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SAA-ACRL/RBMS Joint Task Force on the Development of Standardized Statistical 
Measures for Public Services in Archival Repositories and Special Collections 

Libraries 

Documentation of the Consultation Process, 2014-2017 

1. Task Force Meetings and Open Forums at SAA and ALA Meetings including 
number of guests in attendance, 2014-2017 

2. Presentations by Task Force Members 
3. List of Organizations Receiving Announcements for Public Services Survey and 

Comment Periods, 2016-2017 
4. Task Force Launch Announcement, SAA Website, 2014 
5. Public Services Survey Announcement, SAA Website*, 2015 
6. SAA Museum Section Newsletter, Winter 2016 
7. Version 1 of Standard Open for Comment, SAA Website*, 2016 
8. Society of American Archivists ​In the Loop digital ​newsletter posting, August 3, 

2016  
9. IFLA Rare & Special Blog ​ posting, August 14, 2016 
10.Version 2 of Standard Open for Comment, SAA Website*, 2017 
11.SAA Business Archives Section Newsletter, January 2017 
12.Society of American Archivists ​In the Loop digital ​newsletter posting, February 1, 

2017 
13.Public Services Survey, 2016; Summary of Selected Survey Results, SAA 

Website, 2016 
14.Comments on Version 1, By Topic, 2016 
15.Comments on Version 2, By Topic, 2017 

 

 

 

 

*Announcements such as these along with meeting minutes were also posted on the 
task force’s ALA Connect website.  
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Task Force Meetings and Open Forums at SAA and ALA Meetings, 2014-2017 
 

1. SAA Annual Meeting, Task Force’s Organizing Meeting, August 13, 2014. Attending: 
Task Force members and 3 guests.  

2. ALA Midwinter Meeting, Task Force Meeting, February 1, 2015. Attending: Task Force 
members and 5 guests.  

3. ALA Annual Meeting, Task Force Meeting, June 28, 2015. Attending: Task Force 
members and 4 guests.  

4. SAA Annual Meeting, Joint Open Forum with Joint Task Forces for Holdings Counts and 
Measures and Primary Source Literacy, August 21, 2015. Attending: Task Force 
members and 50 guests.  

5. SAA Annual Meeting, Task Force Meeting, August 21, 2015. Attending: Task Force 
members and 4 guests.  

6. ALA Midwinter Meeting, 2016. Attending: Task Force members and 8 guests.  
7. ALA Annual Meeting, Task Force Meeting, June 25, 2016. Attending: Task Force 

members and 10 guests.  
8. SAA Annual Meeting, Joint Open Forum with Joint Task Force for Holdings Counts and 

Measures, August 4, 2016. Attending: Task Force members and 38 guests.  
9. SAA Annual Meeting, Task Force Meeting, August 4, 2016. Attending: Task Force 

members and 6 guests.  
10. SAA Annual Meeting, RAO Section Meeting Marketplace of Ideas, August 5, 2016. 

Attending: 50 guests.  
11. ALA Midwinter Meeting, January 22, 2017. Attending: Task Force members and 11 

guests.  
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Presentations by Task Force Members Including Reporting Progress 

“Standards and Best Practices for Metrics: Reports from the SAA ​ACRL/RBMS Joint 
Task Forces,” Emilie Hardman, New England Archivists Spring 2016 Meeting. 
Attendees: approximately 60.  

“Sailing into Metrics: Rethinking and Implementing Metrics and Assessment in 
Archives,” Amy Schindler, Mid-Atlantic Regional Archives Conference, Fall 2016 
Meeting. Attendees: approximately 80. 
http://digitalcommons.unomaha.edu/crisslibfacproc/71/ 

“New Statistical Standard for Public Services in Archives and Special Collections,” 
Christian Dupont, Emilie Hardman, Amy Schindler, NCompass Live webinar, February 
8, 2017. Live attendees: 144; views of recording on YouTube as of May 31, 2017: 223; 
views of slidedeck on Slideshare as of May 31, 2017: 333. 
http://nlc.nebraska.gov/scripts/calendar/eventshow.asp?ProgID=15973 

“Evidence-Based Practices and Assessment in Special Collections and Archives,” 
Christian Dupont, Emilie Hardman, Evidence Based Library & Information Practice 
Conference, June 18, 2017. 
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Announcements were sent to the following organizations for distribution via listservs by the Task 
Force to promote the survey (2015) and comment periods (2016, 2017). 
 

1. SAA Leaderlist requesting distribution to SAA’s over 40 sections and roundtables 
including the Reference, Access and Outreach Section and Archives Management 
Roundtable. 

2. RBMS  
3. ACRL Assessment listserv 
4. NAGARA  
5. COSA  
6. Regional archival organizations including, but not limited to: NEA, MARAC, MAC, SSA, 

Western Archivists, Society of Georgia, Society of North Carolina Archivists, Society of 
Florida Archivists, Midwest Archives Conference, Academy of Certified Archivists, 
Society of Mississippi Archivists, Society of Alabama Archivists, Tennessee Archivists, 
Society of California Archivists. 

7. Archives & Archivists Listserv 
8. Announcements were also posted to Facebook pages or groups for regional archival 

organizations, the SAA Reference, Access, and Outreach Section, and other formal and 
informal organizations to which task force members belong.  
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Museum Archivist 

Newsletter of the Museum Archives Section 

From the Chair 

Winter 2016 Volume 26, Issue 1 

Captain B. Stephen Luce, U.S.N., once wrote of history that  

 

“[the Naval officer] should be led to a philosophic study of naval 

history, that he may be enabled to examine the great naval 

battles of the world with the cold eye of professional criticism, 

and to recognize where the principles of science have illustrated 

or where a disregard for the accepted rules of the Art of War 

had led to defeat and disaster. Such studies might well occupy 

the very best thoughts of the naval officer, for they belong to the 

very highest branch of his profession.”  

 

Captain Luce was one of the founding members of the United 

States Naval Institute, established at the U.S. Naval Academy 

in 1873 as a professional society where members could find a 

voice, “a vehicle for professional expression,” where issues 

pertinent to the present and future of the Navy could be 

discussed at length. Over the succeeding 142 years, that 

professional society has grown into a much more robust 

organization than its founders could ever have imagined.  

 

Today the U.S. Naval Institute is a private, non-partisan, 

member-driven nonprofit whose mission is to provide an 

independent forum for those who dare to read, think, speak, 

and write in order to advance the professional, literary, and 

scientific understanding of sea power and other issues critical 

to national defense. These issues were first presented in 

its Proceedings journal starting in 1874. Since that 

time that forum has grown to include more than 50,000 

members and a variety of avenues for expression and scholarly 

support, including Naval History Magazine, the Naval Institute 

Press (readers of this newsletters may be familiar with 

its Bluejackets Manual or one of its more famous 

publications, The Hunt for Red October), several annual 

conferences such as the West Forum and Exposition (WEST), 

outreach directly to the service academies of the Sea Services, 

and -- increasingly -- through a robust online presence with 

the USNI Blog, the Naval History Blog, and the daily/

weekly USNI News service.                         (Continued on page 4)          

Similar but Different: Working Both In and Out of  Museums 

BY JONATHAN HOPPE 
Digital Assets Administrator, United States Naval Institute 

Advocacy remains a concern within the archival profession, re-

flecting the frustration so many of us feel about the need for 

additional resources in the competitive environment of our own 

institutions and in our communities at large. Still fighting the 

cliché of the “dusty archives,” we continue to seek the recogni-

tion of our role of archival professionals in supporting institu-

tions’ day-to-day work and long-term mission especially in the 

context of the explosion of digital data.  We need to prove the 

importance of institutions’ archival records using numbers that 

argue strongly for continuing support.  It is also important to 

advocate within the larger community, vying for resources in the 

public arena.  

  

SAA’s current President Dennis Meissner has extended the initi-

atives of his predecessor Kathleen Roe, who stressed the need 

to raise awareness of the value and importance of archives, to a 

call for developing standardized metrics, “a repository of data to 

demonstrate relevance” of archives.  SAA Council aims to do 

just this. “We done this before,” 

Meissner said at the SAA Plenary 

Session in Cleveland, referencing 

the development of standard 

descriptive practices for archival 

collections.  Similar standard de-

scriptive practices for document-

ing “measureable results” can 

show not only the things we do, 

but importantly the value of the 

things we do for the people who 

use our collections.  Recording, 

for example, the demographics of 

who use our collections, what 

services they value as well as who 

we’re not serving will generate 

meaningful data beyond how 

(Continued on page 2) 

Barbara Mathé, MAS Chair  
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many boxes we pulled for how many re-

searchers over how many days or how 

many hits our sites have gotten. What is 

needed is to effectively identify these 

meaningful data and to record them.  

Members of the SAA staff are working on 

developing a planning grant to develop 

what Meissner described as more 

thoughtful nimble survey strategies and to 

develop a repository for data for external 

advocacy that can be used to show, for 

example, the economic return of funds 

devoted to archives. The repository 

would increment such essential data in a 

sustainable way and make it possible to 

dashboard the positive effects of archival 

institutions.   

  

I have personally struggled with this kind 

of documentation when looking into fund-

ing proposals that require “measurable 

results” for archival projects.  It’s frustrat-

ing. We know how valuable our collec-

tions are but we have to find a way to 

integrate this kind of reporting easily and 

automatically into our work so we can 

convince others, particularly administra-

tors and funders of their importance.   

  

For internal advocacy, would it be valua-

ble, for example, in the case of Museum 

Archives, to document how many exhibi-

tions were supported; how the archives 

supported the Communication Depart-

ment with social media postings or online 

exhibitions; how many dissertations, the-

ses, school papers, educational events 

were produced using the archives; or how 

access to historical material assisted the 

institution with future planning?  But how 

can we integrate collecting and recording 

this kind of data into our already over-

taxed schedules?  Can we also think out-

side the box and do see if we can get our 

archival users to tweet what they have 

found or how it has made a difference in 

their work. Can we encourage our re-

searchers to tweet their “eureka” mo-

ments with a #archivesmatter hashtag 

along with the hashtag for the local reposi-

tory?  What other ways can we document 

and measure how our collections make a 

difference, socially and economically?  

  

Advocacy has been high on the Museum 

Archives Section agenda for some time. 

The section’s Standards and Best Practices 

Working Group, established by past co-

chairs Francine Snyder and Susan Ander-

son, has documented effective advocacy 

practices by Museum archivists as well as a 

collection of essays in answer to the ques-

tion “What does being a museum archivist 

mean to you?,” all of which are available 

through the Standards & Best Practices 

Resource Guide. 

  

The Museum and Archives Advocacy 

Group (MAAG) formed by last year’s 

Chair, Lorraine Stuart will continue to 

focus on advocacy at an organizational 

level. As a result of the efforts of that 

group and with strong support from Den-

nis Meissner, Lorraine Stuart is now the 

SAA representative to CALM, the Council 

for Archives, Libraries and Museums, 

which is meant to provide an interchange 

across the professional communities, SAA, 

ALA and AAM.    

  

Meanwhile, I encourage members of the 

Section to think more about new ways of 

measuring and describing what we do and 

sharing on our forum.   

 

With best wishes to all 

for a happy new year, 

Barbara Mathé 

Chair 

 
 

From the Chair (Continued from page 1) 

 

Page 2 

The SAA-ACRL/RBMS Joint Task Force on Public Services 
Metrics  

 

The SAA-ACRL/RBMS Joint Task Force on Public Services Metrics is in the process of developing definitions and measures related 

to the public services work in archival repositories and special collections libraries. A draft document from the task force for com-

ment will be available in 2016. In the meantime, an information sheet distributed for the lunch forum with our sister task forces on 

Holdings Counts and Primary Source Literacy at SAA 2015 includes a draft example of a basic measure, advanced measure, and 

possible metrics related to reading room usage: http://www2.archivists.org/sites/all/files/JTFPublicServicesSAAHandout2015.pdf.  

 

Mentioned on that information sheet and containing a long list of potential measures, is the survey the Public Services task force 

distributed in 2015 that you may also find of interest. A PDF of the survey is available at goo.gl/H5aKqu. The task force was pleased 

to receive 311 responses to the lengthy survey with 8% of the respondents identifying as working in a museum. A report on the 

survey results will also be available later this year. More information about the Public Services Metrics task force is available at 

http://www2.archivists.org/groups/saa-acrlrbms-joint-task-force-on-public-services-metrics. 

 

Contact the co-chairs of the Public Services Metrics task force with your feedback or questions: Amy Schindler 

(amycschindler@gmail.com) and Christian Dupont (christian.dupont@bc.edu).  

 

- AMY SCHINDLER  

Director of Archives & Special Collections 

University of Nebraska at Omaha 
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Read the Spring/Summer 
American Archivist online!

August 3, 2016
 View this email in your browser

Deadlines  •  Jobs  
Around the Profession  •   Around SAA  
 Continuing Education  •  Publications

 
Wish You Were Here! 

