20,596 62 © 0.30%
DA 12,531 17" 0.14%
DB . 4,515 -5 0.11%
DT, 9,357 18 0.19%
Total 46,999 102 - 0.22%

Pigure 12: Mislabelled mopographs

2 _25_30'
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As noted earlier, it was not possible to detorminc the number
of bouidd volumes prOperly.contained in the collection for all ser-
ials. At the end of the initial search, there were some titles fgr
which the records showed more bound volumes than could be located;
theée titles were reported as having missing Qolumes, A number o(
titles also showed volumes present on the shelves which were -not
recorded as‘bound. The‘figures (\3 and 14) show titles, not volumes,
because records available do not a&ways report the number 6f'physica1
volumes.

Figure 13: Titles for which volumes are recorded as bound but found missing
' at the end of cach search

Subclass Number of serial titles Number of titles involved
/? - * Initial seadch .Second search
4
D 436, 69 15.82% 52 11.93%
DA 132 27 20.45% 21 15.91%
DB X ‘184 16 8.64% 10 ~  5.43%
DT : 341 R - 36 10.56% 32 9.34%
Totak”" 1,093 . 148 13.54% 115 10:52%

AY — . .
v ~ ) . '

'Figure 14: Titles with volumes not recorded as bound but present on the shelves

Subclass Number of' serial titles Number of titles involveé R ,

D | 436 | , 54 12.38%

DA | C132 = ' 30. 22.73% bt

DB . . 188 23 12.50% o
oT . 341 - 57 & 16.72% , N _
Total 1,093 : 164  15.00% ;

L4

These, figures show that over 10% of the serial titles studied
have volumes missing or improperly recorded, and fifteen percent

have incorreét holdings records.

¥
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These results do not indicate the percentage of volumes’
missing from the sqrial collection; given the available infor-.
mation, it was not ;ossible to develop such figures. The fesults
do point to a problem oi\misleading and incorrect holdings state-
ments; this is a sizable’problem, deserving furthef study.

In the course of testing a general-purpose selection program,
Systems Officg was able to provide a count of the four subclasses,
‘as répresenteg in the Serials Data Base. Not surprisingly, the
results showed a much greater numggr of serials in. each subclass
than did the inventory. Aé noted on Page 6, the inventory took
a rather restricted view-of ”éer;als" - and, éonversely, many

-

multi—volume monographs are included‘infthe Serials Data Base.

A

Figure 15 shows the number of serialstitles as defined in\the-

invertory and as counted in. the Seriq}s\Data Base.

Number of titles as defined by the:

Subclass Inventory ' Serials Data Base
D . ' ‘436 ) 1,285
DA 132 : 425
DB 185 269
DT T 341 ) 711
Total ' 1,093 4,371

[ )
L g

Figure 15: Serial titles as defined and as counte@_




Sample Inventories

Data collected from these inventories wsre analyzed using
the §tatistica1 Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). For
each'title in the samples, a set of variables was collected}'as
listed in the matrix shown in figure 16. The matrix shows the
basic.two-dimedsional analyses pérrormed using these variables.
Each variable is mnemonically coded on the matrix; full defini- -
‘tions will be found in Appendix C, the LOAP cCode Book tO the
SPSS file. Additionﬁa analyses, which cannot be easily depicted
on the matrix, are explained later. |
The analyses were performed to determine patterns, it asy,
in the items missing. Information produced may be useful to
other areas of library operations, for 1nsfance storage decisibns.
The level of missing books for the three samples ranges from
an estimated 2.07% to 4.33%. Sample sizes in titles and- volumes with
confidence levels and 1nterva1s used are shown in figure 17. From
this figure it can be seen that, for one hundred trials of each
‘sample, the results would have been between 0;36% and 4.48?‘for
the ILR sample, between 0% and 1.16% for the LOAT1 sample; ang
bet&één 0% and 1.81% for tpe LOA'I‘2 sample 95 tines oﬁt oi a handred.
This assumes binomial distribution. -
Misshelving estimates for the three sampies range from 1.69%
to 1-91%, a variation which is within the confidepce interval.
The ILR sample shows a sharply higher level g{ missing books
/” \V/aﬁ/the ;ther two samples. This sample- consists primarily of

newer titles. It is frequently postulatsd_that most books are

-28-
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stolen in the first few years after gcquisition. t 18 also
sometimes said that theft is more of a problem to;iy than 1t
was 30 years ago. ' ’

A single study cannot really test the first assumption.

