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Abstract:

During the UPR Libraries Evaluation process one of the factors strongly
worked was the establishment of indicators for ACRL Standards and the
creation of tools for data collection. In this presentation we will discuss the
process used for the selection of indicators, and the strategies used to encourage
staff to use the indicators and tools developed.

The experience shows how to enhance of UPR librarians skills to use
qualitative and quantitative methods to get data and demonstrate the
accomplishment with evidence. One of the results of the process is the creation
of a data collection system that helps library information gathering of
performance results. The discussion of the topics exposes the changes
contributing to organizational performance and the mechanisms to integrate
them in the daily work of libraries.
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1. Introduction

For more than five years, fourteen libraries of the University of Puerto Rico
have been conducting an evaluation process. The initiative is part of the
Evaluation and Professional Accreditation Project of the University of Puerto
Rico (UPR). The assessment process is done in a systematic way using the
standards of the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) (2004,
2005) and set indicators to show the results of the work based in outcomes
assessment. The ACRL standards are composed of twelve areas are: planning,
evaluation, performance appraisal, service, instruction, resources, access,
personnel, physical facilities, communication & cooperation, administration
and budget.

The design process is based on two stages that are: first, a summative and the
second, a comparison between the units. The first stage has been carried out
since 2005 and it is composed of five phases: a study of standards, pre-
conditions, internal evaluation, external evaluation and integration of the two
assessments to create a plan for improvement (see Figure 1). The improvement
plan is based in demonstrating the effectiveness of resources and services based
on a self-diagnosis and an external vision by experts from ACRL throughout
UPR libraries. The visit of external evaluators selected by ACRL and UPR
makes the first library system that has been evaluated and obtained a certificate
for having gone through the process of meeting minimum standards of ACRL.
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Figure 1: UPR Libraries Evaluation Model
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The evaluation process was developed in several steps aimed at identifying the
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats to generate a plan for
improvements in areas that would be necessary and initiate the development of
initiatives of assessment. This involves collecting, organizing and analyzing
information in order to document the operation, demonstrate its effectiveness
and reaffirm the collaborative and participatory process that the UPR libraries
have. The internal and external evaluation was conducted using the ACRL
Standards and the Indicators Guidelines of UPR Libraries (2006). One of the
most controversial elements of the process was the creation and implementation
of the indicators, tools and evidence.

2. Creation of indicators and tools

In the first phase of the evaluation, it was found that the ACRL standards are
composed of a series of questions that help describe the areas covered by the
standard, but they don’t have a measure to help identify if the information
provided to answer the question, was based on evidence and not on subjective
descriptions. For this reason it was decided to create indicators or identify a set
of objective measures to provide a clear and precise answer to every standard’s
question. This is known as indicators.

One of the most difficult jobs during the evaluation process was the creation of
indicators, and the selection of the methodology and tools to demonstrate
assessment results. A pilot group composed of six library assessment
coordinators accomplished the task of creating or identifying indicators,
methodologies and tools that would answer the questions from the ACRL
standards. The group included the ancillary of Dr. Mariano Maura, an expert in
quantitative and qualitative methodologies applied to librarianship. During one
year, indicators and tools were created and the Indicators Guidelines of UPR
Libraries (University of Puerto Rico, 2006) was completed.
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A literature search was conducted to explore how to perform an evaluation
process and the appropriate methodologies and tools needed to gather the data
and accomplish the evaluation. Among the literature consulted were the
resource standards of the Certificate of Quality of Spain (National Agency for
Quality Assessment and Accreditation, 2004), Standards for University
Libraries Chilenas (Council of Rectors of Chilean Universities, Library
Advisory Commission and Documentation, 2003), Middle States Commission
on Higher Education (2002), Higher Education Council of Puerto Rico, Alonso
Arévalo (2003); Alonso Arévalo Martin Echeverria Cubillas & Hill (1999);
Fernekes & Nelson (2002), (2005); Van House, Weil & McClure (1990);
Whitmire (2002); Unit for Andalusian Universities Quality (2002) and others.
From the papers reviewed a series of indicators that answered the ACRL
questions and a list of possible evidence that could show that the answer is
based on facts were selected.

