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A Scalable Model for Monograph Assessment: A Case Study at
Musselman Library

Abstract
The evolution of monograph assessment in Musselman Library resulted in a model that sustains concurrent
assessment initiatives large and small, as well as time-bound and ongoing, with the purpose of shaping
collections in support of the academic and creative interests at Gettysburg College. This presentation outlines
the design of the 2012 assessment model that has become the foundation for assessing our circulating
monograph collection, along with how the original model has been adjusted to assess more focused targets
and larger initiatives, each with rapidly approaching deadlines. Finally, this presentation summarizes the
workflows needed to support continuous decision making and provides a sample of the results from the
assessment initiatives described.
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Meet Musselman Library 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
For those of you who might not know, this is Musselman Library.  �
In addition to our main building here, we have designated space in the college’s off-campus storage facility, Knouse.  Spoiler, this name is important and will come up again later.�
These are my colleagues, and in this picture you will find 14 subject liaisons as well as the staff that support our collection assessment initiatives.




• 4 waves of books moved 

• Outdated formats  

• Print serials and Electronic Resources 

• 98% Full in 2007 

Musselman Library’s Assessment History 

 MusstAssess 

 Muss2Knouse 

 The Great Unread 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The earliest date Musselman Library began “assessing” books on a large scale was in 2000 when we started creating new spaces in the library.  So from 2000 to about 2005, there were 4 major shifts of books were moved to Knouse and from what I gather, these moves included books identified by their publishing date as the main criteria.�
We’ve also looked at replacing VHS tapes with DVDs, and conducted an overlap analysis of Print Serials with our Electronic Resources.  Nothing you haven’t heard before, but relevant because the impetus for assessment was driven by means of access or outside influences such as the campus no longer supporting the VHS format.�
In 2007 we reached 98% capacity in stacks and had to decide if we were to follow the previous model of arbitrarily sending books to Knouse or attempt a more thoughtful assessment project.�
MusstAssess was the name we gave to what we hoped to be a new culture of collection assessment.�
Muss2Knouse was an assessment project implemented in 2008 where only a small group of liaisons were asked/told to withdraw or move books from specific call number ranges in order to alleviate critically tight areas in the stacks.  They had to hit specific quotas on a short deadline and they received lists of books via Excel spreadsheets, based on publishing date and zero circulation.�
Muss2Knouse did not last more than one year. �
And then came the Great Unread in 2010.  This included all liaisons, all call numbers, huge lists in Excel generated from the same criteria as Muss2Knouse, but with an additional date indicating when the book was purchased for the collection.�
Again, liaisons had a monthly quota and were responsible for managing their own lists and decisions.
The Great Unread did not last more than one year.  �
We did manage to maintain that 98% capacity level and did not have to resort to hiding books in our plants.  But we were not getting an addition to our building and we really needed to figure out the following:




Can we develop and implement a  
sustainable collection assessment 
process of our print monographs that 
would combine data-driven decisions 
with liaison input? liaison input 

data 

sustainable collection assessment 

The Question 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Can we develop and implement a sustainable collection assessment process of print monographs that combines data-driven decisions with liaison input?

To be sustainable, we needed to be:
	Cost effective by using the tools, people, and policies already in place. 
	Embrace this as an ongoing process, i.e. a part of everyone’s daily or weekly routine. 
	Include some automated pieces to reduce the feelings of being overwhelmed and to avoid duplicating efforts.

We needed to agree on what was considered meaningful data to:
	Funnel titles through the appropriate workflows, 
	Assist liaisons in making timely decisions,
	And include decisions beyond withdrawal; collection assessment cannot be defined by just what to weed or de-select.  
�Finally, our liaisons needed a chance to share what they consider to be important in making their decision to keep or withdraw items. 




• Collection Mapping Model (2012) 

   Ongoing 

  Small chunks  

  All Subject Liaisons 

• Knouse Assessment Model (2014) 

  Time-bound 

   Larger Lists 

  All Subject Liaisons 
 

New Models 

 Ongoing 

 Small chunks  

 All Subject Liaisons 

 Time-Bound 

 Larger Lists 

 All Subject Liaisons 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
As a result, two models emerged.  

I will present the first, our Collection Mapping Model of 2012, followed by the Knouse Assessment Model of 2014.  The models are distinct, but I believe that without the former, the latter would not have been possible.




1. Identify and provide a range-level data  

Collection Mapping Model: The Design 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Collection Mapping is a concept where you use visualizations, such as graphs and charts, to represent the collection before, during, and after assessment. I’m going to use the ranges of JK, American Politics, to illustrate our Collection Mapping Model,

Range-level data collection can include but is not limited to:
	the age of the collection, i.e. when the content was published, 
	the age of acquisition, we defined this as titles purchased for the collection before and after the current instance of our ILS,
	You can visualize the collections’ rate of usage, or,
	show the percentage of core titles already in the collection vs. not, etc.





Range-Level Data Examples  
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
This is an example of the age of collection report for the JKs.



Range-Level Data Examples  

1589 items 
After 1992 

57% 
 

1196 items 
Before 1992 

43% 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This is an example of the age of acquisition report for the JKs.  The age of acquisition can be defined by you and your library, we chose to use the date we implemented our current ILS, 1992, because that is when we started gathering the data we currently use from the system.



1. Identify and provide a range-level data  

2. Apply automatic keep criteria  

Collection Mapping Model: The Design 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We focused on developing criteria keeps titles in the collection, rather than criteria that would automatically de-select items.