For those who aren’t with us at ARCHIVES*RECORDS 2016 this week, follow the
meeting via #saa16 on Twitter! You can also take advantage of special conference
pricing for SAA Publications, including the two latest releases: Digital Preservation
Essentials and Teaching with Primary Sources. Use the rain check form to place your
order. 
 
And keep an eye out for a video of the presidential address as soon as Plenary II ends
on Friday, August 5. MP3s of conference-recorded sessions will become available
here by September 30.

 
Already at ARCHIVES*RECORDS 2016? 

Check out the Online Schedule to create your own personalized schedule, connect with
colleagues, and sync with your personal calendar. While the mobile app and online
schedule can be accessed from any device, we recommend the native app for better
performance on iOS and Android devices. 
 
ARCHIVES 2017: alike/different Call for Proposals 
While you’re in Atlanta, start talking with colleagues about submitting a proposal for the
2017 Annual Meeting in Portland! See the call for proposals here.

top ▲

P UBL I CAT I O NS

The Spring/Summer Issue of 
The American Archivist Is Here!  
 
Features include a special section on
digitizing archives with unique
collaborators as well as Kathleen D.

Subscribe Past Issues Translate
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top ▲

ARO UND S AA

Briefing Paper: Proposed Constitution/Bylaws Amendments 
The SAA Council proposes revisions to the SAA constitution and bylaws to address two
matters: filling of Council vacancies and timing of member referendums. The proposed
amendments will be discussed at the August 6 Annual Membership Meeting in Atlanta
and will be voted on in a member referendum in November 2016. Read the briefing
paper here.

top ▲

ARO UND T HE  P RO F E S S I O N

Hall of Famer Kindred Donates 50 Years of Sportswriting to Illinois Wesleyan 
National Hall of Fame sportswriter and Illinois Wesleyan University alumnus Dave
Kindred has donated a wealth of materials documenting his 50-year career as a
sportswriter to the university’s Ames Library, Tate Archives and Special Collections. The
collection comprises approximately 45 boxes of material, a significant portion pertaining
to Muhammad Ali. The collection includes audio recordings of interviews Kindred
conducted for his books Sound and Fury (2006), a portrait of the decades-long
relationship between Ali and sportscaster Howard Cosell, and Morning Miracle: A Great
Newspaper Fights for Its Life (2010), a behind-the-scenes look at the decline of the
newspaper industry.The collection opening is scheduled for late 2017. 
 
New Online Resource for the Naval History and Heritage Command 
The Naval History and Heritage Command (NHHC) has a new section on its website that
consolidates NHHC’s online holdings on WWII Cruiser USS Indianapolis into an easy-to-
navigate online resource. It includes links to high-level intelligence not made available to
the crew because of operational concerns, rescue operations, the subsequent
investigation and court martial proceedings against the ship’s captain, artwork, Navy
photos of survivors, oral histories, and much more! 
 
NARA Publishes Materials to Prepare for Transition of Administrations 
The National Archives and Records Administration (NARA) has issued new Federal
Records Act briefing materials for political appointees on entrance and exit from federal
service. A video and one-page briefing document can be found on NARA’s Records
Express blog.   
 
News from the ICA Human Rights Working Group 
Read the June 2016 newsletter of the International Council on Archives Human Rights
Working Group here. 
 
ACA Opening up Exam Registration in August 
The Academy of Certified Archivists (ACA) had a record number of exam applicants this
year with 231 persons registered. ACA also provided a record number of 20 exam
locations to accommodate the demand. In an effort to make the registration process
easier for 2017 exams, ACA plans to open up registration in early August. For more
information, go here. 
 
Comments Sought on New Standard for Measuring Public Services 
The SAA-ACRL/RBMS Joint Task Force on the Development of Standardized Statistical
Measures for Public Services in Archival Repositories and Special Collections

Subscribe Past Issues Translate
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Libraries seeks comment on the proposed new standard defining appropriate statistical
measures and performance metrics to govern the collection and analysis of statistical
data for describing public services provided by archival repositories and special
collections libraries. Review and comment on the proposed standard here, or send
comments to Amy Schindler at amycschindler@gmail.com and Christian Dupont
at christian.dupont@bc.edu. The Task Force will also accept comments at an open
forum and task force meeting at ARCHIVES*RECORDS 2016 on August 4. Deadline to
comment: August 22.

top ▲

JO BS

Attention, Job Seekers! 
Here are the latest career opportunities posted to SAA’s Career Center. View all postings.

Associate Dean for Special Collections and Archives (Logan, Utah) 
Utah State University, Merrill-Cazier Library
Temporary Associate Librarian - Digital Archivist (San Francisco,
California) 
University of California San Francisco
Museum Registrar (San Francisco, California) 
Fine Arts Museums of San Francisco
Manager, Archive Solutions (Seattle, Washington) 
Gates Archive
Archivist (New York City, New York) 
Tanya Bonakdar Gallery
Curator of Rare Books (Northampton, Massachusetts) 
Smith College

top ▲

DE ADL I NE S

Aug. 22 Comment on New Standards for Measuring Public Services

Oct. 31 Deadline for Archives Short Fiction Contest

top ▲

CO NT I NUI NG  E DUCAT I O N
 
Early-Bird Deadlines 
Save up to $60 by registering early!

Aug. 16 Arrangement and Description of Electronic Records, Parts I and II [A&D, DAS] 
Highland Heights, KY, Sept. 15–16

Aug. 22 Providing Access to Born-Digital Archives [DAS] 
Milwaukee, WI, Sept. 22

Aug. 22 Digital Forensics for Archivists: Fundamentals [DAS] 
Greeley, CO, Sept. 22

Subscribe Past Issues Translate
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RESOURCES

Special issue 13 (2) of RBM: a journal

for rare books, manuscripts, and

cultural heritage

Draft standard available for public
comment / Public Services in Archival
Repositories and Special Collections
Libraries
BY IFLA RARE BOOKS & SPECIAL COLLECTIONS SECTION · PUBLISHED 14/08/2016 · UPDATED
15/08/2016

The SAA–ACRL/RBMS Joint Task Force on the

Development of Standardized Statistical

Measures for Public Services in Archival

Repositories and Special Collections Libraries

has posted for public comment an initial draft

standard. The task force, which was formed in

2015, arose from the profession’s recognition of

the need to be able to to “gather and analyze

evidence concerning the eÙectiveness of their

services and the eÜciency of their operations”

(Dupont, 2012). This desire was so visible that an

entire special issue of RBM was dedicated to

addressing concerns and needs. The Joint Task

Force is responsible for development of a new

standard deÚning appropriate statistical
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measures and performance metrics to govern the collection and analysis of

statistical data for describing public services provided by archival repositories

and special collections libraries.

The Standard describes and quantiÚes users of special collections and

archival materials and services and their usage of the same, including reading

room paging/circulation, paging/circulation of materials for other purposes

(e.g., class/events, exhibits, reference questions, conservation, processing),

reference interactions (in person and via email), reproduction orders (numbers

of orders and pages photocopied/digitized), interlibrary loan requests

(physical, digital; Úlled, not Úlled), and events (e.g., numbers and

characteristics of class visits, exhibits [physical and virtual], tours, programs,

etc).

On the RBMS website, the document has been mounted using the

Hypothes.is plugin for WordPress, which allows anyone to leave comments

linked to individual phrases and sentences within the document. See:

http://rbms.info/digress/publicservicesstats/.

On the SAA website, visitors may leave comments on each section or

download the entire document as a PDF Úle. See:

http://www2.archivists.org/groups/saa-acrlrbms-joint-task-force-on-public-

services-metrics/new-standard-for-measuring-public-se

Comments may also be sent via email to Task Force co-chairs Amy Schindler

acschindler@unomaha.edu (SAA) and Christian Dupont

christian.dupont@bc.edu (ACRL/RBMS).

The deadline for comments on this initial draft is Monday, August 22, 2016. A

revised draft will be posted for comment later this year.

      
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SAA Statement on Executive Order Restricting Entry into the
United States by Individuals from Muslim-Majority Countries

The Society of American Archivists strongly opposes the discriminatory executive order,
issued by the Trump Administration on Friday, January 27, 2017, that restricts entry into
the United States by individuals from seven Muslim-majority countries (Iran, Iraq, Libya,
Somalia, Sudan, Syria, and Yemen). “Protecting the Nation from Foreign Terrorist Entry
into the United States" directly affects members of our community with whom we work
and serve, including archival colleagues, students, faculty, researchers, donors, and their
families. Read more here.

 
Meet the Candidates!

Fourteen candidates are slated for SAA’s 2017 ballot, for Vice President/President Elect,
three seats on the Council, and three positions on the 2018 Nominating Committee.
Read the candidates’ statements and learn more about the election here.
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Apply for the ICA New Professional Bursary 
To engage with future leaders, the International Council on Archives (ICA) has developed
the New Professionals Programme. New professionals from around the world are
selected to be members of the Programme for one year and participate in all its activities,
including the ones taking place during the ICA annual conference. Recipients will be
funded to attend the conference, taking place in Mexico City, November 27–29. If you are
an archives student or archival professional with less than 5 years of experience, then
you are eligible to apply. Find more details here. Deadline to apply: February 6. 
 
Early-bird Deadline for ACA Exam 
The Academy of Certified Archivists' early-bird exam deadline is February 15. Click here
for the application.

Provide Feedback for Statistical Measures and Metrics Draft 
A draft of “Standardized Statistical Measures and Metrics for Public Services in Archival
Repositories and Special Collections Libraries,” written by members of SAA and
ACRL/RBMS, is now available for comment through Friday, February 17. Find
the proposed standard here. Comment on individual pages or send comments to the
Task Force co-chairs Amy Schindler (SAA) at amycschindler@gmail.com and Christian
Dupont (ACRL/RBMS) at christian.dupont@bc.edu. You can also join the task force for
an online webinar on Wednesday, February 8, from 11:00am to 12:00pm EST. A
recording of the webinar will be available shortly after the live broadcast. 
 
2017 Western Archives Institute 
The Western Archives Institute will be held at Santa Clara University in Santa Clara, CA,
July 9–21. The Institute integrates instruction in basic archival practices with the history,
development, and theory of the profession and includes visits to historical records
repositories. Thomas Wilsted is the featured principal faculty member. Find more
information here. Deadline for applications: March 3. 
 
CLIR Announces 2016 Award Winners 
Congratulations to the 2016 recipients of the Digitizing Hidden Special Collections and
Archives Awards from the Council on Library and Information Resources (CLIR). Read
more about the winning projects here. CLIR invites applications for a new Digitizing
Hidden Collections awards cycle—find more information here. Deadline to apply:
March 3.

top ▲

ANNUAL M E E T I NG

Call for Graduate Student Paper and Poster Proposals 
The 2017 Student Program Subcommittee is accepting proposals for two special
sessions dedicated to student scholarship during the SAA Annual Meeting in Portland,
Oregon, July 23–29, 2017. Work from both master's and doctoral students will be
considered. Click here for submission guidelines. Deadline to submit a proposal:
February 3.

top ▲

F RO M  T HE  ARCHI V E S

The Deep Questions 
 
There are many practices and principles
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Archival and Special Collections Public Services
Metrics Survey
The SAA­ACRL/RBMS Joint Task Force on the Development of Standardized Statistical 
Measures for Public Services in Archival Repositories and Special Collections Libraries is 
responsible for development of a new standard defining appropriate statistical measures and 
performance metrics to govern the collection and analysis of statistical data for describing 
public services provided by archival repositories and special collections libraries. The intent of 
this survey is to gather information from archivists and special collections librarians about 
current practices and priorities at our repositories to inform the development of a standard. 

Please note that responses should be informed by practices and priorities of your institution. We 
request a single response from repositories. All responses will be held anonymous; only 
aggregate data will be reported. The survey should take you about 15­25 minutes to complete.

The survey is open for your replies until September 17, 2015.

Interested in more information about the work of the task force? Learn more: 
http://www2.archivists.org/groups/saa­acrlrbms­joint­task­force­on­public­services­metrics.

1.  1. What type of repository do your survey responses represent?
Mark only one oval.

 Business

 College or university

 Government

 Historical Society

 Museum

 Private or personal

 Religious

 Research library or manuscript repository

 Tribal

 Other: 

2.  2. Number of full­time equivalent employees:
Mark only one oval.

 1 or fewer

 2­10

 11­25

 26­50

 51 or more
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3.  3. What best describes your job title?
Mark only one oval.

 Director or manager

 Archivist

 Special Collections Librarian

 Curator

 Staff or Paraprofessional

 Intern

 Volunteer

 Other: 

4.  4. Does your repository collect data about public services?
Mark only one oval.

 Yes

 No  After the last question in this section, skip to question 93.

 I don't know  After the last question in this section, skip to question 93.

5.  5. How does your repository collect public services or user data?
Select all that apply
Check all that apply.

 Paper

 Spreadsheet

 Purchased or subscription tool or application (LibAnalytics, Aeon, etc.)

 Homegrown tool or application

 I don't know

 Not applicable

 Other: 

6.  6. Please share more about how, when and why you make use of the collection
methods above.
No character limit.
 