For a number of reasons, some mentioned below, the second ass-
umption is not directly testable at g3]1. However, it is
possible to provide some evidence for one or .both assumptions
by .sorting the data by publication date and into missing /
not missing groups. This was dohe oply for monographs; since
dates for serials were not recorded on a volume-by-volume basis,
no such analysis could be performed.
~ Date of publication was recorded for all monographs, as was
date added to the collection when avajlable. This seconw date
- was {requently not available. While accession numbers were
assigned until 1955, accession books were not kept after 1912.
The practice of stamping the year cataloged did not become con-
sistent untiYthe 1950's. Those items bearing both dates show
a strong direct correlation between date of publication and
date of accessmon,°therefore analyses were run based on date
of publication.

These dgE?s were grouped into twenty year blocks. The
results are shown in figures 18, 19, and 23. While missing
bercentageé vary widely, there 1S a dqistinct increase in loss
for the last forty years. Most important is the loss level
-forf1956-1976 After adjusting for misshelving, the estimated
percentage is 2.41% for the ILR sample, 2.11% for LOAT , and
2.20% for LOASI‘2

If it can indeed be -assumed that materials are stolen while
relatively new, then figures 19 and 20 do support the assumption
of an ‘upward trend of theft. ﬁswever the\\‘_oy could not take
into account volumes stolen many Years ago and long since replaced.
The misshelving factor must also be copsidered: if, as 1is also
no}mally assumed, receant books circulste far more actively, they K

. will tend to be misshelved more often. Taking these factors
into account, the upward trend may not be as clear as it appears
from the figures alone.
LN

\(od | -29-
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All cascs,

4ll subfiles

(20 yr. block)
MONOGRAF

—y—

LCCLASS
PUBDATE
YEARSUC
PHYSVOL
ENGLISH
MISSHELF
STACKS
CHARGE
ICLFX
OTHER
HISSING
TIMELAG

REALPLB

LCCLASS .

H

=
e}
0
oI
@]
9}
O

PUBDATE
£20 yr. block)

[« -]

YEARSUC

HF

MONOGRAF

HF

O
O
(@]
O

PHYSVOL

ENGLISH

MISSHELF

HF

STACKS

. |HF

CHARGE -

HF

ICLFN

OTHER

HF

- MISSING

HF

. TIMELAG

HF

REALPUB

L

= frequency

W OO »nom

breakdown

= scattergram

™ crosstabs

HF

= histogram (with condensed format frequency)-

= -

I

-
Matrix of Variables and Analysis

Figure 16

-
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Sample Sample §tze  Saaple Stre Cooftdence  Conftdence. Fatimated

Extimated  Put{mted Range of
{n Titles {n Volumes Lovel (the laterval

Percentage Perrentage Perrqngage Percentag
nymber of ’ Miuning Misghelved  Stolen Stolen

times out of (Cat-F)(6+D)
100 one ex- .

pects to
obtaln the
same results ‘
N i
| | . .
IR 0 - 809 952 + 2062 033 1.9] 2.4 0.36 to 4,
LOAT1 2,] 4,150 951 +0.911 2,071 1.82 0.2 0.00 to 1,
LOAT2 2,256 3,94 951 40,941 1.5 1.69 0.8 0,00 to- .
Eatinated Levels of Missing Materials
Figure 17
1

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

ERIC | | "
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Data Dates | 1592-* | 1606~ | 1796, * 1896- | 916~ |19%- | 195
Groupg N8 s 151 1%5 1955 | 1g9
A, Nugber of | o .
~ Physical 1 A |n 19 | 483
Volumes )
B, Number of / ,
. Physical 1Y Sl 11y
Volumes /’/
Missing //
’ ! ) v L / .
C. CaBia 100 /], .20 196|526 4
/o "
.\ e Y : /, ‘
D. Total /.
D=8 3 voluges ' ' 4
" in the 0.12 0.98 0.5 012 245
sample /// ' ‘
) ' i ‘.//
E. **Cumylative /
. Percentage of 1. A 1
Voluges msé‘}\ng.up- / 100 ' 093 18,33 1529 5.9
to and incliding | /// ‘
 this time period
* Tine periods with'no misging voluméé were 'pﬁitted from this chart, The number of ééﬁpless however; vere ysed
In these calculd@iopg | o - '
] viiyﬁes nissing through that date - all‘volumes'sampled through that date "
/ ‘ - Sample ILR y i
41 ¥ . i. 42
) ’ ‘ , .
E ) Figpre 18 .