In some cases, indicators were created because none were found in the
literature. To create these, various parameters were established; the criteria had
to be accurate, consistent and clear. The aim was to establish indicators that
respond to the questions from the ACRL standards and that strictly apply to the
purpose intended to measure. A question may have several indicators, but the
amount is limited in order to avoid confusion, and simplify the process. The
time period needed to collect the information versus the amount of time for the
assessment process was also taken in consideration. The Indicators Guidelines
of UPR Libraries (University of Puerto Rico, 2006) is the product of this
process and is document that was used to guide the evaluation process. It
consists of 100 questions based on the ACRL standards, 151 indicators and
various possible instruments or evidence. Table 1 shows the distribution of the
number of questions and indicators in the ACRL Standards.

Table 1 — Distribution of the number of questions and indicators in the
ACRL Standards

ACRL Standard Questions | Indicators
1. Planning 7 9
2. Assessment 3 6
3.0utcome Assessment 8 11
4.Service 10 20
5. Instrucction 9 11
6.Resources 9 15
7.Access 8 11
8.Human Resources 7 17
9.Facilitys 11 16
10.Comunication & Cooperation 8 8
11.Administration 7 9
12. Budget 13 18
Total 100 151

The 151 indicators were either adapted from some of the sources cited in the
literature or created by the UPR pilot group or the library’s evaluation
committee’s. A fourteen five percent of the indicators are created and fifteen
five area selected for the review of the literature. For example, the indicators
for Standards 1, 2 and 3 were newly created, while Spain and Chile’s indicators
were used for 6 and 7 standards. For instance, on question 6.1 there is a need
for criteria to make decisions about the acquisition, retention and use of printed
materials, and electronic and audiovisual resources. Thus, evaluation criteria
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indicators from Spain for the collection development, use of room per capita
rate of resource use, resource lending, loans per capita, per capita resources in
loans were used. Another example is the standard 7, Access. In question 7.1
access to the catalog and other library resources, and if they are available on
campus and beyond are considered. Indicators from Spain standards were used:
the user’s rate for resources, availability of titles, resource recovery and
availability of requested titles. On Standard 5, about the instruction and
information skills the indicators are based on the Information Literacy
Competency Standards for Higher Education (Association of Colleges and
Research 2000), which includes pre-defined and clear indicators.

Another aspect included in the guide for each indicator is a list of possible
technical, quantitative or qualitative methodologies to collect data, or
documents that can reveal the answer to the questions. Some of the
methodologies or techniques recommended were: focus groups, interviews,
questionnaires, flow charts, observation, and collection of statistical data.
Other instruments were set up as columns, matrix data analysis, schedules,
questionnaires and forms to collect specific data. Each library made its own
selection, based on the availability of time for implementation and the layout of
the library to use the tool or methodology chosen.

The instrument most selected was a user satisfaction, as most of the standards
and indicators have questions that required the input of users. This leads to
consider using a questionnaire or to create one. We reviewed several existing
questionnaires and considered the potential use of LIBQUAL questionnaire, but
at the time that we needed it, the instrument was in the process of being
translated into Spanish. Therefore, questionnaires were developed based on
questions from ACRL and indicators selected for students, teachers and
researchers and library staff. The process involved the analysis of indicators
that need this type of input, review of model questionnaires from other libraries
and the hiring of an expert in developing questionnaires. The pilot group in
conjunction with an expert in developing questionnaires made its creation. The
questions in the questionnaire covered issues such as services, facilities and
physical resources from several perspectives on how the users see the services
and how the staff worked.

Another method used to obtain input from users was focus groups. This
methodology was used only in the larger campus because of its complexity, the
implementation of the questionnaires proved to be too difficult. Focus groups
were designed by a group of specialists in the field of business administration
and social psychology that have expertise on the technique. Focus groups were
designed for teachers, researchers and students. In addition, questionnaires
were created for services.

2. Implementation Results

The pilot Group ran a test in order to verify the applicability of the indicators
and instruments at each library. After several meetings where the pilot group
and the other coordinators of library evaluation discussed the applicability of
the indicators and instruments, a decision was reached in relation to which
indicators could be used and which should be removed. As a result a
reasonable percent of the indicators with formulas were not used because they
required many changes in the daily work procedures. For example, The
Standard 6 —Access, and 7-Resources, had many difficulties because it
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involved drastic changes in how the daily work is performed, or had complex
formulas to be applied to the daily routine of work. The standard 8 - Human
Resources, had drastic changes from the ones stipulated in the guide because
the selected indicators based on literature and other models did not consider the
staff regulations of the Puerto Rico Government, the rules of the UPR and the
stipulations of the labor unions.

