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NOTE TO READERS:

As this final report was being written, legislation was enacted that changed
the name of the U.S. Government Printing Office to the U.S. Government
Publishing Office. That same law changed the title of the head of the agency
from Public Printer to Director of the Government Publishing Office.

Because the FDLP Forecast Study was conducted and its findings were
reported to the Federal depository library community prior to the name and
title changes, this report refers to them as they were at the time.
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Message from the Director

At my nomination hearing last year before the Senate Committee on
Rules and Administration, | was asked, “Do we still need Federa
depository libraries if everybody can access information from their
living room?’ Without hesitation, | answered, “Y es, most definitely
we need Federal depository libraries.” | truly believe this.

And | believe that today, the U.S. Government Publishing Office
(GPO) needs to better serve depository libraries, so that they can
better serve the public in the digital age. The Federal Depository
Library Program (FDLP) Forecast Study was undertaken to
determine how we can best do this. GPO asked depositories to share
their vision of the future of the FDLP. We asked them to tell us
what they need from GPO to help them provide improved access to
Federal Government information. More than 800 libraries submitted
library forecast questionnaires — 67% of depositories shared
thoughts and ideas with GPO. Taken together, the responses to the
study add up to a plan for transforming the FDLP for the future.

After careful data analysis, the FDLP Forecast Study Team
submitted the following recommendations for my approval:

1. Establish Library Services and Content Management processes and procedures that apply life
cycle management best practices for all formats, while also ensuring permanent public access
to Government information dissemination productsin the digital age.

2. Provide a governance process and a sustainable network structure that ensures coordination
across the Federal Depository Library Program and allows the most flexible and effective
management of depository libraries and their resources.

3. Deliver dynamic, innovative, strategic services and mechanisms to support the needs of Federal
depository libraries in providing accurate Government information to the public at large in a
timely manner.

In recent years, GPO has been undergoing a transformation from a print-centric to a content-centric
operation, providing an expanding array of Official, Digital, Secure publishing services to meet the
changing information needs of Congress, Federal agencies, and the American public. In an environment
dominated by constantly evolving technology, rapidly changing stakeholder expectations, and an ongoing
shift to digital content via multiple formats and devices, we must transform and modernize the FDLP too.
These recommendations set the tenor for the necessary change.

It is al about public access to Government information — supporting it; facilitating it; expanding it;
promoting it; and making it more comprehensive and convenient than ever before. Access to Government
information is a core principal of our Government, enshrined in our Constitution, and it is the core
ideology of the FDLP.

It is with pleasure that | accept these recommendations and support them as the strategic priorities of the
Library Services and Content Management business unit and the FDLP.

ciﬁm \/M—u--—d‘v%u

DAVITA VANCE-COOKS
Director, U.S. Government Publishing Office
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Executive Summary

The Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) Forecast Study (The Study) is an important
research initiative of the U.S. Government Printing Office (GPO) that was conducted in
collaboration with Federal depository libraries. The Study data-gathering effort resulted from
an exchange of ideas about the future direction of the FDLP at the October 2011 Depository
Library Council (DLC) Meeting and FDL Conference. The Study was undertaken to gather data
that allows GPO to:
e Understand pressing issues, goals, and viewpoints of depositories from all library
types;
e Document the needs, vision, and environment in which individual depositories exist
at the state level;

e Document the goals and initiatives of states and multi-state Federal depository
regions; and

e Obtain a clear vision, based on consensus, about the FDLP’s future direction.

DATA GATHERING RESPONSE

After testing with a diverse group, the questionnaires were put into the field on February 9,
2012. At that time there were 1,201 libraries in the FDLP. The final deadline for submissions
was November 30, 2012. The response rate was high with 67% (802) of depository libraries and
84% of states completed and submitted questionnaires.

In addition to the questionnaires states, or regional depository service areas, were asked to
submit State Focused Action Plans (SFAPs). SFAPs included up to five key initiatives and
activities they planned to undertake within the next five years. Forty states/territories were
represented by 34 SFAPs that were submitted.

Library and state questionnaires and the SFAPs were phase 1 of The Study. Phase 2 consisted of
a series of focused discussions to obtain additional information or clarification of questionnaire
responses.

Both the library and state forecast responses provided a confidence level of 95%. Throughout
the study process measures were taken to ensure the integrity of the data, the reliability of the
results, and the validity of the findings — ensuring a solid foundation for any inferences made
from the data.

MAIJOR FINDINGS
e Increase access to online Government information.

e Provide improved and easy to use tools and services for discovery and findability
of Government information.

e Digitize the historical collection of Government publications or coordinate a
national digitization effort to do so.
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e Deliver more and enhanced cataloging (include analytics and more subject
headings).

e Provide more educational opportunities.

e Allow more flexibility and collaboration among depository libraries for collection
management than the statutory authority (44 United States Code §§1901-1916)
for the Program currently permits.

e Preserve the tangible and digital collections for future generations.

STRATEGIC PRIORITIES AND GOALS

After analysis of forecast responses, the FDLP Forecast Team found that any actions to be taken
fell into three broad categories. The first, Life Cycle Management of Government Information,
includes internal processes that support services provided to Federal depository libraries. The
second, Governance and Structure of the FDLP, includes actions GPO must take to ensure a
sustainable structure and organization in which depository libraries can best manage their
collections. And the third, Services, includes actions that directly support depository libraries
and their ability to provide services for and access to Federal Government information.

This was the basis for the recommendations that were submitted to the Public Printer. Upon
her acceptance, the recommendations became strategic priorities for Library Services and
Content Management (LSCM) and the FDLP. Achieving the identified corresponding goals will
provide a strong and sustainable future for the FDLP. Below are the priorities and their related
goals.

Strategic Priority 1: Life Cycle Management of Government Information

Establish Library Services and Content Management processes and procedures that
apply life cycle management best practices for all formats, and ensure permanent public
access to Government information dissemination products in the digital age.

Goals:
= Transform LSCM from a print-centric operation to a content-centric operation
= |mprove quality control
* |ncrease identification and acquisition of content for Cataloging & Indexing
Program (C&I) and the FDLP
= Enhance records for the National Bibliographic Records Inventory
= Preserve Government information for permanent public access
= Allow more flexibility in selection and distribution of FDLP content to depositories

Strategic Priority 2: Governance and Structure of the FDLP

Provide a governance process and a sustainable network structure that ensures
coordination across the Federal Depository Library Program and allows the most flexible
and effective management of depository libraries and their resources.

Goals:
= Allow more flexibility for Federal depository libraries to manage their depository
resources and services

Page | 4



FDLP Forecast Study Final Report

= Explore and identify alternative sustainable structures for the FDLP
= Undertake future transformation of the FDLP

Strategic Priority 3: Services

Deliver dynamic, innovative, strategic services and mechanisms to support the needs of
Federal depository libraries in providing accurate Government information to the public
at large in a timely manner.

Goals:
= |mprove communication
= Enrich education
= (Create better discovery tools
= Enhance marketing and promotion
= Increase partnerships and affiliations

NEXT STEPS

The strategic priorities, goals and objectives derived from FDLP Forecast Study responses will
inform the development of a national plan for the future of the Federal Depository Library
Program. They will also inform future Library Services and Content Management Business Unit
strategic plans-.

Many of the desired actions expressed in survey responses were already underway within
LSCM. Others were incorporated into the current LSCM strategic plan. The FDLP Forecast Study
Working Papers report the major findings and inferences in each of the six questionnaire topical
themes:

o Affiliations & Community Marketing;

e Collection Management;

e Education;

e LSCM Projects;

e Preservation; and

e Future Roles and Opportunities.

These papers also include actions already taken as well as GPQO’s planned responses to issues
and needs. Near-term goals will be incorporated into the LSCM strategic planning process.

The national plan will look further into the future and include mid-term and long-term goals
identified through the FDLP Forecast Study process and other Program influences. With the
vision, “To provide Government information when and where it is needed”, access remains the
foundation of the FDLP. Achieving this vision in the digital age requires reaching beyond the
FDLP and into other operational areas of LSCM. The national plan for the future of access to
Federal Government information will include the Federal Depository Library Program; the
Cataloging and Indexing Program; and the preservation of tangible and digital Government
information to ensure permanent public access for future generations.
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Introduction and Background

The Federal Depository Library Program

By tradition and law, no-fee public access to Federal Government information is the foundation
of the Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP). The writings of several of our Founding
Fathers contain statements of principle that an informed citizenry is one of the cornerstones of
our democracy. In a Resolution of 1813, Congress first authorized printing and distribution of
copies of the House and Senate Journals and other Congressional publications to each
executive, to each branch of every state and territorial legislature, to each university and
college in each state, and to each state historical society. The Secretary of State assumed
responsibility for distributing publications and the American Antiquarian Society became the
first known depository of Federal publications in 1814.