Nttt 1L £y L |y | w s | |0 (8 |1 |
Dta  ONJates |10+ 1696 | U9 |06 | 0 |16 | 906 |9k | e | o 1956
|Groups, ol @035 s s oW\ |15 (%5 195 |
A, Number of , ‘ ] ,

Phystcal 2 ) (7 (s s {9 s |7ag

Voluzes o |
B, Suber of | ,

Physieal 1 6 I T T A O S VA

"~ Volumes B J

Mssing
A TEEYR Y I TN R R S 51 ST N 51 RERTR NEPH |
D, Total ; L

DB} volwes | 0.02 0. 0051 005 01| 04 041 | 07|

in the - | S R I I |
Cosample | b )
| B.**Cumulative “ . .
Ak PauMQe& e | R . .

Toases Yssing 4. 500 WS % | ] L | o 8]
,:uﬂmmm | S R R o
|- this tine pericd

* Tne periods vith no missing volunes were

“EMhmmmmemMMMﬁéMmemmummwaMe
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in these calculations

I:IQ\V(Z

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

omitted??rom this chavt, The mumber of sémples; howevér, were‘uée& '

A

Sample LOATi.

Figure
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- Yolunes ‘ . | |
¥issing . \
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' o !
B Total 1 '
D=3 volumes | s RN RO 1, . :
mthe |s 4 001" 0.03| ‘0.0l 013 g0 OB AN 03] 025 | 0.8
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EKC

Aruitea mm.- m:

Sample LOATZ,
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A further analysis was performed, calculating the percentage
‘'0of each sample published‘during the last'twenty years, and the
percentage of missing volumes published during the last twenty
years. The ILR sample is not shown here: since it represents

only items added to the collection 51nce 1968, all loss must

-

have occurred during the last twenty years, and the very high

numbers are thus meaningless as historical ﬁérspective.

»

Percentage published  Percentage missing
1956 1976 published 1956-1976
LOA‘I'1 { - 18. 98% 36.05%
. o - .
LOAT, A . 21.52% Y 32.67%
. ) . o
o o J ‘
These figures also suggest that theft is a greater ?roblem)today"

than in the past. « .
. A ¥

This study camnot show the reasons for an 1ncreased theft rate,
.if such an increase exists.. It is p0551ble/to consider and to some -
extent 'eliminate one reason which has been p051ted for 1ncreased
'theft._ This is the argument that there are more students fewer
books per student thus more theft. This may be a factor in some
institutions. However Berkeley reached its full enrollment capacd’
ity fourteen years'ago. The chart on page 36 shows collection size,
student enrollment; and.volumes perustudent for the last thirty/’
years Given steady enrollment and increased acquisitions there are
clearly more volumes, per student now than in the past (This table
does not relate directly to -the other tables, 51ncp full capagity
was only reached within the most recent 20-year pe&iod).