 

 

 

 

Patrons/Users
Does your repository currently collect any data about any of the following?
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7.  7. Number of users who physically enter the repository for any reason?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution

8.  8. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know

9.  9. Number of users who use collection material in a reading room or similar at the
repository?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution

10.  10. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know
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11.  11. Length of time users spend in a reading room or similar?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution

12.  12. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know

13.  13. Number of interactions with users who do not physically enter the repository
(phone, email, social media, or other information transactions not conducted in­
person)?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution

14.  14. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know
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15.  15. Demographic information about users (e.g. internal or external, office or
department, student, genealogist)?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution

16.  16. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know

17.  17. If you capture demographic data, please list the categories you use to distinguish
user types.
No character limit.
 

 

 

 

 

18.  18. Please include any additional comments or clarifications about the questions on
this page below.
No character limit.
 

 

 

 

 

Reference
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19.  19. Number of reference transactions?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution

20.  20. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know

21.  21. Type of information transaction (e.g. directional, reference transaction, research
consultation, reproduction request, interlibrary loan)?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution

22.  22. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know

Approve Public Services Metrics Page 104 of 164 018-CC-II-D-PubServMetrics



23.  23. Amount of time staff spend assisting users or potential users?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution

24.  24. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know

25.  25. Please include any additional comments or clarifications about the questions on
this page below.
 

 

 

 

 

Collections

26.  26. Collections or items staff consult to assist users?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution
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27.  27. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know

28.  28. Number of boxes, folders, volumes, items, or other measure of material used in
reading room?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution

29.  29. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know

30.  30. Please include any additional comments or clarifications about the questions on
this page below.
No character limit.
 

 

 

 

 

Reproductions/Loans
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31.  31. Reproduction requests (any format or output)?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution

32.  32. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know

33.  33. Number of interlibrary loan requests?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution

34.  34. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know
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35.  35. Number ILL requests filled with a digital surrogate?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution

36.  36. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know

37.  37. Number ILL requests filled by sending a physical item or collection to another
repository?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution

38.  38. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know
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39.  39. Please include any additional comments or clarifications about the questions on
this page below.
No character limit.
 

 

 

 

 

Instruction

40.  40. Number of instruction sessions?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution

41.  41. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know

42.  42. Number of attendees?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution
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43.  43. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know

44.  44. Amount of staff time spent preparing for class/session?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution

45.  45. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know

46.  46. List or numbers of material used in class/session?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution
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47.  47. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know

48.  48. Demographic information on class/session attendees?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution

49.  49. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know

50.  50. Please include any additional comments or clarifications about the questions on
this page below.
No character limit.
 

 

 

 

 

Tours
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51.  51. Number of tours?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution

52.  52. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know

53.  53. Number of attendees?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to institution

54.  54. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know
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55.  55. Demographic information on tour attendees?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution

56.  56. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know

57.  57. Please include any additional comments or clarifications about the questions on
this page below.
No character limit.
 

 

 

 

 

Events

58.  58. Number of events?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution
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59.  59. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know

60.  60. Number of attendees?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution

61.  61. Collecting this information is useful and important to me.
Mark only one oval.

 Strongly Agree

 Agree

 Disagree

 Strongly Disagree

 I Don't Know

62.  62. Demographic information on audiences?
Mark only one oval.

 We count this

 We do not count this

 I don't know

 We sometimes take samples

 Not applicable to my institution

Approve Public Services Metrics Page 114 of 164 018-CC-II-D-PubServMetrics























Approve Public Services Metrics Page 125 of 164 018-CC-II-D-PubServMetrics



Approve Public Services Metrics Page 126 of 164 018-CC-II-D-PubServMetrics



Approve Public Services Metrics Page 127 of 164 018-CC-II-D-PubServMetrics



Approve Public Services Metrics Page 128 of 164 018-CC-II-D-PubServMetrics



SAA-ACRL/RBMS Joint Task Force on the Development of Standardized 
Statistical Measures for Public Services in Archival Repositories and Special 

Collections Libraries 
DRAFT VERSION 1 – Comment Summaries 

 

Includes comments from: 

● Comments from 2016 ALA Annual Meeting  
● Comments from 2016 SAA Annual Task Force Meeting  
● Comments from 2016 SAA Annual Open Forum 
● Comments from 2016 SAA Annual RAO Marketplace  
● Comments from Direct Emails  
● Comments from Social Media and Personal Communications non-substantive, so not 

included here 
● Comments from SAA Website Draft Version  
● Comments from RBMS Website Draft Version ( 
● Comments on PDF Draft Version from Kat Timms (selected, more general comments; 

refer to this document for additional typographical and editorial corrections) 

All comments were received in 2016 after the release of Draft Version 1. The comments have 
been organized by section of Draft Version 1 for compilation in this document. Original 
comments in their entirety, including identifying information when received via email or online, 
have been retained by the task force.  

 

GENERAL STRUCTURE 

Measures vs. Metrics 
Based on comments at SAA in the RAO Marketplace discussion, I think a fuller explanation of 
the difference between measures, metrics, and assessment would help people understand how to 
best use this document. 

Basic vs. Advanced Measures 
My general sense is the basic measures hit the mark, and the advanced measures will having 
varying usefulness to repositories depending on their specific needs. Which I'm sure is exactly 
your intent. 

Some of the advanced measurements will not be possible given current staffing levels, for 
example monitoring consultation use of an item. Items pulled for researchers may not be 
reshelved by student assistants until the following day, and the staff member managing the 
reference desk would not be able to track individual item use in any reasonable manner. But 
Reader Hours, that we can do! We collect this data now on our sign-in sheets but this isn't 
included in our monthly data reports. It could be added as measurement though. It's not as 
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specific as the consultation use, but it is a step in the right direction. I appreciate the flexibility 
written into the standards document. 

The Collection Use domain: it strikes me here that there are listed so many potential measures, 
and most institutions won't find value in using all of them at once. I do like the approach of 
having "basic measure" and then "advanced measures" but institutions will need to choose which 
measures make sense in their own context, and ignore other sections accordingly. 

Application and Examples 
Within the document there are some places where the rationale for collecting a measure or 
calculating a metric are made, but this is uneven and would be helpful across the board if the 
committee would return to the document to add these considerations throughout. 

Recommendation to include applications and examples (and metrics) for different repository 
types such as public, academic, corporate, etc. 

Most of the “why should you document this” reasons were aimed at the archivists themselves. 
Perhaps spending some time focusing on the external reasons to collect and report statistics 
might be helpful? Especially with descriptions of how these may appeal to outside auditors, 
accreditors, or resource allocators? This is also likely to appeal to those who have not yet started 
collating any stats and are considering the commitment it requires. I’ll admit, there’s some stats 
that have little bearing whatsoever on the prioritization we do internally that I primarily collect to 
report out to my administration (gate count, contact type, local vs distance users, 
student/administration/faculty use). This may have been a mis-read of the document, but we 
didn’t really get the impression that external consumption of use stats was a focus of the writers 
and we really feel it should be. If for no other reason, than to allow those that need to justify the 
commitment of time to collecting stats to their managers. 

Within many ‘Application and Examples’ sections, there are statements that argue the result or 
outcome of collecting such a statistic, which could also be interpreted as arguing the merit or 
benefit of collecting such a statistic. 

For example (p. 5): “Having the number of Registered Users for a given period of time will 
allow Repositories to track the number of new Users and provide advanced Reading Room 
metrics by comparing new and returning Users.”  

While I think this type of thing is important and useful to mention, I’m wondering if these 
statements should be placed under their own sub-heading, rather than being placed as part of 
‘Application and Examples’? 

Example statistical policy and report 
Add an appendix with a sample local statistical gathering policy, report, charting that is based on 
the measures and metrics outlined in the standard. 

Will there be a suggested template for recording stats? 
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Section numbering 
Would it be possible to number the sections of the document for easier referencing? 

GENERAL CONTENT 

Publication/Citation counts 
Add an advanced measure for publication/citation counts as an indicator of collection usage. 
Also digital scholarship usage? End products of public services should be reflected. Need to 
track publications and citations; repositories need the numbers as well as the stories that go along 
with those numbers. Use web alerts set to track citations of collections in new publications. 

We suggest an additional collection related to product type (which was alluded to with one of the 
metrics, but not as its own thing). What is the researcher producing (if anything)? Is it a photo 
going into a book, on the wall of a B&B/hotel, reality show, documentary, family genealogy? 
This is data we use mostly with administrators “see, look what cool things our stuff is being used 
for!” 

I see no reference to tracking "Permissions to Publish" for image collections or other archival 
material.  I imagine most institutions do not attempt to track this, but if it can be tracked it's a 
very useful measure of impact and dissemination of collection materials. 

Unprocessed collections 
Add an advanced measure to distinguish usage of processed and un/under-processed archival 
collections (could help repositories determine impacts of providing access to un/under-processed 
collections). 

Digital materials 
How should use of digitized and born-digital materials be tracked? 

I wonder how instructional use for collections works when students use digitized material? Stats 
based on page views to the digital item could be powerful when combined with the physical 
usage stats. I bring this up as I often have students look at the items in person and then refer to 
the digital later, or visa versa. This is covered a bit later on "online interactions." 

Events and exhibitions 
Do events and exhibitions overlap? Are their definitions in conflict with existing library 
standards? 

While I appreciate that the stds are divided between basic and advanced metrics, and 
notwithstanding that I could quibble with certain metrics being put in one category rather than 
the other, my larger suggestion has to do with whether all the domains are of equal significance. 
I think Events and Exhibitions are of distinctly less import, in terms of the metrics they provide 
and the utility of those metrics, than the other domains.  It is already going to be difficult for 
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repositories to begin capturing metrics for the basic activities of the other domains; I think 
Events and Exhibitions could be identified as ‘preferred’ rather than ‘required.’ 

As I was going through the Events and Exhibits portion of your document I found it intriguing 
that much of what you recommend for how to count and evaluate various activities is nearly 
identical to what we do at the Sousa Archives and Center for American Music.  However, some 
of the data points related to time spent creating events and exhibits is not counted as part of the 
Center’s annual report and my personal annual report.  I can see the value of collecting this 
information because it would clearly document the large amounts of time that are spent on the 
planning and development of these public engagement and instructional sessions.  However, I 
confess these numbers would probably shock me because they would help explain why I spend 
12-13 hours a day working at the Center getting everything done as a lone-arranger. 

As with all standards I am going to assume that the granularity of detail one wishes to track these 
types of measures is flexible so repositories can choose what level of detail is most appropriate 
for them.  This type of flexibility will likely entice most repositories to consider using this 
standard as their measure of public service.  My only suggestion would be the identification of 
the number of staff and possible staff function used for event and exhibit planning and 
preparation to help provide a more expansive identification of how the total time was spent on 
this work.  This would help “weight” the specific high- and low-level work done by individuals. 
However, in my case I am the “soup to nuts” producer of our exhibits and events, so this type of 
number wouldn’t be as dramatic in terms of the specific types of work.  But again time is 
everything and spending more time on compiling these types of figures for my repository just 
isn’t in the cards right now. 

For Events, was any thoughts given to assessing the effectiveness of the event in the long term? 
Perhaps something like periods of six month, twelve month, and 24 month increments? I'm not 
exactly sure how to measure this effectiveness myself, so I'm really hoping that smart people 
have determined a way. For Exhibitions, was any thought given to creating a measurement for 
impact of the installation? Or value as a product of scholarly communication? 

Events: In a lot of cases, it would make more sense to measure instruction sessions separately 
from other events. Under "Type of Event" consider specifying whether the participants are 
internal to the institution or external. (ie for an academic archives, a class tour versus a visit by a 
local historical interest group.) 

Instructional outreach 
Separate instructional events from other events? Supervision of credit-bearing research or 
credit-bearing internships might also be an advanced metric under teaching.  Again the numbers 
may be relatively modest, but they accumulate over the years. 

The draft has headings under which teaching activity in special collections will be counted 
statistically (under number of events, number of visitors to events, number of items pulled for 
events), but no single heading that makes clear to administrators when a special collections unit 
contributes to the university's credit-bearing teaching program. 
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Instruction absolutely needs it own domain, with plenty of basic and advanced measures defined. 
The profession really needs consistency on this across institutions, and many people feel they 
need guidance on how to count (let alone assess) instruction. 

I can share my own stats spreadsheet(s) with the task force, but the measures are essentially: 

● number of courses 
● number of profs 
● number of staff per session (less of an issue at my current institution, usually only 1 per 

session) 
● number of class visits to repository (1/3 main instruction services) 
● number of in-classroom sessions (1/3 main instruction services) 
● number of assignments serviced in reading room (1/3 main instruction services) 
● number of students served per term (unique individuals) 
● total # of students in the door per term (door count, includes repeats) 
● hours spent preparing 
● hours of contact in sessions 
● number of collection items used in sessions 

I know other repositories might also count 

● number of courses taught by library staff member 
● number of embedded courses / staff 
● return visits by students in a course within a given amount of time (I could say more 

about this, as I'm not sure it's ideal or useful to push for or even count, but I know many 
places are really interested in making this connection) 

Hours open 
Define a measure so that repositories can report how many hours they are open to the public? 