Responsibility for distribution to depositories was moved to the Secretary of the Interior in
1857, where it remained until the Printing Act of 1895 was enacted. At that time the office of
the Superintendent of Documents and depository distribution were transferred to the U.S.
Government Printing Office (GPO), in part, to be in close proximity to the print production of
Government publications. The FDLP still resides within the GPO under the purview of the
Superintendent of Documents. Over time the number and types of libraries eligible for the
Program have increased, as has the scope of the content to be distributed. During this time all
depositories had to retain all FDLP publications sent to them.

The FDLP currently operates under
the authority and mandates of 44
United States Code §§1901-1916.
2 The existing structure of selective

Depository Library ;‘ 2y . i K .
Regional Council &4 and regional depository libraries

OFFICIALDIGITAL SECURE

[ Depository 3 dates back to the Depository Library
\ Libraries i

Act of 1962. The 1962 Act
. established regional depository
serective ™\ libraries and imposed certain
Depository e . N
Libraries requirements and responsibilities
on them. Regionals must retain at
least one copy of all Government

Figure 1: Structure of the Federal Depository Library Program Today — publications either in printed or

microfacsimile form (except those
authorized to be discarded by the Superintendent of Documents), and they must keep them
“properly maintained” and accessible to the public. As “properly maintained” has not been
interpreted to mean preservation or conservation, neither regionals nor selectives have been
obligated to undertake these activities for FDLP materials. Selectives may withdraw publications
under certain circumstances.

Page | 6



FDLP Forecast Study Final Report

As of this writing there

are 1,169 libraries in Academic, General
the FDLP. The largest o B R Community College
segment is General \ Law School
Academic with 54%, 12 187 Federal Agency
followed by Public at 37 631 M Federal Court
16%, and Law School at . 152 Public

13%. There are forty- 'h 56 H Service Academy
seven regionals. All Rl i G
depositories must allow :::;al

free access to materials

received through the
FDLP; they must serve
the public at large. The law exempts Highest State Court libraries from this provision, though
many follow the spirit of the law and provide access. Materials sent to depositories remain the
property of the U.S. Government. When GPO chooses to disseminate online Government
information rather than a tangible product, nothing is “deposited”. Libraries are, however,
required to provide access to digital Federal content by making the proper equipment available
for use by the general public.

Figure 2: Federal Depository Libraries by Library Type

The depository libraries today are facing some of the same challenges they faced when reform
was provided in the 1962 Depository Library Act. Depository libraries are located in different
types and sizes of libraries; they are geographically dispersed; service areas vary greatly in size
and population; and in addition to meeting the mandates of the FDLP, they must also work
within the influences of their unique local environment. The online information environment
has presented additional challenges as well as new opportunities.

Libraries and the world around them have changed radically in the more than fifty years since
the Depository Library Act of 1962 was passed. A sound, sustainable, and more flexible FDLP
designed for current library conditions and the ever-changing digital technologies is required.

The FDLP Forecast Study

The FDLP Forecast Study resulted from a discussion at the October 2011 Depository Library
Council Meeting and Federal Depository Library Conference about the future direction of the
Federal Depository Library Program. During the all-day session entitled "Shared Visioning", GPO
proposed two survey instruments relating to state activities and plans. After much discussion,
GPO staff and conference participants decided to add a survey for individual libraries.

The FDLP Forecast Study was undertaken to gather data that would allow GPO to:
o Understand pressing issues, goals, and viewpoints of depositories from all library types;
e Document the needs, vision, and environment in which individual depositories exist at
the state level,
e Document the goals and initiatives of states and multi-state Federal depository regions;
and
e (Obtain a clear vision, based on consensus, about the future direction of the FDLP.
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This important research initiative, conducted in cooperation with Federal depository libraries,
was undertaken to obtain outcomes to inform the strategic direction for the depository
program and Library Services and Content Management. Additionally, results would lead to the
development of a long-term national plan for the future of the FDLP.
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Methodology

The FDLP Forecast Study resulted from a discussion at the October 2011 Depository Library
Council (DLC) Meeting and Federal Depository Library Conference about the future direction of
the Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP). During the all-day session entitled "Shared
Visioning", GPO proposed two survey instruments: a State Forecast Questionnaire and a State
Focused Action Plan. However, as a result of the collaborative discussion that day, GPO staff
and conference participants decided to add a third survey instrument, for individual libraries.
Opening up the survey to libraries was desirable to more effectively assess the current needs
and future direction of the program.

GPO staff and the FDLP community collaborated to develop three survey instruments. Based
upon known FDLP issues, questions were developed and reviewed by LSCM staff for the Library
guestionnaire. Questions were distilled to cover core topic areas. A second draft was shared
with members of the DLC. After further refinement, the survey was reviewed by GPO’s Public
Affairs Office.

The Forecast Study co-leads recommended thirty volunteer pilot testers, selected to represent
the various types of FDLP libraries and geographic areas. Volunteers provided feedback on the
qguestions and the level of difficulty filling them out. They submitted completed questionnaires.
Initial sampling occurred in late December 2011, and early January 2012. After successive
phases of vetting and review, the survey instruments were finalized. The instruments had six
topical areas for the questions:

e Affiliations & Community Marketing;

e Collection Management;

e Education;

e LSCM Projects;

e Preservation; and

e Future Roles and Opportunities.

The Library Questionnaire was released to the FDLP community on February 10, 2012, and the
State Questionnaire was released on March 20, 2012. GPO staff strongly promoted
participation in the study. Upon request, GPO staff remotely moderated state meetings to
provide support in completing the state survey instruments. During these sessions, they
provided information about the questionnaires and answered questions for over 20 in-person
meetings and webinars. Also, LSCM staff initiated more than 100 personal telephone calls,
email messages, and follow-up reminders to actively encourage participation. The final deadline
for submission was November 30, 2012. Survey response analysis began in December 2012, and
continued through September 2013. Data retrieval and cleanup was performed by staff in
GPO’s Program, Strategy, and Technology, Business Intelligence and Analysis (BIA) Group.
Duplicate and incomplete submissions were removed, and demographic identifiers were added
(e.g., library size — large, medium, or small). Steps were taken to ensure data quality and
integrity; validity of findings; and, reliability of results.

High-level summaries of all quantitative questions were provided to LSCM subject matter
expert (SME) coding teams. SME teams also received demographic cross-tabulations for the
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following: depository type - regional or selective; library size - small, medium and large; etc.
These outputs were used by the SME coding teams to differentiate responses in Data Reports
and Working Papers.

On the other hand, qualitative questions called for free text, open-ended responses in text
boxes. In December, 2012, each SME coding team received training on coding methodology.
SME coding team members read through every response for a single question noting identifying
words, phrases, and thoughts that lead to a “theme”. They assigned codes to each theme. To
ensure coding was done correctly, at least two coders independently applied codes to each
response, and then compared their results. Coders resolved any differences in their coding by
discussing their interpretation(s) of the responses. When coding was completed for their
guestion set, they sent their Excel workbook to the BIA Team for analysis. Data was analyzed
and Excel workbooks were generated for each coding team to review. As a final step to aid in
analysis, each coder received training on creating pivot tables and pivot charts. They used pivot
tables and charts to create their Data Reports and Working Papers.

* Academic General

ral Court Library

State Court Library

® State Library

Figure 3: Number of Respondents by Library Type

Confidence levels in reporting Forecast Study results are high, due to the steps taken to ensure
accuracy. They included pre-testing questions, following-up with respondents when needed,
extensive training for coding, multiple reviews, coding team collaboration and review, testing
the reliability of data analyzed, and the high response rates (67% for the Library Forecast, 84%
for the State Forecast). Further, the sample was representative, with responses received from
every state and territory. Forecast data provide a solid foundation for any inferences made
from responses.
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Analysis and Findings

Library and State Survey Results

TOPICAL AREA 1: AFFILIATIONS & COMMUNITY MARKETING

Affiliations among the FDLP community and beyond are relationships that are integral to the
continued success of the FDLP and to increasing awareness of FDLP libraries across the country.
No one library can fulfill all the information needs of the community being served; therefore,
collaboration is necessary.