. R . N

\

.‘“\l . -35-
47




s

YEARS COLLECTION ENROLLMENT " _VOLUME PER STUDENT

1945-6 14142,230 19,496 _ " 58.59
67 1,291,926 29,525 -  43.76
7-8 1,422,547 29,424 . 48.35
89 1,506,004 30,182 . 49.90
. 49-50 1,539,612 30,200 ;50.98
50-1 1,614,404 22,346 48.76
1-2 1,674,078 -~ 18,843 | 62.07
2-3 . . 1,728,761 18,075 . 71.40
34 1,793,460 17,363 - . 76.07
4-5 1,859,715 -~ 18,106 ' 75.15
5-6 1,927,303 . 19,176 - 72.88
6-7 2,002,432 - 20,039 _ 3,00
7-8 2,072,854 - 21,013 73,58
-89 ' 2,156,082 . 21,333 74.74
59-60 2,251,791 21,939 76.09
60-1 2,334,386 23,974 . 73,86
1-2 2,432,205 : 25,946 - ] 71,79
. 2.3 - 2,549,606 27470 ja.65
\\_E) 3-4 2,669,000 . 29,407 69 .50
4=5 2,793,271 ] 30,032 ' 70,70
5-6 " 2,915,203 29,476 ' 75.30
6~7 3,046,498 29,417 - - 78.84
7-8 3,183,043 28,863 88,41
. 8=9 3,319,484 28,132 ) ¢ T 90.36
. 69-70 3,512,981 1 28,088 " 92,38
70-1 3,663,070 28,525 101.30
1-2 3,791,670 27,712 . 104.17
2-3 3,908,535 . 28,483 ' 107.65
3-4 4,038,398 ¢ -29,909 | 107.88 . -
4-5 4,157,112 __ 29,730 | : 147.25
>5-6 -+ 4,274,949 _ i
] -36- o
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~ The Dollar Value of the Lésses:

loss each year would be $48,000.00.

~

b ]

D

If ome maﬁes the assumption ;hat the level of loss due to theft
stays around 2%, what then is the doilar.value of éhis loss éer each
1,060 volumes added to the collection? _With an estimated cost of $30.00
per volume ($15.00 for the volume and 515.00 for processing), a 2% lqss
would cost $600.00 for each 1,000 books added. Assuming Fhese losses all

come during the first year the book was available, that the no losses

occurred after tﬁat time, and that 40,000 volumes were being added

annually, the dollar loss each!year would be $24,000.00 ($600.00 x 40).

‘If thg loss level was at 4% (the level of the ILR sample) the dollar

»

Yl
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L\‘\-A Sample of Eggressed-D:S\pd: i

X _ o
The Cooperat%(: Services Departmentlé;s kept recq;dﬁ'of its work

{
load for the past three years’ Within their records there.are data on
the number of items that they were unable|to locate because the materials

were migssing. These data are presented iff Figure 271.

‘November 1973 -' 1974-1975 1975-1976 July -

June 1974 December 1976
Total . . . =
Requests 7,005 15,377 |, 12,593 17,733
Processed .

¥

Total _ E . o
Declared . 97 : 371 | 221 166 -
Missing ‘ 3 ) )
Percentagé ' _ i v
Missing 1.38 : 2.41 1.75 - 0.94

Cooperative Services Missing Books Data

Figure 21

-

It muit/be ooted that the Cooperative Services Department’'s data
represent materials requested by faculty and steff. The materials are
needeo. 'It can be called a sample of the expressed demaod placed upon
the General Library for oaterialé. The materials may or may not be

housed in the Main Stack collection. ' - , .

-~

The management staff of Cooperative Services estimates that 90% of

- - ~

< the materials they find declared missing are materials that are housed-

in the Main Steck's collection. The staff also estimates that only 607

of their meterials they obtain .come from the Ma Stack collection.

With these two assumptions about #haterials Cooperal\ive Services obtains
(90Z of the declared missing are from Main Stacks and 607 of the materials -

requested are housed in the Main Stacks) applied to the data collected by
Q " -38- '

56

.




4
.
. \
- 1

the Cooperative Services Department are. very similar to the ones for
both che sample ;nventory and the "D 1nvencory: It is recommendegeehac
the percentage be added to the CoOPerifives gervices=Depattment's
"Workload Statistics Reporﬂ'because it geems to be a good estimation of

the losses as they relate to expresSsed demand.. The added infogmation

can be presented at little'or no add;tional costs toithe Library, too.