Another measurement that we are considering adding is staffing hours - the total number of 
hours per day or week spent staffing a reference point of interaction such as the reading room 
desk, reference e-mail, the proactive chat service. This may be not be active work like the Time 
Spent measurement (if there are no researchers or chat questions) but it is a reflection of 
reference services. 

I'm not sure exactly where this would fit in, but some way to reporting total service hours (per 
week or other time period) would be useful, esp as we start gauging traffic, volume, usage 
against number of service hours. In our reporting for the Univ of California, we have to report on 
services hours for all public service points. 

Likewise, it may be helpful to have a standard way to report staffing levels re: coverage of public 
service points? or in department? or who work on public services? 

Just spoke to a special collections person who has the same hours as us but more than one desk - 
so # of service points may also be important to capture. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Purpose 
● Clarify purpose is not an attempt to reduce our services to a “number game.” 
● Could metrics tell stories to support budgetary requests? 
● Provide vendor with guidance on how to develop systems that meet repository needs to 

collected, analyze, and report statistical data. 

While the standards are overall strong in identifying what metrics to capture and what those 
metrics might tell a repository manager (e.g., that more resources be allocated to digitizing 
collection material related to X topic or format), the standards are much weaker in suggestion 
why the metrics might be important and how they might be used … outside the repository, for 
advocacy, for reports/requests to resource allocators, to strengthening appeals to potential donors 
(both of collection and of dollars). I’m not suggesting that such examples be constructed for 
every metric, but I would suggest adding a section either to the beginning or end of each domain, 
providing examples of why particular  pieces of information might be valuable to a repository 
manager. 

Most of the “why should you document this” reasons were aimed at the archivists themselves. 
Perhaps spending some time focusing on the external reasons to collect and report statistics 
might be helpful? Especially with descriptions of how these may appeal to outside auditors, 
accreditors, or resource allocators? This is also likely to appeal to those who have not yet started 
collating any stats and are considering the commitment it requires. I’ll admit, there’s some stats 
that have little bearing whatsoever on the prioritization we do internally that I primarily collect to 
report out to my administration (gate count, contact type, local vs distance users, 
student/administration/faculty use). This may have been a mis-read of the document, but we 
didn’t really get the impression that external consumption of use stats was a focus of the writers 
and we really feel it should be. If for no other reason, than to allow those that need to justify the 
commitment of time to collecting stats to their managers. 

Is the intent to eventually convince the IPEDS (or similar) people to allow return of 
documentation from archivists in this form rather than the useless stats they now get from some 
of us? Or are there long-term plans for some other compilation of this data on a 
national/international basis? 

Archives should be encouraged not just to measure public access, but to make use of those 
measurements in planning. Very often numbers are just something to look good in the annual 
report; it's important to use the results of measurement & assessment to do more and do better. 

If your institution relies on funding for public service and public records information, statistics 
kept daily of counts of patrons, phone calls and emails and records used or copied for patrons is 
essential for documentation. It is the only way to prove service and usage of your holdings 
(county governmental records or special collections). Documentation of usage of your records is 
essential to your agency or institution for requests of funding and staff retention and recruitment. 
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Scope 
Standard could lead to creation of an annual statistical survey, but does not include one nor a 
plan for a statistical data repository. Having such a repository, however, would enable 
cross-institutional comparisons and facilitate broad-based advocacy. 

Most important, I have always understood that one of the major motivations for standardizing 
these metrics and requiring that repositories keep them in the first place, was the importance of 
being able to analyze such information both across time but also across institutions.  That latter 
goal seems absent from all discussion in the stds.  Shouldn’t the stds include presentation of how 
these metrics will assist the entire archival (and special collections) profession in the years to 
come? Will institutions be expected to report this information, either regularly or to regular 
surveys? What can such aggregate information tell SAA and ACRL and/or their grantors or other 
resource allocators?  What other third parties might be interested in this data?  A section at the 
beginning or end of the standards (perhaps even another appendix) could convey such 
information. 

Audience 
Add more language about ​intended ​ ​audience ​ for this document ​and​ develop some ​pointers​ ​on​ 
​how​ ​to​ make use of it as a tool locally (e.g., metrics for story-telling). 

We run into a lot of archivists at places where they don’t keep any user information. Quite 
honestly, they’re frightened. They don’t know where to start, don’t know how to start. Is there a 
next step for possibly building some basics into  templates in MS Access, Filemaker, Excel, 
Word, etc? That could be adopted with a minimum of development time by those who are in this 
situation? 

I did a quick review. I’m the sole full-time staff member of a public library local history room. I 
was pleasantly surprised to find that the basic measures all seemed feasible to me (and in some 
cases dovetail well with measures we’re already tracking).  Thank you for the efforts to make 
this accessible to all kinds of repositories! 

My department is about to transition from pen/pencil/Excel to a Library-wide stats software and 
we have been considering how to better represent the work that we are performing through the 
data that we are collecting. This document is extremely useful in this regard. I can locate the 
measurements that we are currently collecting - user types, time spent, all checkouts, for example 
- and many of the advanced measures suggested can fit within the new system. 

Tone/Framing 
The bottom line is to demonstrate value. Explain that we seek to be more active rather than 
passive in terms of collecting. Promote a new way of thinking about statistics gathering. If we 
only measure what people demand of us, we must demand that they ask more of us in order to 
demonstrate an increase in value and impact. Need to demonstrate value rather than defend 
existence. Not just “what do we know?” but “what do we want to know?” 
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Implementation 
I see our repository having to do conversions based on counts already being done. Will there be 
resources to help with this conversion? 

Some of the advanced measurements will not be possible given current staffing levels, for 
example monitoring consultation use of an item. Items pulled for researchers may not be 
reshelved by student assistants until the following day, and the staff member managing the 
reference desk would not be able to track individual item use in any reasonable manner. But 
Reader Hours, that we can do! We collect this data now on our sign-in sheets but this isn't 
included in our monthly data reports. It could be added as measurement though. It's not as 
specific as the consultation use, but it is a step in the right direction. I appreciate the flexibility 
written into the standards document. 

Throughout document suggests using an automated system such as a spreadsheet but even in that 
case, there is still a person who manually enters that data, which is time consuming. Not saying 
keeping detailed stats is a bad thing, but it can be hard to put this into practice consistently. 
Perhaps there's a way to keep detailed stats for a month out of every quarter or one week a month 
or something, because otherwise it doesn't seem very sustainable. 

We are doing a lot of this in a very general way. Some of this—tracking actual time spent and 
user demographics—would take a considerable amount of somebody’s time to compile and 
analyze. (Even if it was partially automated). Also, today’s privacy-minded patrons might be 
troubled by extensive demographic tracking, if it came to their attention that we were doing it. 
The results, however, would be interesting.  As the draft mentions, information derived from this 
would be useful in making decisions on digitizing items that get a lot of use, or identifying other 
agencies to work with for promoting collections or providing visitor services. 

“... pencil and paper, spreadsheet, or the newest automated system”: I appreciate this breakdown. 

 

DOMAINS 

Domain: User Demographics 

Collecting demographic data may be problematic for public institutions in particular; issues of 
patron privacy. 

For user demographics/type of use: archivists should recognize that some users will not be 
comfortable talking freely about the work they are using the archives for, for a variety of reasons. 
Requiring compliance with this measure may turn away potential users. "Choose not to disclose" 
should be a valid response to these questions. 

Thank you for not using patron, customer, or visitor as the default term! 
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Basic Measure (“User Type”) 
Point of clarification: when defining internal users vs. Repository staff, is this to distinguish 
between staff accessing materials to assist with patron queries (internal) and staff accessing 
materials for administrative purposes? 

In different organization types internal User types can be defined in numerous ways. For 
example, in an educational environment internal Users would be instructors, professors, staff, 
alumni, and students; in private or business environments internal Users would be employees and 
consultants; in religious organizations internal Users would be religious leaders and congregants; 
in historical societies internal Users would be members of the organization; in local government 
archives internal Users would be employees and residents of the locality. 

Exclude Repository staff unless they are consulting the collections for purposes other than their 
employment with the Repository (i.e., personal or independent research). 

Query on ethics: in keeping with patron/researcher privacy, track the reasons Users are using the 
Repository with categories or predetermined options. 

The reasons Users may be using repositories could include: school, genealogy, publication, 
administrative, films, media, personal interest, or other reasons. 

Definition of "internal users" doesn't fit with ours.  Internal users at a municipal government 
archives would only include city employees and elected officials.  Local residents would be 
classified depending on who they were: lawyer, business person, archivist/librarian, general 
public etc. We do not differentiate between "local" and "far away" users of the archives.[made 
change 10/7/16] 

Wondering how to actually implement considering many users' status will change over the years 
- just via annual check-ins to update profiles? 

Advanced Measure (“Registered User”) 
To track new vs returning user potentially assumes the institution keeps registration records for 
really long periods of time and possibly also assumes researchers get permanent access rights. 
We change up our forms every so often and so start over the researcher registration documents 
yearly. I can see how this item might be off-putting to institutions that haven’t yet started 
collating stats: it seems a huge commitment. How best might it be sold as a useful statistic to 
gather? 

Not actually sure how just counting this differs from counting user type above? 

Not totally sure how to interpret this when using Aeon, which allows users to register (create an 
account) and then get cleared (when they show up in person). I plan to implement to mean that 
once someone creates an Aeon account, they are registered (even if they never show up or get 
cleared). However, I could see how Aeon registration might = pre-registration, and getting 
cleared might = fully registering. 
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Advanced Measure (“User Affiliation”) 

Advanced Measure (“Type of Use”) 
We’ve been discussing this for quite a while, as it turns out, and decided this needs not to be 
affiliated with the researcher but it needs to be affiliated with the request. In our experience, too 
many of our users change up the type of research they’re doing and so while one visit in they 
may be doing genealogical, in the next they may be doing research for a local civic 
organization’s history, and so forth. This rings particularly true for for-hire researchers. Since it 
would generally make more sense for people without highly developed researcher tracking 
databases to spend most of their time collating stats based on the researcher request rather than 
the researcher, we’re thinking the type needs to be moved to the request info. 

Track the reasons Users are using the Repository with categories or predetermined options. The 
reasons Users may be using repositories could include: school, genealogy, publication, 
administrative, films, media, personal interest, or other reasons. 

Recommended Metrics 

Domain: Reference Transactions 

Basic measure (“Reference Questions”) 
Have you talked about switching reference questions received to reference questions answered? 
Making us the actor rather than the recipient. Should it be how many answers have you 
provided? Show absolute contributions. Regarding received versus answered, the number should 
be the same, but the framing of it would be different. The bottom line is to demonstrate value. 
Suggest that we switch to answered so we can set a new model. Introductory information will 
frame all of this, and we can say that we seek to be more active rather than passive in terms of 
collecting. Promote a new way of thinking about this. 

If you have a person come to the reading room, and then a following day you would count them 
twice. Continuing effort would count the reply in terms of the transactions turning into a 
conversation through reference transactions that expand beyond the initial question asked. 

I like the attempt to make the guidelines around counting reference questions consistent - indeed 
this is the very question I was hoping to find addressed when I went looking for an update, as 
we're just in the process of rolling out a new enquiry management system. There is just one point 
about which I'm not quite clear - or at least where I'm curious about intent. 

​Basic measure: number of unique Reference Questions received from Users regardless of 
the method used to submit the request. 

Do not include multiple e-mails ... on the same question as separate questions. 

BUT: Do include an inquiry from a reading room user who asks a follow-up question 

So if I'm reading this correctly, it seems there is a different approach for in-person 
researchers. Was this the intent? 
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I know that determining the criteria for a "new" question/topic is very much subject to 
interpretation. Especially in the context of the reading room, maybe one example would be a 
question leading to the retrieval of a different collection? Or maybe that's a slippery slope, and it 
would be better to stick to your minimalist approach (for e-mail) in equating one research topic 
within a reasonable period of time to one reference transaction, with the optional addition of a 
complexity measure. In any case, I think it would be ideal to define reference questions 
independent of the means of access, as outlined in the definition of the basic measure. 

Not all contact methods remain the same (this section seems to encourage the assumption that 
they do.) We often have email requests that morph into in-person requests, or phone requests that 
morph into email requests.  Perhaps clarify that in tracking this, you may want to allow for 
multiple contact methods within the same request documentation. 

Directions say not to include directional/general information questions-- why not? 

“Do include an inquiry from a Reading Room User who asks a follow-up question.” - This 
(follow-up question) is unclear. 

Advanced Measure (“Method”) 
One advanced measurement that might be helpful is referral type. Maybe this is just another 
example of Type of Use. I am thinking about how the user was directed to the 
collections/department - web search, finding aid, catalog record, reference desk, professor, 
another repository, etc. This is different than the categories listed in Type of Use. 

Advanced Measure (“Time Spent”) 
Application: time spent could be used as a scale for institutions that charge for time spent 
answering reference questions. 

How do you deal with having multiple staff members involved with answering the same 
question? 