Marketing the FDLP has been and continues to be a key initiative of GPO’s Library Services &
Content Management (LSCM). Marketing the FDLP is also integral to its continued success and
growth. The American public needs to be continuously informed about the FDLP and the variety
of resources and services available through it in order for patronage to continue and increase.

In the FDLP Forecast Study, these two topics were combined into one category, as there is a
strong relationship between them. Affiliations are an excellent and cost-effective method of
marketing the FDLP and increasing awareness of the Program throughout the country.

For the purposes of this study, the terms “marketing” and “promotion” are often used
interchangeably. “Marketing” is defined as “the action or business of promoting products and
services.” Although not always described as “community marketing” in the context of this
Working Paper, marketing and promotion refer specifically to efforts within the FDLP
community. The term “affiliation” is defined as “a closely connected business relationship
(either formal or informal) forged to accomplish common goals.”

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Affiliations

As demonstrated by the Library Forecast data collected in affiliations questions, most libraries
self-reported that they are not engaging in affiliations with either the FDLP community or with
non-FDLP libraries, groups, and organizations:

e 55% of libraries reported that they do not have formal or informal relationships with
local non-FDLP libraries to provide Federal government information. (Library Q21)

e 48% of libraries reported that non-FDLP libraries with which they have relationships
are not marketing FDLP resources to their patrons. An additional 39% reported that
they did not know if non-FDLP libraries with which they have relationships are
marketing FDLP resources to their patrons. (Library Q24)

o 88% of libraries reported that they were not planning to enter into new or additional
relationships with local non-FDLP libraries. (Library Q25)

o 74% of libraries reported that they were not planning to enter into new or additional
relationships with local FDLP libraries. (Library Q26)

States reported a different point of view:
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e 87% of states indicated that libraries in the state have formal or informal
relationships/agreements with local non-FDLP libraries. Only six states indicated no
relationships/agreements. (State Q9)

e 47% of states indicated that libraries in the state were planning to enter into new or
additional relationships/agreements with non-FDLP libraries. (State Q12)

* 67% of states indicated that libraries in the state were planning to enter into new or
additional relationships/agreements with other FDLP libraries. (State Q13)

Community Marketing
As demonstrated by the Library Forecast data collected in community marketing questions,
community marketing is not prevalent in FDLP libraries:

e Of 802 respondents that indicated ways that GPO can assist in effectively marketing
the services that their library provides, 37% reported responses in the “Other”
category, which included responses such as: no time/staff/money for marketing and
marketing help is not needed. This also included 11% of the responses reporting that
they were unsure of how GPO could assist them in marketing. (Library Q23)

e 59% of respondents reported that they do not market their library’s collections and
services. (Library Q22)

e Of the 41% that reported they do market their library’s collections and services, many
simply reported that this was being accomplished through the library’s Web site (a
small component of marketing). (Library Q22)

Much like the affiliations-related responses, states showed a different point of view with regard
to community marketing:
e 82% of states indicated that libraries in the state market their FDLP collections and
services. Only eight states indicated that no marketing activities are undertaken.
(State Q10)
e Of 45 state respondents that indicated ways that GPO can assist in effectively
marketing FDLP libraries and services, a mere 1% of responses reported that they
were unsure of how GPO could assist them in marketing. (State Q11)

TOPICAL AREA 2: COLLECTION MANAGEMENT

GPQ'’s Library Services and Content Management business unit recognizes the key role it plays
in supporting collection management work in FDLP libraries and the legal requirements related
to acquiring and disseminating U.S. Government publications.

Collection Management is framed by the scope of the resources included in the FDLP. The
scope of tangible materials for the FDLP includes all published Federal information products,
regardless of format or medium, which are of public interest or educational value, or produced
using Federal funds. Exceptions are those products, as determined by their issuing agency, to
be required for official use only or for strictly administrative or operational purposes which
have no public interest or educational value, and information classified for reasons of national
security.
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All Federal information dissemination products published on an agency’s publicly accessible
Web site and originating from or funded by the agency are intended for public use and are in
scope of the FDLP.

FDLP Government information products include tangible resources within the scope of the
FDLP, electronic resources on GPQ’s Federal Digital System (FDsys), other titles in the FDLP
Basic Collection, resources made available through official FDLP content partnerships, and all
online publications cataloged and available through the Catalog of U.S. Government
Publications (CGP).

Federal depository libraries select tangible, electronic, and tangible electronic (e.g., CDs)
Federal depository resources through item selection. With very few exceptions, Regional
depository libraries acquire all available tangible resources in at least one tangible format.

Depository libraries are not required to select online-only publications by item numbers or
house them, although they may do so. Libraries provide access to all online publications within
the FDLP.

Collection Management questions from the Library and State FDLP Forecast Questionnaires are
addressed here. Most forecast questions under the “Collection Management” heading were
intended to assess the current status, standing, and challenges of managing government
information collections (an environmental scan). Other questions ask about future plans, within
the parameters of the program, to change the shape of collections.

Open-ended responses addressed collection management at libraries, related GPO processes,
and improvements or changes to information life cycle management processes. Responses also
addressed specific topics covering GPO’s resources for depository collection management (e.g.,
the List of Classes of United States Government Publications Available for Selection by
Depository Libraries), GPO and library technical services processes for all formats of
publications, selection and patron use of different formats, and depository housing and
retention of tangible publications.

Collection management refers to activities within the Federal Depository Library Program that
relate to developing and managing either tangible, tangible electronic, or electronic collections
at libraries and GPO. Activities include discovery, selection, GPO distribution to libraries,
bibliographic control, and access as it relates to any of the above. There were five collection
management questions in the Library Forecast Questionnaire (Questions 7-12). There were no
parallel collection management questions in the State Forecast Questionnaire.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Responses from individual libraries and at the state level reinforce that collection management
is a central focus for libraries and is essential to the FDLP. Unless otherwise stated, the
information below refers to 802 respondents to the Library Questionnaire value and use of
Federal government information

e 92% of libraries agreed that FDLP resources are an important source of both tangible
and digital authenticated government information.
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o Elaborations from 439 libraries indicated that specific types of content are
important, all formats of materials are important, and also that specific types of
users prefer and use certain formats.

e 79% of libraries indicate that their patrons use commercial or non-depository resources
to find Federal Government information in their libraries.

e Although there are distinct user groups who prefer one format over others, there are
also patrons who use any available format.

Tangible resources

e When asked to describe the “tangible FDLP collection” in their own words, 34%
indicated that it is a “valuable information asset” and 37% responded that it is
“supportive of their library’s mission”.

e Concerns were expressed about the “tangible FDLP collection” by 273 respondents. The
top three responses were, in ranked order: 1) storage or space issues; 2) preference for
electronic; and 3) reduction in use or low usage.

o 69% of libraries do not store depository materials remotely or offsite. Among those
libraries that do have this type of collection housing, only 4% indicated that retrieval
time involved negatively affects patron demand for the resources.

Digital resources

e 88% of libraries agreed that the Government information available through the Federal
Digital System (FDsys) is an important source of Federal digital government information.

e 52% of Library respondents and 87% of 45 State Questionnaire respondents reported
that they anticipate barriers will exist to access digital only government information in
the next five years.

Collaboration and support

e Libraries are interested in LSCM project areas related to collection management, with
the majority typically rating them as extremely or moderately beneficial to their
individual libraries in both the Library and State responses. Suggestions for additional
project emphasis include cataloging, especially of pre-1976 publications, and
improvements in collection management tools and processes.

e Some libraries indicated an interest in additional training on collection management
topics, such as management techniques and guidance (e.g., weeding, retention, and
storage) and collection development guidance and tools.

e The majority of Library respondents indicated they would not be willing to commit to
the development of specific subject-focused collections. Of the 45 State respondents,
however, 80% indicate a willingness to commit to subject-based collection development
and service beyond their local communities.

e Collaboration between libraries often involves collection management activities

o Library respondents indicate that a majority of libraries do not have or do not
plan to have relationships with other libraries. For example, only 9% of libraries
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currently have formal selective housing arrangements while 51% are not
interested in establishing such an arrangement within any geographic area.
Responses to State level questions about existing or planned collaboration
between depository and non-depository libraries indicate that 87% have
relationships, formal and informal, with non-depository libraries and 67% plan to
enter into relationships with other depository libraries.