—

<, . N
. November 1973 - 1974~1975 1975-1976 July -
¥\\ June 1974 December 1976
‘Totalf} ‘ .
Requests 7,005 15,377 12,593 17,733
Processed ' -

— s

60%Z of total ~

Requests 4,203 9,226 7,556 " 10,640
Processed ¢
(.6 x 4) =B
- Total . . o )
Declared 97 371 221 - 166
Missing .
90Z of total _ - , '
Declared 83.3 ' - 33p.9 . 198.9 149.4
(ﬁﬂissing : '
(.9 xC) =pD o o, >
Estimated i '
Percentage . )
Missing 2.08 4 3.62 2.63 1.40
Making};he o - ;
above
asshmption} ,
.(D< B)'=¢C .
[ Estimated Theft Level of Materials Requesced Through Cooperative Services
'Y . Figure 29
-39-.
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'gnd the percentages for the levels of loss are also'loqer.‘ It is expected

S~ - -

T TCollection Profile:

o

E The_sa?ple inventory processtgpllected considerable data that

can provide information on things other than the level of tﬁeft. In

the process of search for each volume, its location was noted. With

o

these data, it is possiple to profile the collection as to the percen-
tage of the collection ]1) in the stacks, 2) \n circulation, 3) in

storage, and 4) missing from the collection. For each of these four

>
l

areas, the dacg are presented below in Figure 23.

£ Y

Sample Pé;zentage in 'Percentage in Percentage Pergentagel
the stacks Circulation in Storage Missing

-
-

84.50 . 5.66 s.41 . 4.43
LOAT " 64.88 ©4.07 28.98 2.07
LOAT, 71.90 . 4.66 . 20.96 . 2.48

I

- Collection Profile
Figure 23

- -

These percentages all seem to reflect the expected real situation. TFor
example, it is expected that newer items would not be in storage. The
value for items in storage in the ILR sample'(this sample is mainly new

materials -- iast ﬁen vears) 1s 5.41%, where the average for the other

two samples is around 25.0%. The level for items in circulation is lower

for the two larger samples because they are not of just current materials

—*

that newer materials are used more and are more likely to be stolen.

Looking now to the other variables noted, the reader is directed to

three figures 24-26. These figures represent additional information

. AN
on the collectidnhoused in the Main Stacks. - The. information presented

~
e

-40- . - ‘- . -
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requires careful study. No conclusions are made using this additional
information because it is out 6f'the scope of this report. The data,
however, arepelieved to be a useful byproduct of this §tddy. It 1is

hoped that the information can be used by collection managers in the

g areas of collection deveiopment¢and storage selection.

nd —

k3 Iy
"t
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study was designed to determine the.level of theft for
gmaterials housed imwthe Loan Stack collection. The study was
divided into three major parts. The first; a volume count, requires
that two counts of the collection be made a year apart; One of the

counts was made within iie project. It is recommended that the

N

" second count be done in ay-June 1977, to brovide iurther infor- i

mation on loss levels.
In doing the second count, a number of changes should be made

in the methodology:' ot

4

1. Data should be recorded in smaller units The units used

-
a

in. Current Holdings Jn the Loan Departmqnt will provide more infor—

-

mation//pd provide a long-term picture .of changeS’in the collection

All units should be asked to return materials removed from.

. ~—

T . -—

thegcollection but not checked out

3. The staff shou1d be asked not to remove volumes;from the
LEoan Stacks without- charging them, during- the period of the count.
s _ TheSe changes should make the collection of data more‘precise.
Only when this recount is done and the results are compared with the

Size Tables can conc&usive Judgements be made regarding this me<hod

.of loss measurement.h L
The second part of the study was an inventory of subclass "DA"

'"DBJ", "D” and "DT” materials On an average 1.56% of the materials
x in this area are missing and apparently stolen. By.subclass; the

‘t

‘“gpercentage missingxafter a second search is:

“ T -




D: i:.4é% DA: 1.06%; DB: 1.70%; DT: 2.38%. .
a . It is recommended that the "D" inventory be completed, and that
a rolling inventory be éarried on as a normal task/within the Circul- V
ation Department. This process can uncover and take care of a wide
variety of bibliographic problems, thus increasing access to the
collection.'
' The third part of the study used sample inventories.' Results
of these inventories show’that losses due ‘to theft could range as
.high as 4 48%, depending on assumptions. While the mare likely
theft rate appears to be much lower, .thd stndy does shom s;rong
Evidence of an increaSing rate of theft N
. - It 1s recommended that materials dded w1thin the last five
'/( -years and fully cataloged bc tudied to determine the level®™ of theft.
Based on this study, 3t is believed losses are greatest in this
area; and that losses may represent ollar value equal to or
. greater than the cost of additional Security for the collection.