• Recently purchased title within the last 8 years 

• Not superseded by a newer edition [Policy] 

• Circulated in the last academic year 

• Circulated within the last 8 years  

• Anything that has been on Reserve within the last 8 years 

• RCL Web title  

• Included in a subject specific core title list 

• Significant author – author has 10 or more titles in catalog 

• Topic with high circulation statistics (20+) 

• Current Faculty members 

 

Automatic Keep Criteria 
   

  

   

   

   

  

 

 

   

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The intention here is to apply the criteria to the collection before anything goes to a liaison for a decision.  
The ones with the arrows can be gathered as a list within our system using an ILS query.  Once the list is generated, we can add an assessed note to each record in a batch update.  
The criteria without the arrows are discovered a little later in the process, but still before a liaison makes the decision.  




1678  
  

56% 

1340 
  

43% 

Assessed based on
Keep Criteria

Remaining for Liaison

Automatic Keep Criteria 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
And if we apply the auto-keep criteria to our JK range, we’ve filtered out 56% of the titles for review.



1. Identify and provide a range-level data  

2. Apply automatic keep criteria  

3. Meet with Liaison to determine focus of assessment 

4. Small carts of items are pulled and title-level data is 
captured on an assessment flag  

5. Liaison decisions are captured on assessment flags 

6. Carts are returned to Technical Services and a new cart 
is delivered to the liaison 

Collection Mapping Model: The Design 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
After we meet with the liaison to focus the assessment, then begins the repetitive dance routine of steps 4 through 6.




Liaison Decision Time 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
On your left is the assessment slip that is filled out for each title and on your right is a typical cart delivered to anyone of our liaisons.  Notice it’s not a large cart; we negotiate cart sizes to be either 25, 50, or 100 items.




The Results 
• Started with 2,785 titles in JK 

497 

2288 
1678 

159 

451 

Total Goners Total Keepers Auto Criteria New Titles added Liaison Decision

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Going back to our JKs�
We started with 2,785 titles and after applying the auto-keep criteria; our political science liaison need to only make decisions on 948 titles.



1. Limited title-level data is collected via ILS 

2. Spreadsheets provided to each liaison 

3. Liaisons schedule 2 hours/week for 12 weeks each 
summer 

4. Items are flagged to indicate liaison decisions 

5. Items are pulled and funneled through the assessment 
workflows that corresponds with each colored flag 

Knouse Assessment Model: The Design 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Now switch gears with me for a brief minute, our Knouse Assessment was implemented about a year and a half later and only addressed our off-site storage facility.  Due to the fact that we were bound to just the summer months to assess, it was not feasible for Technical Services to provide assessment research slips for every title, but we did gather as many data elements from out ILS as we could.  
�Other differences with this model include
	Liaisons committing 2 hours per week for 11 or 12 weeks
	Using colored flags to indicate decisions
	Everyone could see the progress made each week as items were pulled and decision data was shared via email on a regular basis.




The Results 

2 Summers 
 

23 weeks 
 

46 hours/liaison 
 

644 hours total 
 

31.5K items to start 
 

Assessed 66% 
 

Reduced the total 
number of items by 34% 

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We started with 31.5K total items and in time outlined on the right, we assessed 66% of the items and reduced the total by 34%



Collection Mapping Model 
 
 

Knouse Assessment Model 

 

Current Initiative 

Assessment 2.0 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
So what happens with you add our Collection Mapping Model to our Knouse Assessment Model?

You get Assessment 2.0!




• Assessment 2.0 (2016) 

   Ongoing 

  Small chunks  

  All Subject Liaisons 

• Assessment 2.0 (2016) 

  Time-bound 

   Larger Lists 

  All Subject Liaisons 
 

 Time-bound: Spring 2018 

 40K in 2.5 years 

 Staggering  Subject Liaisons 

 Time-bound to each semester 

 8K per semester 

 Staggering Subject Liaisons 

Assessment 2.0:  The Goal 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Assessment 2.0 is quite ambitious for us, but our past practices lead me to believe that we are capable of handling a more aggressive assessment approach.  




1. Looked a range-level data for our circulating collection  

2. Limited title-level data is collected via ILS 

3. Meet with Liaison to present targets and timeline 

4. Spreadsheets provided to each liaison 

5. Liaisons schedule their own time 

6. Items are flagged to indicate liaison decisions; or, 

7. Liaisons record decisions on the spreadsheet 

8. Items are pulled and funneled through the assessment 
workflows that corresponds with each colored flag 

Assessment 2.0 Model: The Design 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The design of this model takes the best of each of the two models presented.





Assessment 2.0 Model: In the Stacks 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Assessment 2.0 really takes place in the stacks and you can see the flagging method is quite effective.  The image on your left is pre-decision and the image in your right is post-decision.  And no, these items will not sit on this shelf for more than one week.




The Results 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
I don’t have any definitive results for you yet, but I’ve got myself a board to keep track and share our progress. And I can say that we are on target to reach our first semester’s goal.




What did we learn? 
• It’s not just about weeding, stop saying that!  

• Both models are applicable across whole collection  

• Both models require staffing from multiple departments 

• Use processes already in place 

• Insert mini-assessments that evaluate the efficiency and 

effectiveness of the processes  

• We know our collection better today than yesterday 

• We are discovering amazing treasures and total duds 

• Space is still a concern, but you can move beyond crisis 

• Communication throughout the process 

• Just do it, really. 

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
So what did we learn?�
It’s not about weeding anymore, that’s just one part of collection assessment.  �
We learned that this process is applicable across the whole collection but that approaches to decision making will be different between 	the subject areas.  �
One department cannot do this alone.  Use the people and processes already in place.�
It is important to conduct mini-assessments throughout.�
My colleagues have told me they know their areas of the a lot better now and get excited when they find a hidden treasure, as well as when they find a total dud.�
We have to keep the conversation going and encourage communication amongst colleagues.  �
And finally, just do it. 




Thank you. 

Amy Ward, Director of Technical Services 

award@gettysburg.edu 
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