TOPICAL AREA 3: EDUCATION

Prior to the Questionnaire, GPQ’s Library Services and Content Management (LSCM) recognized the
value of education and training for the FDLP community and the public. FDLP training and education
is a key strategic initiative and was identified in the LSCM Strategic Plan (FY2013 — FY2017).

KEY EFFORT: Customer Education Initiatives —Appropriate promotion and recognition/
penetration to the American public for all GPO products and services.
Key initiatives:

1. FDsys Training — LSCM continues developing a comprehensive Federal Digital System
(FDsys) Training portfolio, launching additional FDsys educational video modules (advanced
searching, tracking legislation, etc.)

2. LSCM expands its eLearning platform to:

a. Create new educational offerings and curriculum development beyond FDsys;

b. Identify partner agencies and offer collaborative training portfolio developed in
partnership with the FDLP community, facilitated by GPO; and,

c. Extend the use of our elearning platform to the FDLP community for cross-
community training and sharing best practices.

In the context of the FDLP Forecast Study, education is defined in its traditional manner as “the
process of receiving or giving systematic instruction.” Education can be accomplished through
various methods, including webinars, classroom sessions, conferences, and video tutorials. Also,
education can be conducted both virtually and in-person. There were two education questions in
the Library Forecast Questionnaire (Questions 19 and 20), and one education question in the State
Forecast Questionnaire (Question 8).

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Education

As demonstrated by the Library Forecast data collected in the education questions, most
libraries self-reported that they are interested in FDLP educational opportunities:

86% of libraries reported they would participate in GPO-facilitated virtual
meetings or seminars on FDLP topics.
o Furthermore, those 691 respondents provided additional suggestions for

training topics that would be of interest to the FDLP community, providing
over 1,300 suggestions for training. (Library Q19)

States showed a great deal of consensus on the matter:
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e 93% of states indicated interest in participating in GPO-facilitated virtual
meetings or seminars. Only three states indicated no interest. (State Q8)

Mentoring
As demonstrated by the Library Forecast data collected in the one mentoring question,
most libraries self-reported that they are interested in FDLP mentoring opportunities:
e 55% of libraries reported that they would participate in a mentoring forum hosted by
GPO for new or existing coordinators. (Library Q20)

TOPICAL AREA 4: LSCM PROJECTS

GPO’s Library Services and Content Management business unit recognizes the importance of
providing the depository library community with products and services necessary to manage
the FDLP and to ensure the discovery, findability, and access to Federal government
information, regardless of format, channel, or location. For the purpose of this Working Paper,
LSCM Projects are the entire body of products or services that support the administration of the
FDLP, other statutorily mandated programs, and GPQO’s Library Services and Content
Management strategic initiatives.

These are categorized under five broad areas:

* Access to Government Information — Access is defined as the ability to discover, find,
and access Federal Government information products in all publishing and delivery
formats, so that Federal Government information products are available to and usable
by all Federal depository library patrons and the American public. Access ensures that
the American public is able to discover, find, and retrieve Federal government
information when it is needed, in a useful format or medium, through the FDLP or a
digital information service established and maintained by a Government agency or its
authorized agent.

e Cataloging Services — Cataloging involves projects and services related to the Cataloging
and Indexing Program managed by GPO as mandated by U.S.C. Title 44. Cataloging is the
process of classifying information following established categorical systems and
standards in order to provide future access to information.

e (Collection Development & Management Tools — Collection development and
management tools involve those devices, applications, or programs developed or
provided by LSCM that assist FDLP libraries in shaping their FDLP collections to meet
their users’ needs. Those tools can include resources developed outside the FDLP but
routinely used by libraries for collection development purposes.

e FEducation & Online Communication Services — Education and online communication
services ensure that FDLP coordinators and others working with government
publications are knowledgeable in areas that support the FDLP.

e Other Services — Other services can include new services or enhancements to current
LSCM services.

Questions 17 and 18 in the Library Forecast Questionnaire and Questions 6 and 7 in the State
Forecast Questionnaire asked respondents to rate LSCM projects based on how users of Federal
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Government information in their libraries benefit from those projects and to identify other
areas of service that libraries want LSCM to offer.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

As demonstrated by the Library and State Forecast data collected that related to LSCM Projects,
most libraries rated LSCM projects highly, especially access and cataloging services.
* 97% of libraries and 100% of states reported LSCM Projects and Services related to
access as either “extremely beneficial” or “moderately beneficial.” (Library Q17A and
State Q6A)

e 92% of libraries and 100% of states reported LSCM Projects and Services related to
cataloging as either “extremely beneficial” or “moderately beneficial.” (Library Q17B
and State Q6B)

e When responding to the follow-up question on what “other services” LSCM could
offer, respondents frequently named services related to Cataloging, followed by
Education and Online Communication services. (Library Q18 and State Q7)

e Considering the future, respondents expressed interest in a number of expansions,
technological improvements, and enhancements to current LSCM services.

TOPICAL AREA 5: PRESERVATION

Preservation has been an integral part of the work of Library Services and Content
Management (LSCM) in support of GPO’s mission to ensure no-fee permanent public access to
Government information.

The 1996 landmark report, Report to the Congress Study to Identify Measures Necessary for a
Successful Transition to a More Electronic Federal Depository Library Program, identified five
key principles for Federal Government information. Principle number four (4) establishes that
the Federal Government has an obligation to preserve its information.
Government information is part of our national heritage. It documents the fundamental
rights of American citizens, the actions of Federal officials in all three branches of our
Government, and the characteristics of our national experience. Therefore, it is a
Government obligation to guarantee the preservation of Government information for
future generations of Americans. This principle applies to Government information that
has been determined to have sufficient historical value or that provides significant
evidence of the organizations, functions, policies, decisions, procedures, operations or
activities of the Government. Despite changing times and technologies, public access to
these types of Government information in a meaningful format must be maintained in
perpetuity to ensure the continued accountability of the Government to its present and
future citizens.?

Key strategic initiatives that include the importance of preserving Federal Government
information are also found in GPOQO’s Strategic Plan (FY 2013—FY 2017) and LSCM’s

! Government Printing Office, Report to the Congress Study to Identify Measures Necessary for a Successful
Transition to a More Electronic Federal Depository Library, GPO Publication 500.11 (Washington, D.C.: United
States Printing Office, 1996), p 16.
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corresponding Strategic Plan (FY 2013—FY 2017). In recognition of the important role that GPO
and LSCM have in the preservation of Government information, the National Academy of Public
Administration (NAPA) in their 2013 report, Rebooting the Government Printing Office: Keeping
America Informed in the Digital Age, charged GPO with developing a comprehensive plan for
the preservation of the FDLP collection.

For the purposes of the FDLP Forecast Study, preservation is defined as:

The activities associated with maintaining publications for use, either in their original form
or in some verifiable, usable form. Preservation may also include creation of a surrogate
for the original by a conversion process, wherein, the intellectual content and other
essential attributes of the original are retained. For digital materials, preservation includes
the management of formats of information (including possible migration to newer
versions), the storage environment, and the archival management of information to
facilitate preservation.?

In analyzing the Forecast Study responses, the topic of preservation was viewed broadly to
include digitization, digital collection development, access, permanent access, authentication,
and Web harvesting and archiving. Preservation is concerned with the maintenance of legacy
tangible collections, digitization of selected tangible content, harvesting of Web-disseminated
information, ingest and curation of digital collections, including cataloging and metadata for
discovery, long-term access, and future migration.

The need for preservation was a recurring topic throughout the Forecast Study responses.
Responses to every question from the Future Roles and Opportunities sections of both the
Library and State Forecast questionnaires included observations on permanent access,
preservation, digitization, the authentication of digital content, and the need to capture and
preserve Web-disseminated and born digital content.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

As demonstrated by the Library Forecast data collected in preservation questions, most
libraries are not engaging in digitization:
e 87% of libraries are not digitizing, and 82% of libraries do not plan to digitize
government information. (Library Q13 and Q14)

e Libraries that are digitizing government information store their digital master files
primarily in local digital repositories but also in institutional partnership digital
repositories.