The study also gives much additional information on<*the chdl
tion use, and location of the collection This information shoul
ﬁgbe useful for collection development and,storage. It is recomme d‘
that the quality of serials holdings records be studied further to
see how representative these records are of serials actually held

c
r, This stady provides Euch information for management in the

z
areas of security, bibIiographic representation, and collection
development. The data collected in the sample inventories are |

uvailable in machine-readable form for others doing research on

f ‘ .
" the Loan Stack; the code book:is presented in.Appendix C.

N

N e
: \ .
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- APPENDT®ES

Appendix A: Results of Loan Départment Service Survey

Appendix B: Draft Proposal

“Appendix C: LOAT Code Book
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Appendix B

‘A DRAFT PROPOSAL TO MEASURE THE LEVEL
s - OF- THEFT FROM THE MAIN STACKS OF THE DOE LIBRARY:

b
Neal Kaske and Kenneth‘Legg

Problem Statement:

" At this time the level of loss of Library materials (books and journals)
is not known for the Main Stack of the Doe Library. Tpe last complete inven-
tory was believed to have been done sometime during the 1940's. Currently. the
on]y substantiated information known about losses from this collectioe are bro-
vided by the reports produced as-a result of the work done by the Acqu1s1t1on
Department 1n the area of replacements A person in that department does a'

- complete search for materials reported to be missing from the Main Stacks and

then contacts selectors regarding the quest1on of reorder.  This search by

the AcquIS1t1on Department cores after the routine "search" process has been
\
comp]eted by the Circulat1on Department which is made up of four complete

searches -for the book. From the report issued by the person doing this work

the fellowing is learne&: - <
' . \ Oct-Jun Jul-Jun Jul-Mar
- ) | 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76
Number of Replacement’ | ‘ .
copies ordered' . 928 1,39 1,338
Number of Copies Withdrawn’ 355 391 438
Total number of copies 1,283 1,760 1,776 ~
Estimated loss in dollars> $25.660 $35.200 $35,520 O

-

The 0p1nlons of individuals who work within and outside of the C1rcula-

tion Department vary a great deal as to level of losses of materials due to

theft from the icks.” A1l agree that there is a'need for ev1dence as




[

-

to the level of loss so plans regarding the security of materials can take place
on an informed basis. eTherefore; a study to assess the level of 10ss of Lib-

rary materia]t from the main stacks of the Doe Library is called for at this time.

-

Methodoloqy:

To do an inventory (sample or total) of this collection with the precision
required in assessing the level of loss is very difficult because the exact
size of the co]lectton is not known. A study4 was done four>years ago which
assessed the size of the collectian as to the number of physicaf volumes heid
by the Circu]ation Department This study, however, dif not note which volumes
-were missing or, for that matter, if any valumes were missing. These data as

to the size of"the collection (in volumes) could be used with the Catalog Depart-

ment's data on the estimated mumber of cards filed’into the main stack shelflist

(over the past four years) to provide an approximation of the collection 51ze.

" These combined data czuld then be used as an est1mate of the co]]ect1on size

for the main stack collection. - _

In light of the'hack of precision in the measurement of the coliection size,
three different studies are proposed These studies are ‘independent of each
other but are put forwa#d here as a group because they should provide the most
useful information at the least cost on the subject of book losses from the main - .
stack collection.

The first study proposed is a cogp]ete inrentory of the "D" (History) class
of materials. This section of the collection is §uggested beéause it is-held only
by the Circulation Department and‘1t is a c]ass of materials which seem to re-

celve an average or above average levgl ‘of use and therefore the findings may be

. generalized. The size of this subco]fection is estimated to be between 225,000

and 250,000 volumes. The cost of the inventory would be between $15,750 and
$17,500 if the inventory was done at an average rate of 50 volumes. per hour

with a wage.scale of $3.50 per hour for the tota] man hours of the project.
Q ~ . b 3
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Jt should be noted that as a direct result of the inventory an additional
work load would be put upon the Catalog Department. This work load would be °
in the'form o? updating the shelflist records to reflect the findings of the .
- problems during the course of the inventory (such as - call numbers on cards
and books not agreeing). No estimate of the s{ze of additional work load is
given but one might expect that at least 3%-co 5% of the records (6,750-12,500)
would require some attention.