How do you deal with a question that originates in another part of the library and then involves 
the archivist? 

What about time spent on tracking copyright and restrictions? 

UC-Riverside uses a ticketing system that tracks time. 

One area that we have been struggling with is representing reference work performed by our 
staff. The checkouts and number of questions answered do not adequately represent the time 
spent working with the materials and consulting with the researchers. 

I've always felt this is hard to do unless you only conduct reference during a specific chunk of 
time and even then there are constant interrupts so it's hard to reliably track time. Also, 
sometimes you can be working with a patron for longer than the stats period, so do you start over 
every month? For example, you can be coordinating a large reproductions order or a detailed 
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research question, so it's still the same topic but the back and forth continues for months. How do 
you track time for that if you are taking monthly stats? Start over each month? 

If we're going to use these statistics to benchmark against each other more uniformly, it makes 
sense to recommend a set time interval. 15 minutes seems reasonable. 

Advanced Measure (“Purpose of Transaction”) 
Query on ethics​: This measure (“Purpose of Transaction”) may need to be re-thought or include 
guidelines and best practices for balancing statistics gathering and researcher privacy. SAA may 
wish to consider providing further guidelines or limitations on the specificity of this line of 
inquiry to ensure that it remains aligned with the core values of researcher privacy and 
confidentiality. References: SAA Core Values - Privacy and ALA Privacy and Confidentiality 
Core Values 

Product ​: The purpose could also be phrased in terms of end-product: completing a class 
assignment, conducting research for a publication, or researching your company’s branding over 
time. 

Purpose of Transaction ​: We divide our transactions between Donor requests and General 
Reference requests.  Many of our collections are from active organizations or living family 
members, and we provide reference services for these organizations and people.  Sometimes the 
donor request is actually an archival reference request that was directed to the organization, 
which the organization then forwards to us for reply.  We also distinguish between general 
reference, and when the donor organization wants historical context and analysis (on what the 
organization did in the past) - these questions are handled by the historians on staff (not archival 
staff). 

“Record the purpose of the Reference Transaction according to a defined rubric. This rubric 
could be institutionally defined or defined by another body. There are several different types of 
purposes.” - Is there a possibility that there be a controlled vocabulary for these? Would be 
useful! 

Advanced Measure (“Complexity of Transaction”) 
Complexity of research questions. How do you measure complexity? Is it time, amount of 
questions? 

Include examples. 

Application: complexity could be used as a scale for institutions that charge for time spent 
answering reference questions. 

During our 2016 SAA Annual Task Force Meeting, a colleague from an academic archives 
mentioned piloting using the READ scale this year. 

“Predefine a scale or category to ensure consistency over time of the measure collected. An 
example of a predefined scale is the READ scale. Examples of predefined categories include: 
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ready reference, research assistance, and research consultation meeting.” - Could this include 
research consultations that are tied to instructional activity? 

We offer 30 min research consultations. We count these consultations by number of 
consultations, and time spent per/total. We have thought of these as separate from reference Qs 
because, presumably, someone would ask multiple Qs in a given consultation. Should this, like 
tours and instruction be counted separately? (our institutional context: we were not planning on 
using a complexity measure, such as the READ scale, in an effort to be more lightweight on all 
staff.) 

Recommended metrics 
“Graphing the total number of Reference Transactions over a given period of time can reveal 
usage patterns. For instance, daily Reference Transactions might increase before an academic 
institution’s annual alumni weekend.” - or after a series of instructional sessions. 

“Comparing the average length of time spent responding to internal vs. external Users may point 
to a need to review a Repository’s mission or customer service philosophy.” - and/or increase the 
amount of instructional support. 

Domain: Reading Room Visits 

Basic measure (“Reader Days”) 
Guidelines for collection​: What about [adding] a bullet point for how students in the reading 
room will be tallied and supported? For example, at Iowa, our policy is that students in the 
reading room will first be helped by whoever is at the reference desk and second by the librarian 
assigned to work with that class. We encourage students to make reference appointments as well 
but occasionally a more casual reference policy for reading room questions is needed. 

Application and examples​: Use of "visit" in the description of Reader Days above ("Count each 
Registered User once and only once during the 24-hour period regardless of how many Visits 
they make during the period and regardless of the visit length.") makes it sound like visit is 
different than reader days. So, someone could visit twice in the same day but that's still only one 
reader day. Here, however, it sounds like a "visit" is actually the same as "reader day." Can you 
clarify? 

Advanced measure (“Reader Hours”) 
We are a "stand alone" archives, we do not monitor hours in the reading room.  We allow users 
to go between 2 reading rooms to access microfilm machines, and do not keep track of their time 
of where they are located in the building.  They are signed in at the beginning of the day, and 
signed out at the end of the day. 

Approve Public Services Metrics Page 141 of 164 018-CC-II-D-PubServMetrics



Recommended metrics 
Unique Registered Users​: What about also including number of courses with students (each of 
whom is a Unique Registered User) who spend time in the reading room? That way, the 
reference statistics could reflect the reference support required to support instructional activities. 

Domain: Collection Use 

Basic measure (“All Checkouts”) 
There seem to be some inconsistencies between the basic measure definition, application and 
examples, and advanced measures: 

The basic measure is titled "all checkouts", but the paragraph also refers to staff 
circulations 

In the basic measure definition, there are references to staff use for description and 
preservation. There is also an example of description use under application and examples, 
but neither preservation nor description are defined under advanced measures. I would 
suggest limiting the basic measure to direct public service - perhaps both in-person 
checkouts and staff use for reference enquiries, which would be consistent with the 
proposed way to count reference enquiries (i.e. counted regardless of the means of 
contact). It seems to me that including internal/processing use would weaken the 
measure, especially if it was presented as a total or not tracked separately. And the 
standard is supposed to be about public service :) 

The Collection Use domain: it strikes me here that there are listed so many potential measures, 
and most institutions won't find value in using all of them at once. I do like the approach of 
having "basic measure" and then "advanced measures" but institutions will need to choose which 
measures make sense in their own context, and ignore other sections accordingly. 

How should use of digitized and born-digital materials be tracked? 

Advanced measure (“Reading Room Use”) 
You may want to standardize the language between this measure and the previous one, like "all 
checkouts" and "reading room checkouts," since this one is a subset of the basic measure. 

Advanced measure (“Consultation Hours”) 

Advanced measure (“Exhibition Use”) 
Has distinct counting of loans for exhibition versus in house "Exhbition Use" been considered? I 
can imagine the loans category being useful information. 

Advanced measure (“Event and Activity Use”) 
I wonder how instructional use for collections works when students use digitized material? Stats 
based on page views to the digital item could be powerful when combined with the physical 
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usage stats. I bring this up as I often have students look at the items in person and then refer to 
the digital later, or visa versa. This is covered a bit later on "online interactions." 

Advanced measure (“Staff Reference Use”) 
[General observations: seems like the definition and explanation of this measure needs to be 
improved. The concept appears to be valid, but some people are misunderstanding what we are 
wanting to say.] 

We all had a very negative response to the definition of “Staff Reference Uses.” This would be 
extremely variable by institution, we would think. For example, we only do most basic checks 
for distance researchers in collections (generally no more than 15 minutes) and would include 
that in our researcher interaction time. For us, this definition made it sound like it assumed that 
archives may do extended research on behalf of users: and since that’s not been the case at most 
institutions where I’ve worked, it’s not a useful metric as is. Also, I think it’s reasonable to 
consider staff research into collections for internal purposes (developing a finding aid for a 
different collection, exhibits, etc) as a documented thing which would more logically be called 
“Staff Reference Uses.” 

Why does it count as "staff Circulation" (pg. 13) or "Staff Reference Use" (pg. 15) when Staff 
checks out a collection unit on behalf of a researcher/patron who can't visit in person. At my 
current institution & former, we always counted those stats as patron stats. At my current 
institution it is indicated that these patron stats are for distance requests (via correspondence, not 
in person). It doesn't seem accurate to count them as Staff Circulation if it's for patron use. Staff 
circulation should represent use of a collection for staff use (exhibitions, exhibition research, 
research for blog posts, troubleshooting, etc.) 

Advanced measure (“Total Reproduction Requests”) 

Advanced measure (“Reproductions”) 

Advanced measure (“Interlibrary Loan Requests Received”) 
The ILL section was mostly pointless. We do occasional rare books loans, but that’s it and that’s 
statistics that would be gathered from the ILL office in the library so for us to do it might be 
double-reporting. This led to a discussion of how many people actually ILL archival collections 
and the program in Wisconsin was the only one any of us could think of. Is this significantly 
more widespread? 

Thank you so much for including discussion of use of collections via Interlibrary Loan. While 
my repository does not currently provide access to archival collections through Interlibrary Loan, 
it is an access opportunity we are interested in exploring further. By having ILL in this guideline, 
we'll have a clear direction in which to frame our use assessment of ILL from the beginning.  

Advanced measure (“Interlibrary Loan Requests Filled”) 
Clarify that the measures include counts of ILL documents delivered electronically 
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Where in these sections would we count when we are serving as the point of access for another 
institution's materials? We didn't request the item, but it comes here so we can make it available 
to someone? 

On a related note, I don't think we will ACTUALLY count anything re: ILL since our ILL 
departments handles (and therefore counts) all ILL requests, scans, items sent, etc. 

Advanced measure (“Interlibrary Loan Requests Sent”) 
How is ILL Requests sent different fro ILL Requests Filled?  

Recommended metrics 

Domain: Events 

Basic Measure (“Number of Events”) 

Advanced Measure (“Number of Attendees”) 

Advanced Measure (“Type of Event”) 

Advanced Measure (“Event Preparation Time”) 

Advanced Measure (“Length of Event”) 

Recommended metrics 
Average number of Events per day/week/month/year​: “Calculating the average number of Events 
for a given period of time can provide a baseline metric for comparing activity levels between 
different departments or repositories.” - I think this means library department, but it is helpful to 
know which academic departments are doing the most instructional activity, at what level 
(graduate or undergraduate), when peak request times are, etc. 

Domain: Exhibitions 

Basic measure (“Number of Exhibitions”) 
For things like public programming and exhibits, is there a feature in the advanced that 
evaluation performed (assessment)? Could you have something in there that was related to a 
follow up survey or accomplishment in terms of how many people were able to answer questions 
based on the exhibits/event? How do you measure the impact of an event? [Agree that this type 
of information is important to collect, but don’t see how it would be counted 1-n”? Could just 
count if the event was evaluated or not.] 

Exhibitions: this seems to be written with a perspective largely on physical exhibitions, and is 
much less applicable to web exhibitions and digital outreach projects. It says to include online 
exhibitions, but a lot of those would be better dealt with by some of the Online Interactions 
metrics. In this case, would the institution count the same visits in both measures? I think there 
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could be a lot more clarity around where Exhibitions measures should be used and where Online 
Interactions measures should be used. 

Advanced measure (“Exhibition Duration”) 
If one had an online only exhibition or if the exhibition included an online portion, how would 
duration be measured?  Would it be calcuated by multiplying 24 (hours) by the days the 
exhibition was open?  What if the online exhibition or the online portion of the exhibition will 
remain on view indefinitely? 

Advanced Measure (“Exhibition Visitors”) 

Advanced measure (“Exhibition Preparation Time”) 

Advanced measure (“Exhibition Types”) 

Advanced measure (“Exhibition Publications”) 
The guidelines indicate that social media posts should not be counted toward Exhibition 
Publication tally.  Many repositories create extended blogs that correlate to exhibitions and are 
intended to serve as an online manifestation for off-site patrons.  Perhaps the guidelines could be 
amended to allow the inclusion of "extended social media posts, such as blog posts or Facebook 
Pages created explicitly for the exhibition,  to reach off-site users with content-rich manifestation 
of the exhibition" and to distinguish content-rich uses of social media from short, surface posts 
that simply point to the exhibit?  

Recommended metrics 

Domain: Online Interactions 

Basic Measure (“Page Views”) 
“If possible, exclude “Page Views” by the Repository’s own staff” - Happy to see this included! 
:) 

Advanced Measure (“Unique Page Views”) 

Advanced Measure (“Session Time”) 

Advanced Measure (“Traffic Source”) 

Advanced Measure (“Downloads”) 

Advanced Measure (“Downloaded Material Type”) 
It might also be useful to include categories for derivatives of the same object. Our repository, 
for example, provides multiple sizes of the same image for download. 

Approve Public Services Metrics Page 145 of 164 018-CC-II-D-PubServMetrics



Advanced Measure (“Social Media Reach”) 

Recommended Metrics 

Appendix A: Glossary 

User 
Thank you for not using patron, customer, or visitor as the default term! 

Interlibrary Loan Request 
A request made by a Repository on behalf of an affiliated User to temporarily borrow or 
reproduce material held by another Repository to facilitate access for research purposes. 

Even though the definition (adapted from other sources) is inclusive (‘Repository”’ instead of 
‘library’), the term name gives the clear impression that these loans occur between libraries. Not 
all archival repositories are libraries. Should the term label be changed? 