However, the State Forecast data reported slightly different, though parallel, results in how the
states are storing their digital master files:

e Only 49% of the states indicated that libraries in their state are not digitizing
government information. (State Q2)

e Only 42% of the states indicated that libraries in their state have plans to digitize
government information. (State Q3)

2 GPO Future Digital System (FDsys) Opportunity RFI (9/15/2005) [http://www.gpo.gov/pdfs/fdsys-
info/documents/FDsys RFl.pdf]
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e The primary storage locations for digital master files of states that are digitizing are
local digital repositories and also institutional partnership digital repositories. (State
Q2)

A majority of libraries anticipate barriers to access (52%) as government information is
increasingly available in digital-only formats. A larger majority of states (87%) anticipate
barriers to access government information in digital-only formats. (Library Q16 and State Q5)

A significant majority of library respondents (85%) and states (96%) said GPO should provide
advice and guidance to libraries that want to digitize publications from the tangible FDLP
collection. (Library Q15 and State Q4)

TOPICAL AREA 6: FUTURE ROLES AND OPPORTUNITIES

The library and state forecast questions covered in this Future Roles and Opportunities Working
Paper are open-ended and address short term needs and actions as well as the long term or
vision of the future FDLP. Specifically asked were, how GPO can help libraries improve public
access to Government information in the next five years; what attributes an ideal FDLP would
have; and what leadership opportunities were envisioned for their depository library. There
also was the standard open-ended question, “Is there anything else that you would like to tell

”

us ...

Nature of Open-Ended Questions
The nature of open-ended questions elicits responses that:
e Present rich qualitative data.
e Provide unique, unprompted, spontaneous, and often detailed responses.
e Offer context for or clarification of responses to other forecast questions.
e Include suggestions, opinions, and new insights that were not anticipated.
e Express thoughts that may be more accurate as the respondent did not have to choose
answers that “fit the best”.
e Avoid unintentional leading responses.

Outlier Responses

Outliers are those responses whose frequencies are outside the norm of the bell curve, at
either end of the spectrum. In data analysis they are viewed as extreme or "data noise” and
often are ignored, treated as statistically insignificant, or eliminated.

Outlier responses are of great value to the FDLP Forecast Study. The open-ended questions
were asked in order to obtain opinions, ideas, and other information that might not have been
gathered from the other portions of the questionnaires. All forecast responses, not just those
that reoccur, contribute to determining the needs of depository libraries and the views of the
ideal or FDLP of the future. Because a comment may appear only once does not make it
insignificant. Given a platform or context different from the Forecast Study, that one comment
may represent the norm.3

3 John W. Foreman, “Chapter 9 — Outlier Detection: Just Because They’re Odd Doesn’t Mean They’re Unimportant”
in Data Smart: Using Data Science to Transform Information into Insight (John Wiley & Sons, 2014). Books24x7.
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About the Responses

The nature of open-ended questions leads to very diverse categories and themes to analyze.
The open-ended responses were coded for categories and themes in a manner that permitted
the qualitative data to be quantified. Thirty-three themes were used for coding these
guestions. Coding, and the categories and themes, are described in more detail in the Library
Forecast and State Forecast Results: Future Roles & Opportunities data reports that were
released for these questions.

Responses to State Forecast Questions 18-20 and Library Forecast Questions 30-33 all included
suggestions that are beyond the purview of GPO’s statutory authority.

Examples of recurring observations falling into this theme are:
e “Provide grants to libraries to participate in digitization initiatives”

e “Continue printing the Statistical Abstract”

e “Standardize, as much as possible across the board, software programs”

e “Develop guidelines for a certain amount of consistency with agency Web sites”
e “Avoid distributing formats that are likely to become obsolete”

e “Please do not be swayed by the people talking about privatizing the information you
provide to the public”

e “l' wish that more care was given and an opportunity for input when choosing to
discontinue information access to a resource like the Statistical Abstract”

e “Provide more access to NTIS”

e “[Provide] funding to offset costs of hardware and software to service patrons with
special accessibility needs”

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Open-ended questions that asked respondents to describe the “ideal FDLP” and what GPO can
do in the next 5 years to help improve access to Government information in depository
libraries. The high-level recurring topics from the responses are:

* |ncrease access to online Government information.

e Provide improved and easy to use tools/services for discovery and findability of
Government information.

e Digitize the historical collection of Government publications or coordinate a national
digitization effort to do so.

e Deliver more and enhanced cataloging (include analytics and more subject headings).
e Provide more educational opportunities (including virtual).

e Allow more flexibility and collaboration among depository libraries for collection
management than Title 44 currently permits (sharing across state lines and regional
discards when online version is available).

e Preserve the tangible and digital collections for future generations.
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State Focused Action Plans

State Focused Action Plans (SFAPs) provided states and multi-state regions the opportunity to
share what initiatives they had already planned, and/or intended to work on in the next five
years. Responses reflected realistic, achievable goals given economic realities, and indicated
concerns about staffing, space, and technology. Analysis revealed that responses clustered into
ten themes:

e Access

e Cataloging/Retrospective Cataloging

e Collaboration/State Group/Network/Communication

e Collection Sharing/Selective Housing Agreements/Collaborative Collection Development

e Digitization/Digital Projects

e Marketing/Outreach/Promotion/Awareness

e Preservation

e Services/ILL/Reference/Collection Development

e Training/Mentoring/Teaching Standards/CEUs

e Weeding/Rules

The five most frequent themes and their identified initiatives are shown below.

Collaboration/State Group/Network/Communication

This theme includes responses about collaborative efforts through state and local groups,
the development of networks, and improved communication among libraries and library
groups.

State groups and associations can be used to provide a forum for collaboration between
depositories.

e Libraries want to create opportunities for new coordinators to work with veteran
librarians before they retire.
e Develop/enhance peer sharing programs through professional organizations.

Using technology to develop better communication or enhance communication is critical.
Responses included:

e Alerting government documents coordinators about training workshops; creating a
better online presence.

e Create a communication network so depository libraries.

Collection Sharing/Selective Housing Agreements/Collaborative Collection Development
This theme includes responses on the creation of comprehensive collections, awareness of
other libraries’ collections, coordination between nearby libraries to de-duplicate items
selected, and the development of selective housing agreements.

Libraries are emphasizing the importance of identifying what institutions have in their
collections. By doing this, they are facilitating comprehensive collection development, ILL,
preservation, and future digitization projects. Responses included:
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e Informing libraries in one state or multi-state region what other libraries are using
to maintain their collections.

e Creating a database of collections within a state or multi-state region to assist in
libraries collection development plans.

Digitization/Digitization Projects

This theme includes digitization of publications, preparing for future digitization projects,
working with born-digital content, and establishing priorities for what material should be
digitized.

Responses indicated that most libraries are not committed to digitizing documents. Instead,
many responses indicated libraries are preparing for digitization projects, identifying
content to be digitized, or monitoring what others are doing. Responses indicated that
libraries want to:

¢ Explore digitizing titles on microfiche.

e Archive digital Government information and digitize currently tangible only
documents.

e Undertake digitization projects for material of interest to their local patrons.

Marketing/Outreach/Promotion/Awareness

Marketing is generally focused within the state or at the local level, working collaboratively
within a state or multi-state region to develop and promote awareness and access to
collections of interest to residents of a particular region. In general, responses indicated
that:

e Marketing includes various media, e.g., flyers, widgets, webinars, brochures to
promote government information, and includes items being customizable.

e Marketing can be targeted to specific audiences, including public, school, and non-
depository libraries.

Training/Mentoring/Teaching Standards/CEUs:
e Training non-depository library staff.
e Continuing education of depository staff.

e Mentoring and training of new depository coordinators, in addition to creating and
maintaining training tools.

e The creation of teaching standards and continuing education credits/programs for
ongoing training.

e Training/Mentoring/Teaching Standards/CEUs.

SFAP responses provided detailed, measurable initiatives for depository libraries to accomplish
to strengthen the FDLP in their state or multi-state region in the next five years. Most of the
initiatives included in the SFAPs parallel the identified “needs of libraries” or characteristics of
“an ideal depository library program” conveyed in the library and state forecast responses. As
such, GPO will be able to complement and support many of the SFAP efforts. With depository
libraries and GPO working on similar initiatives, there is opportunity for more collaboration and
additional partnerships.
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Focused Discussions

Focused Discussions, Phase 2 of the FLDP Forecast Study, were designed to obtain clarification
or additional information on topics found in forecast questionnaire responses. The first of the
focused discussions was held April 24, 2013, as part of GPQO’s virtual meeting to celebrate
Preservation Week.