The second proposed study is a two-stage volume count of the total holding
with the CircuTatfon Department. The firs: stage of this study would be to
determine the number of volqoes currently held by the Circujation Departmeot.
The methodology would be boéical?y the same as that used 1;’the 1972 study

|
f

(see note 4). The method uld be to count the volumes on the shelves, checked

out and in storage. The gecond stage would be to record the number of volumes
and withdrawn f _
added to/the collection over the next fiscal year. The final stage would be
to repeat the first stag¢ and assess the’difference between the two counts. -
The cost for this sftudy is estimated to be between.$2,800 and $3,500.
. N\

The assumption is that jt will take between 400 and 500 hours to do stages one
and three and that the;é%érage poy would be §3q§O per hour. It is also assumed °

Circulation Department: the counting of the new volumes added to the Circulation

chat stage two would 2; absorbed by the normal processing of materials for the
~ Department and those/volumes w1thdrawnqpou]d be assimilated into the work loads
of the Cata]og Dep nt and/or the C1rcu1at1on Department.

The third styz:tu:oposed is a sample inventory of mater1als added to the ;'
collection durinﬁ/a set period of time. It is believed that the sample drawn
and used by the/Instifute of Library Research in doing their oianning study.
for UCUCS-Z5 cduld be used for this proposed sample 1nventory The sample drawn
has been given limited examination by the authofkmof this proposal Bascd'upon

this examination a brief statistical check is recQMmended to assure that the
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part of the sample which is of Circulation Department materials is representative

of the maih stack collect{on.' The sample drawn for the Iéstitute's sfudy was
| taken :rom the population of all catalog cards sent to the Institute from the
General Library as well as the Law Libréry. This sample may not be represeﬁté-
tive of the items placgd in the Circulation Department during this. time ﬁériod.
The cost o% this third stud} is estimated to be between $1,500 and $2,000
using the sample drawn by the Institute. The 1nformati6n found_would be at the
confidence level of 95% and at the confiden~e interval of * 3%.A'Iﬁ’the sample
drawn by the Institute should prove not to be rcpresentat1ve then the cos?'of
this study would Jus. about double ($3,000 to $4,000) but the results would be

at a higher preC1s1on level (confidence level 95% with a confiidence 1nterva1

-

of * 21). o ,
Budget: e M o -
The cost estimates of the three proposed studies are listed below:
Study 1 | $15,750° - $17,500 %
- Study 2 - 2,800 - 3,500
Study 3 . 1,500 2,000
or _ 3,000 - 4,000
TOTAL $20,050 - $23,000
or 21,550 - or 25,000

The costs for the design, management, and reporting of the findings are
not part of these estimates. These costs are assumed to be absorbed by the
management personnel in the Circulation Department and the personnel assigned éé?'

to work on the prOJect from the Library Systems Office.

- . )‘

Expected Information Results: ) )

The expected informationa] results of the three proposed studies are out-

1ined below:

-52-
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Study 1: The total number of volumes missing from the subcollection
studied (History - noen-U.S.). Excellent cost estimates on making a cbmpletc
inventory of the total main stack collection. Some information ont the type
and frequency of errors made in the main stack shelflist.

Study 2: The number of voluwes lost over a period of one year. It is
noted that some of the books stolen the year or years before would’be returned
during the year of the study but it {s also assumed that additional volumes
will be stolen, thus, the level of loss should stay'SOméwBat the same if the .
| loss rate . is the same. Excellent cost estihates on making this type of study
again and/or in the branch libraries would be learned. .

Study 3: An estimate of the number of volumes stolen from the co11éction
that were added during the years 1968 and 1972 could be learned. A good cost
estimate on performing a sgmple inventory of the toal main stack collection

could be made by the data collected during this study.
N /

Areas for Additional Sthdy and/or Management Decisions:

Determination of what to do with the findings once they are made by these
studies or, what could the Library do if the theft level to be unacceptable?