The implantation of the guide was arduous and difficult because at the end we
had a very complex document to be used in heterogeneous group of libraries,
with diverse academic focus, different size and varied resources. The first step
to overcome was the development of the knowledge necessary to use
methodologies, tools and processes required. Among the strategies used were
professional trainings, consultation with experts in areas such as questionnaires
design, focus groups, planning, observation, rubrics and others. Another
strategy used was that the libraries that had accomplished the task and applied
indicators became the mentor of the most rearward.

Indicators that their data came from developed questionnaires, in some cases
could not be used, due to limitations in the implementation of the instrument.
Because the data was not considered reliable, the decision was made not to
include them in the final evaluation report. Of all the questionnaires created,
the one that provided the best data was the staff questionnaire. Another aspect
that created confusion was having multiple indicators on a single question,
persons focused on the first indicator and the others were left out.

The use of other methodologies entailed hiring experts or companies to do the
work because the library staff did not have the knowledge to do it. One
limitation was that the economic factor, because that cost was not allocated in
the budgets of libraries. The costs were covered with special assignments from
the Professional Accreditation and Assessment Office, of the Vice-President of
Academic Affairs. The use of focus groups took place only in a very complex
Campus because it was difficult to implement the questionnaires. The focus
groups were able to collect input from users, teachers and researchers needed to
answer many of the questions.

The evaluation process was highly dependent on the assistance offered by the
Deans of Academic Affairs of each unit, and library staffs that made the
greatest efforts to accomplish the evaluation process. Another aspect to
overcome was the identification, location and organization of the
documentation required to demonstrate achievement of results.

This process costs time and effort, and at times the staff had to devote extra
time to make the self study because they did not have the foundation and
experience in assessment and appraisal. All this effort has been very favorable
at the end of the period of implementation of the Indicators Guidelines of UPR
Libraries (University of Puerto Rico, 2006) ended with the paper self-generated
and the internal evaluation report for submission to the external evaluators.

4. Conclusion

The evaluation process in UPR libraries was accomplished although the staff
did not have the knowledge and experience for the task, but it was acquired in
the practice. At the beginning, it was hard when the processes of assessment
and evaluation started, but the results were rewarding. Fourteen libraries
worked together to develop the assessment process and managed to create and
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use indicators, methods and tools. The experience served to improve the UPR
library services and resources in their libraries.

The selection and development of indicators began conducting a review of the
literature in library assessment initiatives that guided our experience. At one
point there was a high number of indicators but the process of discussion and
implementation by the pilot group led to its refining before it was implanted in
all units. This led to the implementation using only 100 questions based on the
ACRL standards, 150 indicators and various possible instruments or evidence.
The development of the Indicators Guidelines of UPR Libraries (University of
Puerto Rico, 2006) was achieved thanks to all members of the Library
Evaluation Committee that worked additional time and effort to achieve the
objective. For the implementation of the indicators more time was needed for
the trial period in order to adapt to the peculiarities of each library. Another
aspect that affected the implementation of indicators was the lack of knowledge
and experience to handle the technical, quantitative and qualitative
methodologies. This affected mostly the implementation of the questionnaires,
because despite that general instruction were given, many units selected the
sample and its application as they considered without following guidelines. In
addition, one area that needs to be strengthened is the data analysis and
reporting.

Despite all the work involved and sometimes it was not pleasant, but it did offer
the opportunity to learn new skills, review procedures and update existing
documentation. The process led the library staff to recognize the way it was
working, and the need to make changes in order to add qualitative and
quantitative methodologies to obtain data that show how work is being carried
out and the benefits of the service.

A sample of the track that is left at the end of the evaluation process, is the
request of staff to continue to work constantly to generate or enhance the
mechanisms for evaluation and appraisal. An example is the creation of an
Information Gathering System Library (SAIB for the Spanish acronym) in a
centralized form, as a mechanism to integrate the daily work of a standardized
data collection on the work of libraries. This will provide a review of working
procedures, the data collection will demonstrate the work done, and libraries
will be able to generate a series of reports needed by the university
administration.

Another contribution of the first stage is that the assessment-working group has
been transformed into a community of practice of assessment and appraisal.
This is no longer acting as a committee but a group that interacts in a structure
without being imposed with flexible roles and with interest to continue to
appraisal and assessment processes on a continuous basis.
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