Additional discussions were on the agenda for the 2013 Depository Library Council Meeting &
Federal Depository Library Conference, which was to be held in October at GPO headquarters.
Unfortunately the Government shutdown forced cancellation of this meeting. To move forward
with the planned focused discussions, GPO scheduled them as December virtual events, which
allowed for wide-spread participation by the depository library community.

Below are the expected outcomes of the discussions and the determination of their success. A
more complete summary of the discussion questions is found in Supporting Documentation.

Tangible Collection Preservation: An FDLP Forecast Study Focused Discussion
April 24,2013

Expected Outcome of Discussion

e GPO seeks your thoughts and ideas as to what strategies should be included in the
comprehensive preservation plan that will result in a collection of Government
publications and information dissemination products that will be available for use by
future generations.

Outcome Achieved?

While the discussion questions did not spark overwhelming numbers of responses, those who
participated offered a variety of viewpoints, suggestions, cautionary notes, and consensus in
some areas. The desired outcome was achieved.

Depository Library Collaboration: Structure for the Digital Age

Part 1: Regional and Selective Depository Libraries
December 5, 2013

Expected Outcome of Discussion

e Identify options for flexibility within the current regional / selective structure. The
options identified may or may not include changes to Title 44.

Outcome Achieved?

No definitive flexible models or preferences to be applied within the current regional/selective
structure were identified during the focused discussion. While the expected outcome was not
achieved, there was excellent discussion that revolved around the factors and issues to
consider when developing a flexible and sustainable structure for the FDLP. Geography covered,
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populations served, responsibilities to be shouldered by regional depositories, and multi-state
shared collections should be considered.

Depository Library Collaboration: Structure for the Digital Age

Part 2: New Opportunities for Depository Libraries
December 5, 2013

Expected Outcomes of Discussion

e Ascertaining changing and new roles for depository library staff.
e Ideas for Proofs of Concept for collaborative pilot projects for depository libraries.
¢ Identifying areas where GPO can take on a supporting, coordinating, or leadership role.

Outcome Achieved?

Excellent discussion resulted in achievement of the first and third expected outcomes. New
ideas for proofs of concept did not emerge from the discussion. Existing collaborative models
were identified though reasons for their success were not discussed, nor were discrete tasks for
GPO to investigate or undertake to build upon those models identified or discussed.

Building an Authoritative National Bibliography of U.S. Government Publications
December 10, 2013

Expected Outcome of Discussion

e Obtain your thoughts, ideas, and strategies that will assist GPO in the development of a
premiere comprehensive index of Government publications and information
dissemination products.

Outcome Achieved?

The expected outcomes of the discussion were achieved. Thoughts about accessibility and the
bibliographic record needs of the community were discussed and ideas for current and
potential collaborations and models were considered. Strategies such as sharing catalogs,
delivering records from GPO to libraries, and setting cataloging priorities were also examined.

In the Public Eye: Increasing Federal Depository Library Relevance
December 10, 2013
Expected Outcome of Discussion

e Suggested actions for GPO and Federal depository libraries to undertake that will
increase the relevance of Federal depository libraries and Government documents
collections that are dispersed.

Outcome Achieved?

The expected outcome of the focused discussion was achieved. Suggested actions to increase
the relevance of depository libraries included increasing dispersed access points for FDLP
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content, rebranding of the FDLP, and increasing the acquisition of new content through
enhanced relations with Federal agencies.

Anticipated Barriers to Digital Access
December 11, 2013

Expected Outcome of Discussion

e Determine options to resolve or minimize the anticipated barriers to accessing digital
Federal Government information.

Outcome Achieved?

The objectives were met as participants suggested many things that GPO and libraries could do
independently, or in partnership with one another, to help overcome the anticipated barriers to
accessing digital content. Suggestions for GPO action were related to providing leadership and
preservation. Actions suggested for libraries focused on providing leadership in archiving,
access, advocacy, and user education. The final question of what the libraries and GPO could do
together in partnership to resolve anticipated barriers provided 31 specific suggestions. A
significant point however was reached when the conversation turned to additional resources
that would be required to execute these ideas. While resources include labor, money, and
more, nine participants noted that funding underlay most of the barriers to digital access.
Additional steps and prioritization of needs would be required before any conclusive actions
could be taken.

Marketing
December 11, 2013

Expected Outcomes of Discussion

e Suggested ideas for continued development and refinement of the marketing efforts by
GPO and FDLP member libraries.

e Augmentation of the FDLP Promotion Plan with the goal of continuing and expanding
use of Federal depository libraries.

Outcome Achieved?

The Marketing Focused Discussion confirmed a number of key ideas that first surfaced in the
Library and State Forecast Questionnaire responses. The participants provided focused
suggestions regarding current and future FDLP marketing efforts, such as the ability of libraries
to customize promotional materials, the use of more contemporary language to describe the
good work the libraries are doing, and major facets of the FDLP that should be highlighted.
These ideas will be incorporated into the next iteration of the FDLP Promotion Plan. In light of
these facts, the expected outcomes of the Marketing Focused Discussion were met.
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Conclusion

The following conclusions are drawn from the FDLP Forecast Study responses, from both
libraries and states.

No single library can fulfill the information needs of any one community they serve, and most
libraries do not have formal or informal relationships with non-FDLs. Almost 90% of libraries
said they will not be entering into new or additional relationships with non-depository libraries.
Since collaboration is not occurring, this is an identified weakness in the FDLP network. In the
area of marketing, most libraries do not actively market their depository library or the FDLP.
Reponses indicate that libraries count on GPQO’s marketing campaigns. They indicated that
marketing is integral to the program’s continued existence and patronage by the American
public.

The majority of libraries do not store materials remotely or offsite. Just under a third do, and of
that number, only 4% indicated remote housing negatively affected patron demand. The
information provided by the FDLP is valuable, but Forecast Study respondents indicated that
LSCM and the FDLP community need to plan for the future of tangible materials in the context
of current and future realities. The majority of libraries (79%) are using commercial resources to
find access Federal Government information. Over 90% said FDLP resources are an important
source of tangible and digital authenticated Government information, and 30% indicated that
tangible FDLP collections are a valuable information asset and support their library’s mission.
Likewise, 88% said FDsys is an important source of Federal Government information.
Respondents indicated the importance of all formats—tangible and digital—acknowledging
patron groups prefer one or the other.

The community is looking to LSCM for continued education, training, and guidance on a broad
spectrum of topics. They need guidance in administering and managing the depository
collection, GPO tools and services, identifying what Government information is online, and the
best ways to access that information. Participants want LSCM to present, facilitate and provide
access to educational programs and materials, and recognize FDLP training as a critical need.
94% of libraries and 100% of states rated LSCM education either extremely or moderately
beneficial. Training is already a critical goal in LSCM'’s strategic plan. Access services were rated
most highly by respondents, acknowledging LSCM provides greater discovery and access to
government information. GPO’s Cataloging was highly rated (92% of libraries, 100% of states).
Just more than half of the libraries (58%) said better tools are needed to identify and select
resources, and identify what electronic publications are accessed by their patrons. Respondents
are interested in updated collection management and development tools.

Library and state respondents gave LSCM service areas high value ratings. Contemplating
current needs, respondents gave access their highest value rating for LSCM services. In
contrast, open-ended comments about the future focused on cataloging, digitization, and
education.

85% of libraries and 96% of states need advice and guidance planning digitization projects.
Digitization was a consistent theme in the Future Roles and Opportunities section of the
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Forecast Study, although respondents acknowledged concern about potential barriers to digital
access. Respondents indicated how critical it is for GPO to explore ways to ingest and
authenticate content digitized by library or agency partners into FDsys. Also, respondents
acknowledged GPQ’s harvesting, archiving and providing access and discovery to harvested
content is critical to the FDLP and public access.

While LSCM services overall were rated highly, in responses to the question about the “ideal
FDLP”, respondents called for more efficient services from GPO, program changes, revisions to
methods used for resource selection, timelier cataloging, better quality control, and simplified
tools for processing materials. Respondents indicated a need for program changes to allow
more flexibility in requirements placed on them. They included fewer restrictions in retention
policies, allowing regional depositories to substitute electronic for tangible, and that
maintaining a regional collection in every state is no longer necessary in today’s or tomorrow’s
library environment. Comments included:

e Build on success of shared/multi-state regional arrangements to identify services most
effectively handled at the multi-state level, or in clusters not necessarily based on state
boundaries.

e Create a network of comprehensive collections without every single regional replicating
similar or duplicative collections.

e Create greater flexibilities in shared depository collections and arrangements.