Virtual Reference Transaction 
A Reference Question that is received and responded to in electronic format and conforms to 
Reference Transactions in that it is an information contact that involves the knowledge, use, 
commendation, interpretation, or instruction in the use of one or more information sources by a 
member of the Repository staff. 

As an alternative, could just point to “Reference Transaction”, since it is already defined 
elsewhere (p. 38), without repeating part of its definition here. This definition could be as simple 
as: “A Reference Transaction conducted using virtual, or electronic, technologies.” 

 

TYPOGRAPHICAL AND MINOR EDITORIAL CORRECTIONS 

p. 9, 2nd bullet, 3rd line (users in each demographic): change “archives it” to archives, it” 

p. 9 next metric (ref Q per day): change “number Reference” to “number of Reference” 

p. 9 basic measure: “hole” (indentation?) in the middle of the sentence 

p. 13 last bullet before Reading Room Use: confusing sentence 

p. 22, 1st bullet for application and examples: confusing section. It might be improved by 
explicitly adding something like “6 pm – 7:45 = 1:45 hours” 

p. 26, 3rd bullet: change “forms media” to “forms of media” 

Glossary: I suggest adding a “see also” between ILLs and Reproductions 
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“Advance Measure” (“Traffic Source”) should instead say “Advanced” 

See also: 12 - Comments on PDF Draft Version from Kat Timms 
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Version 2 Comments Received Organized By Domain 
Comments in this document were received in 2017 via the following: 

● SAA website 
● RBMS website  
● Webinar  
● ALA Midwinter Meeting Feedback 
● Email to task force co-chairs.  

All comments were received in 2017 after the release of Draft Version 2. The comments have 
been organized by section of Draft Version 2 for compilation in this document. Original 
comments in their entirety, including identifying information when received via email or online, 
have been retained by the task force.  
 

 

General Comments 1 

Introduction 3 

Domain: User Demographics 6 

Domain: Reference Transactions 7 

Domain: Reading Room Visits 9 

Domain: Collection Use 10 

Domain: Events 13 

Domain: Instruction 14 

Domain: Exhibitions 15 

Domain: Online Interactions 16 

Appendix A: Glossary 16 
 

 

General Comments 
1. Great work! After it's completed, could you reduce the standard to a one-page 

(two-page at most) cheat sheet, please. Otherwise I'm afraid staff will neither use 
nor reference an 80 page standard.  That is the plan 

2. If we can get to this question with the time left: we are always looking to translate 
user demand and use stats to inform additional processing and digitization 
decisions; can you talk about how these measures will address this need? 

Approve Public Services Metrics Page 148 of 164 018-CC-II-D-PubServMetrics



3. Thank you very much, this was very helpful! 
4. Kate: Wondering about how users would react to this document in terms of how and why 

we collect the data we collect. Would you discourage this audience or does it make 
sense? 

CD: We wouldn’t discourage it and it shouldn’t create any concerns for users--may be in fact 
encouraging in that it emphasizes how we care for and about their confidential data. We’ve also 
really endeavoured to make sure that this will be a standard that will work for all kinds of 
institutions and users. 
GS: The committee could review the audience statement and include a specific reference to the 
fact that our purpose is to increase and improve services. 
CD: We can add that these are appropriate data points to collect. 
AS: We might have this in there? 
CD: This is a statistical guideline, not a security guideline. We want to know how to justify things 
operationally and create better, more efficient services. 
GS: The justification of the collecting the data is coming from, generally, our existing operations. 
We are trying to normalize the collection of it. 

5. Shannon: I am looking at the future and think people might see this as the be all end all 
of what we should be collecting. Want to be sure that people know we can do more to 
demonstrate value and tell the story of what we do. There’s more that people could be 
collecting. 

CD/EH: We have tried to make it clear that these measures will can create some of these 
stories,but the outcomes and impact elements are not really within scope. 

6. Sarah: appreciate the rationale sections. 
7. Moving forward: Heather: User group? Implementation? 

We hope to extend the work. Listserv, standardized reporting to a central service, 
webinars to help illustrate how implementation is working, what tools people create to 
help track things (e.g. Aeon SQL script) 

8. In addition to your hoped for national survey, I hope the approved standard might find its 
way into existing surveys. I’m thinking especially of the ARL annual survey, which 
currently asks for special collections data only for budget and staffing, instructional 
sessions, and holdings, but nothing about reference activity. There are also at least a 
couple sector-based surveys for archives in Canada, although the one I ran for 
universities has been dormant for a few years. This may be the impetus we need to get it 
back up and running. 

9. My main comment is that I found the organization of the document, most particularly 
subsections within "Domain" chapters, a little confusing and hard-to-navigate. The 
document lays out many specifics, which will be helpful for later reference. But this also 
really bogs down an initial reading and clouds the overarching point in places. I would 
worry about giving this standard to, say, a student assistant or staff member and 
expecting them to come away with any single, succinct/coherent idea about "how to 
record statistics." Would the task force consider designing an abbreviated outline, a 
visual flow chart, or something of that nature to accompany the document? 

10. TSLAC staff did not identify problems or gaps with the remainder of the existing text. 
General feedback on the second draft: 
·         The Table of Contents breakdown is helpful. 
·         The addition of Domain: Instruction and Advanced Measure: Exhibit Promotions 
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with Domain: Exhibitions fall well within the scope of the document. 
·         The expanded introduction points out that it is not feasible to continuously collect 
all the advanced measures. This statement assists in framing the idea of measures and 
metrics. The definitions of measures and metrics in the introduction also help with this. 
·         The new introductory paragraphs and rationale for each Domain are great. 
·         Overall, the applications, examples, and guidelines were much clearer, simpler, 
and organized than the first draft. 
  
After reviewing the first draft, TSLAC staff identified the need for a next step after this 
document--to provide best practices, tools, and sample reports showing how the 
information is gathered and tracked. The second draft certainly provides examples of 
best practices. The authors have stated that it was beyond the scope of this task force to 
develop a tool to collect institutional statistics, though perhaps community follow-up may 
include suggested tools and examples. 

11. And I'm showing my impatience in it, I'm afraid, though Gwen and Veronica universally 
agreed with me. I'm not sure why the document borrows so heavily from library jargon 
(and in some cases, terribly antiquated library jargon) but I really hope that in the next 
iteration those involved in the drafting will take this into consideration. We need this to be 
a document that will live into the future and right now, many of these terms do not 
support that effort. I get that this needs to include the RBMS types from whom I presume 
some of this language is sourcing, but I'm extremely worried that this will predispose 
archivists unfamiliar with the old traditions against gathering of the data because the 
terms seem so esoteric and inapplicable.  

12. Thanks for an informative presentation.  I intend to have my staff view the recorded 
session in the near future, as a starting point for reviewing our procedures for counting 
reference statistics. I think it will be helpful for sharpening our own thinking on this topic. 
 Do you know if the committee has any templates or exemplars of rubrics to be used for 
some of the categories they discussed? 

13. have either of the joint task forces, but especially the public services one, discussed how 
repositories might eventually share their statistical data for the sake of being able to 
compare trends among peer institutions? Some kind of voluntary database or portal 
comes to mind; but perhaps other ideas have been mentioned. Just curious, now that 
the prospect of having standards in this area is looking promising. 
 
 
 

 

Introduction 
1. User Data Policy / Privacy​ : Suggest adding a general remark in the introduction about 

the responsibilties repositories have to implement appropriate policies and procedures 
for maintaining user data and ensuring the privacy and confidentiality of such data 
(references are made to such policies and practices in specific sections of the standard, 
but it would be good to incorporate a more general one into the introduction)​. 
http://www2.archivists.org/statements/saa-core-values-statement-and-code-of-ethics 
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2. -          The comment about data use policies would be relevant to a few other domains – 
at least reading room visits and reference transactions (e.g. contact information, not just 
the demographic information). I wonder if this note should be repeated; or moved to the 
introduction, possibly with a reminder/reference in the relevant sections. 

3. The one possibly beyond your scope relates to the following 
paragraphs from Patron Centered Metrics 
(​http://www2.archivists.org/groups/saa-acrlrbms-joint-task-force-on-p
ublic-services-metrics/patron-centered-metrics​): 

  
Regarding the collection of patron-centered data, a few themes emerged in 

the qualitative responses in this section of our survey: 

Three forces, sometimes in combination, seem to drive Public Services 
collection of patron-centered data: external administrative pressures, inertia 
that is supported by systems, policies, or procedures, and, rarer, an internal 
sense that data collection can provide actionable insights​. 
 
When the data-collection driver is primarily administrative, only the specific 
metrics requested of the department are actively gathered and the efforts to 
collect are abandoned if administrative requests are not consistently 
issued.​ This seems particularly true of demographic patron data. 
  
 Repositories are concerned about how to capture and reflect what is 
different 
about archival and special collections patron services as compared to other 
kinds of libraries​. 
 
There is a strong will to collect data on the staff time involved in patron 
service as a complement to basic counts of services provided, but ​few do 
or feel that they can because of the effort involved in doing so. 
 
What I see above disturbs me greatly, and I would wish that somewhere in 
the guidelines, perhaps in an expanded introduction or perhaps in a more 
robust conclusion, that these “forces” be fiercely challenged as (for want of 
a better word to hand) timid as well as counterproductive.  It is not only my 
experience but that of others I can name that 1) abandoning the collection 
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and transmittal of information simply because upper administration doesn’t 
actively ask for said data is evidence of continuing poor self-image and 
misunderstanding of how bureaucracies work—it’s not up to your 
supervisors to ask for data it’s up to you to provide it (and its meaningful 
context) to them and to explain why they should care; 2) depressing 
evidence of poor self-analysis—differentiation from larger library setting is 
based in part on ability to energize students with “wonder” and excitement 
of direct interaction with “ancient” primary sources and in part on improved 
writing and argument provided only by primary sources (statistics of impact 
can be found in studies done by National History Day among other 
sources); 3) further misunderstanding of the importance and impact of 
metrics to supervisors and thus failure to appreciate the long-term benefits 
of prioritizing data gathering in the short-term.  
It seems to me that until more of our colleagues can internalize and 
appreciate the significance of metrics that there will always be a 
considerable gap between what data is important to them and what data is 
actually collected (much less transmitted up the chain of command).  

1. Secondly, I am still concerned about some of the “Rationale” portions 
of the surveys.  Let me start, however, by acknowledging the addition 
of such segments in the first place which I believe is a step in the 
right direction, certainly.  But some of the rationales provided are (and 
I use the term reluctantly) bland and relatively prosaic.  For example, 
from Group, Instruction domain; Basic measure (“Number of 
Instruction Sessions”):  

  
Rationale: 
Recording the total number of Instruction Sessions provides a Repository 
with a basic measure of the Repository’s instructional outreach efforts. 
  
The rationale is true but relatively inconsequential (to me, at any rate).  I 
would instead suggest something along the line of: 
  
Recording the total number of Instruction Sessions provides a Repository 
with a basic measure of the Repository’s impact on the institution’s 
curricular (or training, or socialization, or publicity) efforts. Such a measure 
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can be significant in continuing institutional support for the Repository’s 
programs overall. 
  
Or, as an even more explicit example, again from Instruction domain; both 
Group and individual Basic measure ​“Instruction Session Preparation 
Time”: 
  
Rationale: 
Tracking the number of hours that staff spend preparing and presenting 
Instruction Sessions can help a Repository gauge the staffing levels 
required to maintain or increase its instructional outreach efforts. 
  
I might suggest adding, “Such data is necessary to compare the efficiency 
of its instructional outreach efforts with other similar repositories and to 
sustain arguments for the strong ROI of the Repository supporting a critical 
institutional function.” 
 

 

Domain: User Demographics 
1. Unclear about user association measure. Is this asking for just affiliated users; or 1) 

affiliated users and 2) unaffiliated users [​Added to Guidelines for Collection: Count the 
total number of Users in each of the two resulting categories​.] 