A plan of action? -
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Footnotes:

]These are the books which were reordered by the Acquisition Uepartment,
often proof was established that the books were missing and a selector made the
decision to replace the items.

2Proof was established that these books were missing but the selectors

did not request that the book be replaced at this time.

3An estimate of $20.00 per'c0py has been used to place a dollar value on
these losses. The cost of processing is not part of this estimate. ‘

4Current Holdings {in the Loan Department. Secand Edition - August 1972.
General Library, University of California, Berkeley.

580urne. Charles P. Planning for the Conversion of UCUCS-2 Catalog Card
Records ‘Into Machine Readable Form. Berkeley, California: Institute of
Library Research, January, 1976. '
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Aﬁpcndix C

LOAT CODE 300K

Set up (n J audbf{len:

Varfable Name
TITLENUM
LCLETTR

LCCLASS

ILR, SONE, STWO

-”SIS -

SPSS SYSTEM TAPF FORM

a

Vartable Description and Code

Identifytng number for each title

Firat two IC Letters of call number
(numbers {n cane of Rowells)

Lc Clnsniflcation by folloving.codc:

ool o B R T R SV )

LA B I < R N e T W N W N
! 2 8 2 2 [} [}
-amo'vzr'nc-:x:nmonu>

-8 -V
-X-1z 4-

= 308t )

=- Rowell 600 and 700's
= Rowell 800's
-"Raqell 900's

N N - ey p
- O v o
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: 7;"’ Variable Name™" . .- " . Variable Description and Code .

L~

" PUBDATE o S ) .+ * publication dates g:ouped in'20 year
T ' P -0 S blogks by the folldwing code:

TS0 1 = 1592 -1615
| = 1616 - 1635 .
= 1636 —.1655

= 1656 — 1675
1676 - 1695

= 1696 - 1715

= 1716 - 1735

= 1736 - 2755 N
= 1756 - 1775 '
1776 - 1795

1796 - 1815

1816 - 1835

1836 ~ 1855

= 1856 - 1875

1876- - 1895 .

1896 - 1915~

1916 - 1935 o :
: 3 - 1936 - 1955 “

AN , S 7 19 = 1956 - 1976 o

O 00 N O 0w N
u

\

W
4

»
)
\
¥

Lt Sl B~ e o I~
e N W N RO
LI R R I I D e

) _ Missing value:
. o ' 0 = Serials (also where no daté\at all given)

YEARSPC -~ Number of years, in UC collectipn)
: o . . : (exact’ value) ' \
' . Missing Values:

® T 0 = Serials

. . 998 = 1913, “I955 publication
: . (Accession numbers. 220,000 trough M Series)

. ;._ : -, - 1999 = 1956 to present (3 digit accession
v ' I numbers now - In.use) ' -
MONOGRAF - ‘ 4 'I‘ype of publ}ication
| | 7 0 = Monograph ‘
2 = -Serial -
- LN
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Variaole.Name;

PHYSVOL

STACKS
CHARGE

- ICLFN

MISSING'

TIMELAG

-4

Y

Variable Descfiption and Code

Number- of phy51ca1 volumes searthed
for per title (exact value)

Mlssiqg value:/
999 = Unbound

_ In English or foreign language?

0=
1

Non-English
= English

-‘Number of misshelved, volumes found on

: full- shelf (exact value)

w

Missing values:
98 =
99 =.Unbound theses

Richmend block Storage

Number ‘of volumes per title found on
shelves, including shift shelves
(exact value) :

Number of volumes per title found in

' charge file, daily activities file,

old faculty charge file (exadt value) a

. ~
Number of volumes’ per title stored‘in '

‘ Richmond (exact value)

LN
o (

Number of volumes per title foundon
trucks, 4th tier sorting a;ea; heold
shelf, bindéry'shelf (exact value)

of volumes per title NOT found
‘value) ..

" Number of years'from publication date :

- Missing value:

‘.
=
.\i ) A"‘
.
N
N
€ . -
~=57-

70 -

to arrival in UC Collectlon, computed

'by.-

(976 - Pubdate)-—

Timelag = ears {UC
- (.

< 1= Insufficient data

Last 3 numbers of publication date

Missing values:

0 = Serials (also where no date at all
given)