Responses to questions about the next five years confirm that digital content is seen as a vital
access point to Government information for the public, and they underscored the importance
of user-friendly interfaces for discovery. Respondents have high expectations that GPO will lead
and coordinate the digitization of existing FDLP collections across the Nation, and provide
future digital preservation of that content following forward-thinking digital preservation
practices. Respondents want GPO to provide access to all types of training resources and a wide
array of training opportunities. And they most assuredly depend on GPO to provide high quality
cataloging to benefit libraries in providing access and discovery to the communities they serve.
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Strategic Priorities, Goals, and Objectives

After analysis of forecast responses, the FDLP Forecast Team found that any actions to be taken
fell into three broad categories. The first, Life Cycle Management of Government Information,
includes internal processes that support services provided to Federal depository libraries. The
second, Governance and Structure of the FDLP, includes actions GPO must take to ensure a
sustainable structure in which depository libraries can best manage their collections. And the
third, Services, includes actions that directly support depository libraries and their ability to
provide services and access to Federal Government information.

This was the basis for the recommendations that were submitted to the Public Printer. Upon
her acceptance, the recommendations became strategic priorities for LSCM and the FDLP.
Some of the goals will be achieved over time (years) while others will be incorporated into the
LSCM strategic plan for near term completion.

Strategic Priority 1: Life Cycle Management of Government Information

Establish Library Services and Content Management processes and procedures that apply life
cycle management best practices for all formats, and ensure permanent public access to
Government information dissemination products in the digital age.

GOAL 1.1: TRANSFORM LSCM FROM A PRINT-CENTRIC OPERATION TO A CONTENT-CENTRIC
OPERATION.

1.1.1 Assess and re-engineer current work processes to create a more efficient, effective, and
format-neutral workflow process.

GOAL 1.2: IMPROVE QUALITY CONTROL

1.2.1 Make FDLP and Cataloging and Indexing Program (C&I) acquisition decisions from the
prototype of the information dissemination product, rather than from the Printing and
Binding Requisition or the Notification of Intent to Publish forms.

1.2.2 Implement improved quality control across all LSCM operational processes.

GOAL 1.3: INCREASE IDENTIFICATION AND ACQUISITION OF CONTENT FOR C&I AND THE FDLP

1.3.1 Increase harvesting of content from official Government Web sites.

1.3.2 Collaborate with GPO’s Customer Services and develop improved processes to regularly
acquire content originating from GPO regional procurement offices.

1.3.3 Develop a new comprehensive Collection Development Plan for C&I, the FDLP, and
FDsys.

1.3.4 Identify and partner with Federal agencies to acquire declassified publications and
appropriate information products made available through the Freedom of Information
Act (FOIA).
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GOAL 1.4: ENHANCE RECORDS FOR THE NATIONAL BIBLIOGRAPHIC RECORDS INVENTORY

1.4.1 Request adequate annual funding to continue cataloging pre-1976 Government
publications and increase GPO’s cataloging output overall.

1.4.2 Identify other creators of cataloging/metadata records for Government information
dissemination products, establish partnerships for record sharing, and include their
records in the Catalog of U.S. Government Publications (CGP).

1.4.3 Develop customization methods so libraries can select catalog records by selection
profiles, subjects, titles, issuing agencies, SuDocs class numbers, etc.

1.4.4 Expand record content prospectively to include analytics, more subject headings, and
geographic subdivisions. Work with the FDLP community to identify and prioritize
needed elements.

GOAL 1.5: PRESERVE GOVERNMENT INFORMATION FOR PERMANENT PUBLIC ACCESS

1.5.1 Develop a comprehensive plan to preserve the tangible and digital collections of
Government publications.

1.5.2 Implement the comprehensive preservation plan.
Dependency: Ability to enter into partnerships.

1.5.3 Increase the amount of born digital and converted content ingested into FDsys
Dependency: Ability to achieve this objective is dependent upon the identified content
meeting the scope of the collection development plan, and file meets the technical
requirements.

1.5.4 Increase the number of formal partnerships for digitizing and hosting digital content.

1.5.5 Develop training for the care, maintenance, and preservation of tangible and digital
depository collections.

GOAL 1.6: ALLOW MORE FLEXIBILITY IN SELECTION AND DISTRIBUTION OF FDLP CONTENT TO
DEPOSITORIES

1.6.1 Assess the continuing need for item numbers in the digital age.

1.6.2 Investigate and plan for a print on demand (POD) selection option for FDLs.
Dependency: This objective relies on GPO’s development of POD capability.

1.6.3 Create a plan and develop requirements for deposit or pushing digital content to
depository libraries.
Dependency: The technical capability of GPO to push files to libraries and ability of
libraries to host them.

Strategic Priority 2: Governance and Structure of the FDLP

Provide a governance process and a sustainable network structure that ensures coordination
across the Federal Depository Library Program and allows the most flexible and effective
management of depository libraries and their resources.
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GOAL 2.1: ALLOW MORE FLEXIBILITY FOR FDLs TO MANAGE THEIR DEPOSITORY RESOURCES
AND SERVICES

2.1.1 Review and revise, as appropriate, Legal Requirements & Program Regulations of the
Federal Depository Library Program allowing for flexibility.
2.1.2 Develop Federal depository library best practices for posting on www.fdlp.gov.

2.1.3 Develop and conduct training that addresses FDLP regulations, revisions as they are
made, and statutory requirements of FDLs.

2.1.4 Determine new or evolving roles for depository libraries and depository coordinators in
the digital age.

2.1.5 Use Forecast Study results to identify new roles for GPO to assume that will provide
additional support to FDLs.

GOAL 2.2: EXPLORE AND IDENTIFY ALTERNATIVE SUSTAINABLE STRUCTURES FOR THE FDLP

2.2.1 Encourage collaboration, partnerships, and resource sharing proposals by FDLs.

2.2.2 Employ identified new leadership roles for depository libraries when defining a new
sustainable structure(s) for the FDLP.

2.2.3 Incorporate identified leadership roles for GPO to assume that will provide additional
and needed support for the sustainability of the FDLP and permanent public access to
Government information.

GOAL 2.3: UNDERTAKE FUTURE TRANSFORMATION OF THE FDLP

2.3.1 Authorize regional depository libraries to replace some tangible depository materials
from their collections if those materials are available on FDsys as an authentic version
with the digital signature of the Superintendent of Documents.

2.3.2 Change the Federal Depository Library Program name so it is more fitting of access in
the digital age.

2.3.3 Develop strategies to acquire digitized Government documents for ingest into GPQO’s
Federal Digital System.

Strategic Priority 3: Services

Deliver dynamic, innovative, strategic services and mechanisms to support the needs of Federal
depository libraries in providing accurate Government information to the public at large in a
timely manner.

GOAL 3.1: IMPROVE COMMUNICATION

3.1.1 Analyze current external communication strategies, determining strengths and
weaknesses in current methods. Develop and implement improved FDLP
communication strategies.

3.1.2 Fully inform the depository community of all tools and project developments, including
setbacks or obstacles (technical or otherwise).
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3.1.3 Create more effective mechanisms that allow greater input on issues relating to the
FDLP. GPO staff must play a more proactive role in moderating and spurring discussions
and answering questions in online discussions.

GOAL 3.2: ENRICH EDUCATION

3.2.1 Create new FDL education and training opportunities for FDL staff, including new
coordinators and other librarians.

3.2.2 Develop, in collaboration with the FDLP community, Federal Government
information/depository library competencies and CEU opportunities for FDL staff.

3.2.3 Develop curricula and training aids for use by the depository library community and
library school programs.

3.2.4 Develop a mentoring program for new Government documents librarians, based on
developed mentor/mentee training guidelines.

GOAL 3.3: CREATE BETTER DISCOVERY TOOLS

3.3.1 Promote and develop, through multiple channels, awareness and delivery of GPO
cataloging records.

3.3.2 Develop a dynamic/flexible system for FDLs to use in developing online and tangible
collections based on expressed needs. Inform the depository community of what’s
accomplished and progress made.