2. Heather: We are being asked to capture our new users versus experienced users, 
regardless of user status. Is this something that others are being asked to do? 
MF: Wouldn’t new user registrations be capturing this? (Which standard does include) 
[​Added to Guidelines for Collection: In their statistical counts, some Repositories may 
wish to distinguish newly Registered Users from previously Registered Users who return 
for subsequent visits (see Recommended Metrics below).​] 

3. User demographics: 
-          I struggled a bit with the definitions and terminology. Based on your response 
during the webinar (i.e. if I understand correctly that the basic measure is the number of 
affiliated users), I wonder if a clearer term for the basic measure would be something like 
“affiliated users”. The other basic measures are all things you can count, but what would 
“1000 user associations” mean? J The current heading is what led me to wonder if this 
was in fact a two-tiered measure. Followup: Regarding user association, I now 
understand what you’re getting at and I think that measure makes sense. But I think 
further clarification or examples in the text of the standard would be helpful. Based on 
the name of the measure, I suspected it was both internal and external users that are to 
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be recorded. But I wasn’t sure, since you could read the wording of the definition – “as 
distinct from all other users” – to mean “don’t include any other users”. Perhaps “in 
comparison to” all other users? In any case an example with two numbers might help, 
since this is different from the other measures. [​Change basic measure to read: “Count 
the number of unique Users who are associated with the Repository or its parent 
organization separately as distinct from the total count of all other Users.”​] 

4. Prior feedback: After reviewing the first draft, we asked for clarification when defining 
internal users vs. repository staff (should this include staff using materials to answer 
patron queries; administrative purposes?). We also pointed out that different institutions 
define “internal users” in various ways. Again, a query on ethics in regards to patron 
privacy was raised. 
Current feedback: The second draft directly addressed our question (and directly used 
our feedback), stating that repository staff should be excluded as internal users unless 
they are using the collection for personal research. In addition, the authors added a 
section addressing how different repositories define associated and unassociated users 
types. The suggestion that institutions identify criteria themselves which distinguish their 
“internal” users from the “external” users (which was also in the first draft) helps to clarify 
that this is ultimately up to the institution based on what data they want to collect. In 
response to our query on ethics, the authors brought attention to patron privacy, 
confidentiality, and security when collecting user data and provided suggestions on how 
user demographics might be broken down. [​Remarks on privacy will be moved to 
Introduction​] 

5. P 6. There’s an extraneous copy [ ​=comma! now removed​] after educational institutions in 
the third bullet point. There’s a missing plural on precinct at the end of the same bullet 
point [​added ‘s’​].  

6. P 9. In addition to the “users by affiliation” recommended metric: these numbers can also 
help support/justify funding that may be dependent on affiliation. This should not go 
without stating. The current language does not reflect this. [​Instead of addressing this 
comment under the “users by affiliation” metric, we decided it would be better addressed 
under the Rationale for the Basic Measure; we added this statement: “For some 
institutions, monitoring the percentage of affiliated users may be an important metric for 
demonstrating the value of the Repository to its parent institution.”​] 

 
 
 
 

 
Domain: Reference Transactions 

1. Why are directional questions not counted if they become detailed? 
2. Follow-up comment after our response: It may not be a reference question, but it takes 

time, and it is a customer service question. [​Added the following to the third bullet under 
Guidelines for Collections for the Basic Measure: “Nevertheless, if a Repository is 
interested in assessing the frequency or amount of time that it devotes to answering 
information questions, it may wish to do so separately. The purpose for excluding such 
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questions from the count of Reference Questions is to ensure that the Reference 
Question statistics are collected in a manner consistent with other library and information 
standards (see the Glossary).”​] 

3. Are follow up questions counted where they send you into a different collection? 
4. Question regarding counting reference transactions, currently different curators 

may get the same question from a patron and in our currently system they are 
counted separately. If multiple people work on the same question (sometime 
unknowingly) where would the total time spent go? Or would it be kept separately 
for each curator? 

5. Directing patrons to other archives​ -          I wonder if an example to clarify the boundary 
between reference questions and directional questions would help. This is based on a 
relatively recent change to our own practice. Our archives used to count referrals to 
other archives as directional questions, since we were “directing” patrons to that 
archives. (This comes up a lot since there is another archives in our building.) When did 
some work to align our practices with library reporting (using ARL definitions), we 
changed that to reference questions. That is, if the question is “where is XXX Archives”, 
that would be a directional question. If the question is open ended, requiring that 
archives staff use their knowledge of another archives’ holdings or general information 
about archives in the area (or a search a consortial database), we now interpret this as a 
reference question. This might be obvious but I mention it in case others might fall into 
the same trap. [​Added new Application and Example to Basic Measure: “If a User asks a 
staff member for the address or contact information of another Repository, that should 
be considered a simple informational question and should not be counted as a 
Reference Question. On the other hand, if  User ask the staff member for advice 
regarding other Repositories that may hold relevant materials to their research, do count 
that as a Reference Question.”​] 

6. GS: Does anyone track how/why people heard about us/came in? 
KH: We do, but people don’t really answer. 
Discussion about capturing this information, either at the patron or request level. 

7. Shannon: should we include the fact that reference questions can come in by mail? 
CD: Not there. Yes. We should modify and include. We can amplify that there are a number of 
different means for questions to come in.  
AS: We can add in and update the definition to include all of these different channels. 
CD: Time spent responding was another thing we added in. 
AS: Yes, this is really important because we know that the time we spend on the questions is 
much longer than in circulating questions. 
Kate: Does this time measure capture the compound questions we were talking about? 
AS: Yes, time spent captures the natural kind of progression of the questions.  
MF: It would be really hard to capture the compound nature of questions. I think the time is a 
basically good proxy for that. 
CD: We could get more specific instructions here. E.g. clarify whether we should include the 
time spent doing reproduction if, for example, there is a quick reference capture of a title page 
or a letter, etc.  

8. Charlotte: Should we included student workers and professionals time on tasks? This 
could help for administrative concerns or justifications on these different tasks. Getting at 
time/cost analysis. 
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CD: Standard does point to this possibility for recording the various efforts of staff members 
depending on the platform or tools. 

9. Reference transactions: 
-          I really appreciate the detailed guidelines around how to count reference 
questions. We have already implemented this part of the standard. 

10. -          I wonder if an example to clarify the boundary between reference questions and 
directional questions would help. This is based on a relatively recent change to our own 
practice. Our archives used to count referrals to other archives as directional questions, 
since we were “directing” patrons to that archives. (This comes up a lot since there is 
another archives in our building.) When did some work to align our practices with library 
reporting (using ARL definitions), we changed that to reference questions. That is, if the 
question is “where is XXX Archives”, that would be a directional question. If the question 
is open ended, requiring that archives staff use their knowledge of another archives’ 
holdings or general information about archives in the area (or a search a consortial 
database), we now interpret this as a reference question. This might be obvious but I 
mention it in case others might fall into the same trap. 

11. It was also not clear to me how the standard recommends dealing with patrons who are 
working on a longer or on-going research projects. Someone asked a related question 
during the web presentation, and this was quantified as a question about collection 
usage (i.e. only count it as a new question when the patron wants to see a different 
collection). But these kinds of patrons also bleed over into categories like demographics, 
online interactions, and reading room time. Do I, for example, make a tally-mark every 
time this patron walks in the door to work, or only when some aspect of their project has 
taken a new turn? What if they want to look in a new collection, but then realize they 
need to reconsider and/or consult something in the first collection they consulted? What 
if a different staff member assists the patron on a given day and, because they believe 
the question to be a new one, it accidentally gets recorded twice? Do we assign 
on-going, extended reference patrons to their own log after a certain point so we can 
keep track of all this? These are prevalent issues in reading rooms for smaller and/or 
highly-specialized repositories, and I think they deserve more attention. 

12. ·         Since you mention ref consultations on p 38, you may also want to highlight (more 
than just “conversations”) this use case in Basic Measure: Reference Qs 

13. Prior feedback: For the first draft, we submitted a query on ethics in regards to “Question 
Purpose”. We suggested the inclusion of guidelines and best practices for balancing 
statistics gathering and researcher privacy and that the purpose be phrased in terms of 
end-product, i.e. completing a class assignment, conducting research for a publication, 
or researching your company’s branding over time. 
Current feedback: While patron privacy was not addressed in this Domain, it was 
addressed in Domain: User Demographics, and the authors of the draft included 
additional, specific guidelines that are end-product focused. 

14. P 11. First bullet point under Application and examples: “reasonable period of time.” We 
think it’s important that institutions define this for themselves and that developing and 
documenting that definition is important and should be suggested here. In our case, we 
can have multiple years pass between research visits on the same request. For us, we tend 
to define it as a year (mostly for annual reporting purposes) but every institution may be 
different and should be transparent about how they are gathering this metric.  
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15. P 15. Application and examples: “comparable ratings.” We have chosen not to use the 
READ scale precisely because our institution’s reference librarians use it. The vast 
majority of our requests would be 5s by their definition and so it serves no useful purpose 
for our own assessment. We’d discussed developing our own definitions for the 5 levels, 
but quickly realized that this would simply confuse institution-wide reporting.  

16. I was wondering on why you are recommending people not count follow up emails 
unless you meant not counting them as separate questions.  We count the  follow up 
emails with the original email unless an entirely different subject is raised. 

17. About the only critique I had regarding tracking was that the authors seemed to direct 
the down-playing of questions and services rendered to long-term, single project, 
multi-day and week researchers, and want to overemphasize the diversity of different 
patrons, which for an academic research repository seems unsuitable. Both for the 
importance of such research, and for the time and resources expended on such 
long-term research, some of which last weeks, months, years and even decades. 
 
 

 
 

Domain: Reading Room Visits 
1. Shannon: Do you track at all or would it make sense to track people who been in an 

instructional setting or event and then come back for a reading room visit? 
CD: We haven’t done that kind of connective work, but if you were to follow the guidelines for 
the collection of advanced measures, you’ll come out with a set of useful statistics, but would 
need to craft the narrative thread. 
GS: We discussed this, but we wanted to be very careful about making sure that these were 
broadly applicable guidelines that can be implemented in a variety of institutions and be 
implemented within existing staffing.  
AS: We aren’t expecting that institutions will collect at this level. 

 
2. ·​         ​I’d love to also count public service or reading room hours, similar to Exhibition 

Duration. It’s a vital metric to understand the nature of work at different institutions. 
a. We’d like to register our objection to the use of the antiquated and misleading 

term “Reading Room.” This is one holdover from old Rare Books librarianship 
that does not fare well in most archival settings and can be seriously off-putting to 
new researchers unaccustomed to archival research. For those of us who serve 
the broad public, it’s not usable. Even Research Room or Research Area would 
be more descriptive, barring consensus on a better title. This is actually a regular 
objection for us throughout the document—there’s some library-based jargon that 
makes zero sense within an archival environment and because the terms are 
NOT being used equivalent to the library world (checkouts), just result in potential 
confusion in reporting, especially for those of us housed within libraries. We need 
our own terms, not to steal terms from allied professions and use them differently 
than they do.  

b. P 16. Basic measure (“Reader Days”). See objection to “Reading Room” above. 
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Additionally, you’ve already defined the term user clearly. Why is this metric not 
called “User Days?” Our users (who we call Researchers, not Users, it seems a 
much less problematic term and far more complimentary to our users) are never 
called Readers and have never been called that in any institution in which I’ve 
worked in over 20 years as a professional archivist. Additionally there’s a stray 
tab at the beginning of the second line in this description.  

3. P. 17 Application and examples, 3 ​rd​ bullet point. What’s the rationale behind counting 
this as two visits? Not that people don’t, but it’s unclear why you would. Perhaps this 
section needs some strengthening on explanations of how these data might be used in 
reporting. 

4.  Advanced measure (“Reader Hours”). Again see above objections to any terminology 
relating to users or facilities using Read as the base. Inappropriate.  

 

 
Domain: Collection Use 

1. Got more clarification about our previous question: do the standards recommend 
checkout counts. (followup) but not collections, names of collections specifically. 
(followup 2) is this stated somewhere that we missed? 

2. Reproduction Requests - Advanced Measures​ - From a webinar viewer: "I would 
suggest separating this into two separate advanced measures. “Repositories should 
determine whether to count the number of Reproduction request orders it receives and 
fulfills, … or the number of Collection Units retrieved for the purpose of fulfilling the 
orders.” If this is an institutional decision, numbers could vary wildly, and comparing 
across institutions won’t be useful." 

3. Basic Measure Guidelines for Collectio / Document Checkout types - ​Given the 
possibility for a wide range of checkout types being included (e.g. including digitization or 
not could make a big difference in the totals), I would suggest including a 
recommendation to ensure that the checkout types are documented, and where possible 
submitted as part of any external reporting. E.g. all checkouts 12,345; includes reading 
room, reference question, exhibit, and digitization checkouts. Alternatively, identifying the 
checkout types that are not collected or are not applicable. I think this would provide 
better context for numbers across institutions. 

4. Publications and tracking--a new area added for the standard 
AS: Some repositories are capturing this. Is it useful? 
Shannon: Advocates that text and images/reproductions be cited differently. Use and 
then extent of use as an advanced measure. 
CD: Should we rework this section to make it clear that this is not about counting each 
mention--focus on the work level. 

5. -          Given the possibility for a wide range of checkout types being included (e.g. 
including digitization or not could make a big difference in the totals), I would suggest 
including a recommendation to ensure that the checkout types are documented, and 
where possible submitted as part of any external reporting. E.g. all checkouts 12,345; 
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includes reading room, reference question, exhibit, and digitization checkouts. 
Alternatively, identifying the checkout types that are not collected or are not applicable. I 
think this would provide better context for numbers across institutions. 

6. -          Reproduction requests. I would suggest separating this into two separate 
advanced measures. “Repositories should determine whether to count the number of 
Reproduction request orders it receives and fulfills, … or the number of Collection Units 
retrieved for the purpose of fulfilling the orders.” If this is an institutional decision, 
numbers could vary wildly, and comparing across institutions won’t be useful. 

7. ·         We have come up with workflow solutions in Aeon and pulling and tracking for the 
fact that activities like exhibition curation or instruction planning often require staff to 
consult materials, then make a decision, and then use them. We mostly handle this by 
having separate Aeon “activities” for (research) and (final) for a given class, exhibit, etc. 
(I can share more details about how professional staff request, public services staff pull, 
professional staff decide, public services staff accordingly sort into finalized, etc…) 
o   I bring this up because Advanced Measure: Exhibition Use only counts what is 
actually put on display in the exhibit. My question: do consulted materials “count” under 
Reference Use or Operational Use? I assume the latter, but maybe it could be more 
explicit? 

8. ·​         ​I’m sure you have discussed the fact that we probably can’t have full knowledge of 
Publication Use – we can only count what we are told about, find out about, etc. But 
maybe a brief note to that effect would help some people (maybe newer professionals or 
administrators) understand that? 

9. ·         I’m having trouble with the measures for Advanced Measure: Reproductions Made 
because of the multi-page nature of PDFs. If we do 10 TIFFs of a photo collection, that 
would be 10 repros whereas a 10 page PDF of that same folder in the photo collection 
would only be 1? I understand the challenge of counting all of these various formats, but 
I think there should be some way to count pages (or rather, “sides”) or something more 
specific? Or just call it “images” and say “pages of PDFs, separate images of photo file 
formats?” 
o   Maybe you do need format-specific counting – hours for video or audio? I see the 
challenge in distilling all of this, I really do! 

10. ·​         ​Can you add Incoming ILL requests serviced? We’ve been counting that, as well. 
And it might help us map like “this institution sends a lot out but doesn’t get much” or 
vice versa? 

11. P 19. Basic measure (“All checkouts”) See objection noted at beginning. We don’t check 
things out. Our users misunderstand that frequently, librarians (often those to whom we 
are reporting) use this term very differently than we do. Why not just call it what so many 
of us do: “pulls” or “retrievals” or similar? Using the other term, especially for reporting 
that goes outside the archives, is just a really really bad idea. Why confuse our resource 
allocators when we do not need to?  

12. P 20. First bullet point about checking out the same collection unit multiple times in one 
day to the same user. Who the heck reshelves things multiple times in the same day? If 
somebody is doing this, they need to rethink appropriate use of staff time and effort.  

13. (p. 20?) Application and examples, first bullet point. Again, who does this? Shouldn’t the 
pull/retrieval only count for actual removal from the storage area? Why would you count 
this twice if a researcher takes a lunch break? Would you actually have two separate 
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metrics: one for retrieval from the stacks and one for retrieval from the reference 
archivist? If there’s people counting like this, what on earth are they using the 
statistic/record for? (i.e. we think that if people go to this extent, we really need an 
explanation for why this is a practice because none of us can figure out a) why anybody 
would bother and b) why anybody else would care to see the measure.) 

14. P 21. Advanced measures (“Consultation Hours”). Consultation Hours is a problematic 
term because it does, for most of us heavily engaged in reference work, have two 
meanings. All of us upon initially reading this heading assumed it was a measure of 
interaction (consultation) between the user and the archivist, not the user and the 
collection.  Please consider rephrasing to something like “Research Hours” which 
immediately identifies it as not having two people involved.  

15. P 23. Last bullet point. Change reproductions to surrogates. Also the parenthetical note 
left us completely puzzled. None of us knew what it meant. Our best guess was that you 
might be showing both the original and a surrogate. In that case, it would presumably be 
a deliberate curatorial decision to do so and why wouldn’t you count these as separate 
pieces of the exhibit?  

16. P 30. First Application and examples: this seems so old school and applicable in so few 
repositories. So very few academic archives/libraries don’t have their theses/dissertations 
available through ProQuest/UMI. And if they do, don’t these places usually have separate 
ILL departments? We’d never count these requests separately from a straight internal pull 
request because we’d be double-dipping on the reporting already coming from the ILL 
department. In short, perhaps a different example could be used that might actually be 
relevant not only now, but really relevant 10 years from now. Theses/dissertations are 
probably not it. Some of us do ILL rare books. Some institutions ILL collections or 
sections of collections. These are growing areas of ILL possibility for archives, not 
theses/dissertations.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Domain: Events 
1. Re events, are you intending to include only events hosted/sponsored by the repository, 

or any events where the repository is involved? The definition seems to suggest the 
former, but there are examples about broadcasts and talks for community associations. 
What about joint events? E.g. three repositories collaborate on an outreach event; it 
takes staff time and showcases collections; but is officially hosted by the regional 
archives association. 

2. “organized or hosted by the Repository” 
After listening to the webinar, I too find this phrase problematic. It does not seem to allow 
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room to count participation or collaboration in events unless you are the host or lead 
repository. Representatives of small repositories (such as lone arrangers) or those not 
open to the public (like some corporate repositories) often do not have the staff or 
facilities to organize or host events. But they are very often called on to use expertise or 
collection materials to inform attendees at events held at outside venues or organized by 
other lead groups. 
Throughout the domain the words organized, hosted, or held are used in this context. 
Apart from the advanced measure of time spent preparing (which seems specific to 
activities related to on-site hosting) perhaps these others could be softened to include 
events in which the repository participated but did not host or lead / organize. 

3. P 35. Last bullet Application and Examples. Counted should be changed to Count.  
4. I will try and read through the document before the open commenting period is over but 

while listening to the webinar wondered if when you guys were discussing the domains 
whether there was any conversation about programs? I see that there are events -- but 
how would an outreach program fit in as it would hit most of the domains, and of course I 
am thinking of my specific context where I have been working on an outreach program 
that first had students curating exhibits but now has students conducting oral histories 
and planning a one day conference. 

5. Forwarding this item from Martha K regarding the interpretation of “presentations to 
groups.” 
I believe that our definitions for instructions sessions and events meet the ‘synchronous’ 
criteria, but it will be worth our checking during our next round of review/revision. 
Christian 
From: Martha Kyrillidou [mailto:martha.kyrillidou@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2017 1:35 AM 
To: Hinchliffe, Lisa W 
Cc: Kinsley, Kirsten; Joyce Chapman; ARL ASSESS; Squires, Steve 
Subject: Re: [ARL-ASSESS] RE: ARL stats: #14-15 and librarian-led MOOCs? 
As the chair of the NISO Z39.7 Data Dictionary, let me offer to you that the standing 
interpretation for 'presentations to groups' is to include only live  interactions and not 
asynchronous sessions. (See “03 - Email Comments” for more details in email 
conversation) 
 

 

 
Domain: Instruction 

1. “regular classroom” 
A nitpicky point, but this was confusing to me. I assumed at first that it meant a regular 
classroom in Special Collections. Maybe "a classroom unaffiliated with the library" 
instead? 

2. AS: we really took this feedback from the community that we should look at instruction 
separately. They are a special class of event though, so you’ll still see a lot of 
similarities, but are there things that we should add? 
Charlotte: Do you have categories for affiliated/non-affiliated students? 
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AS: We do not, but maybe we should. We could copy the user demographic measure. 
EH: We should tweak what we have as a user demographic and add it here, but capture 
affiliation at the class level, not the individual members of the class. 
CD: The rationale is to capture how much time are spending on affiliates versus 
unaffiliated classes. We can see this even as a service measure. 

3. CD: We aren’t capturing the instructor time or role.  
4. Other things: aren’t capturing the collaborations between liaisons or shared materials, 

etc. 
5. CD: Add a sentence to indicate that the repository might want to distinguish between 

locations where the class was taught. 
6. ·​         ​You’ve greatly improved the instruction section. Thank you! A clarifying Q about 

Instruction session. You helpfully explain we should “Count each Session conducted for 
a semester-long or multiple-session course as a separate Session.” My Q: what about 
multiple sections of the same course? These may or may not be taught by different 
faculty. So sometimes a prof has two sections of the same class. 

7. ·​         ​I might recommend also counting who we collaborate with on instruction. This would 
effectively create two new measures: number of courses (with the section issue clarified) 
and number of faculty or instructors (and I would loosely include TAs or 
paraprofessionals in K-12 who attend, too). I think of this for a few reasons – one is that 
I’ve worked with courses that are co-taught, so it could be useful to capture that we have 
a relationship with more profs than classes (or fewer, as w a prof who brings every class 
in). Many repositories care about the # of either returning or new instructors – counting 
them can help tell that story of outreach impact.  

8. ·​         ​Your definition of instruction as only courses/students runs into a grey area with 
camps or clubs etc. When I worked at a museum, our educational  tours were the same 
in the summer, but they were camps showing up. I think the nature of the interaction 
matters more than the originating group. We could professional organization, student 
clubs, camps, churches/community groups as instruction if they are getting the same 
kind of attention and experience as a class (we call tours something else). 

o ​   ​This makes the “tours for students” a little confusing for us but it is clearly explained so we will 
just have to think of how we count. Just FYI – thanks for being explicit. 

9. P 39. Guidelines for collection third bullet point. We’re very confused by why the faculty 
member would not be counted among the attendees. (In our experience, they learn as 
much, if not more, as the students attending the session.) If there’s a justification for not 
including the faculty member, we’d very much like to see it explained here especially 
since it does not appear as their presence is quantified elsewhere in the reporting, other 
than the participation noted in the same paragraph which is a suggested metric (again 
without any justification.) We suspect others may be as confused by this as we are.  

10. Forwarding this item from Martha K regarding the interpretation of “presentations to 
groups.” 
I believe that our definitions for instructions sessions and events meet the ‘synchronous’ 
criteria, but it will be worth our checking during our next round of review/revision. 
Christian 
From: Martha Kyrillidou [mailto:martha.kyrillidou@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2017 1:35 AM 
To: Hinchliffe, Lisa W 
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Cc: Kinsley, Kirsten; Joyce Chapman; ARL ASSESS; Squires, Steve 
Subject: Re: [ARL-ASSESS] RE: ARL stats: #14-15 and librarian-led MOOCs? 
As the chair of the NISO Z39.7 Data Dictionary, let me offer to you that the standing 
interpretation for 'presentations to groups' is to include only live  interactions and not 
asynchronous sessions. (See “03 - Email Comments” for more details in email 
conversation) 
 
 

 

 
Domain: Exhibitions 

1. “Count each post of the same promotional content on different social media services as 
one promotion.” This may be a quibble about syntax, but I wasn’t sure how to read that – 
I wondered if it meant “each post gets counted separately.” Maybe “count all posts”? But 
I wonder if it might be simpler, and perhaps better, to count channels rather than content. 
Especially depending how you’re defining “different” content (which would be an 
interpretation for the repository). Each channel involves at least some separate effort 
(and perhaps customization of content), and reaches different audiences. To take an 
extreme example, if a repository was active on half a dozen social media sites, counting 
only one promotion for posts on all them doesn’t seem to give rise to accurate 
comparisons with a repository active on one. 
In any case, with either approach I would suggest a more general indication about how 
to count promotion in different channels. E.g. If the same content is posted to the 
repository website, library website, and Facebook (and perhaps also sent as a media 
release), under your current approach, I believe that would count as one promotion. But 
I’m not sure that’s articulated in the guidelines, which refer only to social media posts 
and media placements. 

2. -          Advanced measure: Exhibition promotions. Another example might help here. 
The same content on both Facebook and Twitter (e.g.) is two promotions, correct? And 
should this guideline be broadened beyond social media? For example, a media release 
is sent to media contacts, posted on the repository website, and posted on the university 
website. Two promotions? Three? 

3. ·​         ​The clarity on counting openings/new exhibits is helpful. How does that impact 
counting duration if it spans a month, fiscal year, etc? Especially because exhibits can 
be extended? 

 
 

 
Domain: Online Interactions 
No comments received.  
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Appendix A: Glossary 
 

1. Re: Event “Presentations both on and off the library premises are included as long as the 
library sponsors them.” 
These sources do not seem to require organizing and hosting for events to be counted, 
except that events hosted by the repository must be organized by the repository, which 
speaks to repository mission. Off-site events only have to be "sponsored" which is a 
lower bar than "organized" or "hosted." I take this to mean that the library staff 
participating are doing so in an official capacity not a personal professional capacity. For 
example: a presentation to a retirees luncheon at a hotel (organized by them) counts but 
not the archivist's SAA conference presentation. 

2. P 56. Definition of Checkout. Note objections above. Additionally, calling these charge 
outs and loans, circulation transactions make them very loaded terms for those of us 
functioning within a greater library environment. At heart, though, they’re simply 
incorrect within an archives/rare books environment where all use is supervised. We 
strongly encourage the revision of this terminology to something more appropriate and 
reflective of current use of the majority of archives. [At times, in reading this 
document—this is Arlene only, I didn’t consult with Gwen and Veronica on this 
opinion--I got the distinct impression it was drafted by old school 
librarians-turned-archivists working in the 200-year-old academic repositories where 
nothing much has changed and the real world of the rest of us has passed by. I know 
that’s not fair, but is that really the impression we want to give with this document? This 
kind of arcane language doesn’t exactly encourage adoption amongst non-traditional 
archives.] 

3. P 65. Reproduction. Please include the word surrogate in here somewhere since it seems 
to be one of the most common terms of art amongst those of us heavily engaged in 
digitization. The related terms section would be an excellent place to list it.  
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