3.3.3 Develop better accessibility to Federal Government information through sharing of GPO
metadata and content with the Digital Public Library of America (DPLA) and with open
information discovery services.

GOAL 3.4: ENHANCE MARKETING/PROMOTION

3.4.1 Revise and enhance LSCM’s FDLP marketing plan to include strategies for depository
community feedback and review for incorporation into the next version of the plan.
Review the plan on a cyclical basis, and revise as necessary.

3.4.2 Develop a marketing strategy for the Catalog of U.S. Government Publications (CGP) that
includes mechanisms for FDLs to promote Federal government resources and the CGP
to non-depository libraries.

3.4.3 Develop campaigns, including Public Service Announcements (PSAs), for depository
libraries to promote the FDLP and the CGP.

3.4.4 Create strategies to enhance and actively promote access to Government Information
Online (GIO).

3.4.5 Develop a repository for depository libraries to share marketing content.

3.4.6 Present webinars and conduct training on marketing for FDLs and lead focused
discussions to identify collaborative marketing opportunities.

GOAL 3.5: INCREASE PARTNERSHIPS AND AFFILIATIONS

3.5.1 |Increase partnerships and affiliations that will add content to the FDLP, increase
awareness of, and improve discovery and access to Federal Government information.
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3.5.2 Develop partnerships and affiliations that result in improved usability of all Government
information discovery tools.

3.5.3 Develop partnerships and affiliations with Federal agencies to deliver educational and
training opportunities to the FDL community.
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Next Steps

Outcomes of the FDLP Forecast Study will inform:
e The strategic direction for the FDLP and LSCM; and

e The development of a National Plan for the Future of the FDLP.

Forecast responses generally paralleled LSCM’s current efforts in moving LSCM from a print-
centric operation to content-centric or content-neutral processes. LSCM is realigning staff to
develop life cycle management in all operations. This entails developing a comprehensive
“cradle-to-grave” approach in managing Government information and Government information
dissemination products, from intake of content, creating associated metadata to describe that
information, storing that information and/or identifying where it is stored, up to and through
the time when the information is safety accessible and stored for future generations. In
addition, LSCM is developing plans to ensure we have comprehensive collection development
plans for our cataloging and indexing and Federal depository library programs, and for FDsys.
We will finalize them, and communicate them to stakeholders, ensuring transparency.

At the same time, with agencies and other Federal entities publishing more over the Web, we
are stepping up what is harvested from official Government Web sites, and working to ingest
more born digital and converted content into FDsys. LSCM continues filling gaps in pre-1976
cataloging by identifying fugitives and fugitive collections to fill those gaps. After completing
our internal processes, we will identify other sources for pre-1976 cataloging. Part of the
planning for the new ILS system being selected includes the capability for libraries to customize
how they select catalog records: by selection profiles, subjects, titles, issuing agency, SuDoc
class numbers, etc. Most importantly, and this directly parallels an important recommendation
of NAPA?*, LSCM must develop and implement comprehensive plans to preserve tangible and
digital collections of Government publications.

GPO’s Publications and Information Sales business unit is exploring options for print on
demand. LSCM will follow their lead. Forecast respondents asked LSCM to assess the continuing
need for item numbers for digital content, and they asked for the ability for GPO to deposit or
push digital content to depository libraries. We are currently updating the List of Classes for
SuDoc numbers, and after that is completed, we can assess the need for item numbers for
digital content. Looking to push or deposit content in depository libraries will be a longer-term
exercise. We do not have that capability today—although various organizations are currently
capturing and replicating FDsys content.

In the area of communications, LSCM is developing plans to improve communications to the
FDLP community. We are examining current communication strategies, and will fully inform the
community of progress made in developing tools and project developments. We are hiring
more Web specialists, with the goal of revamping the entire FDLP.gov. In the area of education,
LSCM has dramatically stepped up class offerings, collaborating with outside trainers to enrich
those offerings. We are exploring ways to offer CEU-like certification for virtual training. LSCM

4 National Academy of Public Administration, Rebooting the Government Printing Office: Keeping American
Informed in the Digital Age, January 2013.
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is in the process now of hiring curriculum specialists. When onboard, this will be a priority. And
the community has asked us to develop a mentoring program for new Government information
librarians, using established mentor/mentee training guidelines.

We have delivered GPO metadata and content to the Digital Public Library of America. We will
investigate and identify other open access information discovery services, as well. We are
currently developing a marketing strategy for the Catalog of U.S. Government Publications
(CGP). This will be a mechanism to promote Federal Government resources both inside FDLs
and to non-depository libraries. The community is asking that LSCM develop a repository for
depository libraries to share their marketing content. We are exploring that possibility.
Likewise, we are developing strategies to more actively promote access to Government
Information Online (GIO). Through GIO, requestors can ask questions of government
information librarians who are experts at finding information from Government agencies of all
levels. GIO is a partnership with GPO providing free online information reference provided by
nearly twenty public, state and academic libraries across the United States.

Plans are already underway to develop an infrastructure for the future of the FDLP. This will
include planning for ways to greatly increase partnerships and affiliations to add content to the
FDLP, and increase awareness of and improve discovery and access to Federal Government
information. Partnerships will be geared to improve discovery, access and usability of all
Government information, and to ensure dynamic, innovative, strategic services to support
Federal depository libraries in providing access to Government information in a timely manner.

The national plan will also include strategies for transforming the FDLP for the digital age.
Depository libraries must have flexibility to manage their depository resources and services in
an effective and efficient manner that meets their local needs. Access to Government
information is a cornerstone of democracy, and depository libraries are essential to providing
free access to the public at large. A sound, sustainable, and more flexible FDLP designed for
current library conditions and the ever-changing digital technologies will be developed. And
preservation of the comprehensive collection, of yesterday’s and today’s tangible and digital
Government information will be undertaken as a major priority to ensure that future
generations will have access to our nation’s Government information.
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Supporting Documentation

This section contains documentation that provides the reader with background to and a better
understanding of the FDLP Forecast Study process and final report findings. Found here are the
following study elements:

Library Forecast Questionnaire

State Forecast Questionnaire

State Focused Action Plan Template
Detailed Methodology

Library Data Reports

State Data Reports

Focused Discussion Summaries

Working Papers

State Focused Action Plans Summary Report

The raw data collected from the Library Forecast and the State Forecast survey instruments are
available for downloading from FDLP.gov. A compilation of the State Focused Action Plans, as
they were submitted, also can be downloaded.
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FDLP Library Forecast

In order to obtain the critical viewpoints from the FDLP community on the local environment influencing participation in the
Program and to support these viewpoints with quantitative and qualitative data, we have designed the following
questionnaire. This questionnaire contains open-ended questions and the time to complete it will vary based on your
responses. The information gathered in this study is critically important and it will be used to inform a National FDLP
Plan and shape the future of the Program.

The FDLP community has consistently provided statistical data to GPO through biennial surveys but no previous survey
has asked open-ended questions designed to allow respondents to share opinions about the FDLP collection and the
strengths and weaknesses of the Program; the role of digitization and digital government information; cooperative efforts
and partnerships; and the future direction of the program. Your participation is crucial to support future changes for the
Program and to inform a National FDLP Plan.

The purpose of this survey is to gather information and direct input from depository libraries. Please answer all of the
following questions based on your experience as a coordinator or person with primary responsibility for the FDLP
collection at your library, institution, or agency, and to the best of your knowledge. It will be assumed you will be
completing this survey on behalf of your library and in conjunction with your director.

Please join us in working together for a vibrant and shared vision of the future of the FDLP.

* Respondents can print each survey page as they progress using their web browser's printing options. Before clicking
the "Next" and "Done" buttons, a respondent can use the browser's printing options to print the current page of answers.
However, language within text boxes that exceeds the size of the answer box will not appear in the printed page. It is
suggested that respondents write their answers in a word processor and then cut and paste their answers into Survey
Monkey’s text boxes.

* 1. Depository Library Number

* 2. FDLP Password
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* 3. Have changes in funding affected the following areas of your parent library or
institution over the last five years (2007-2011)?

Yes, decreased Yes, increased Yes, remained the same No change

Stafing O O O O

Services O O O O
O O O O

Public Use of the
Collection

* 4. How does your library anticipate the following areas of your library being affected

over the next five years (2012-2016)?
Yes, decreasing Yes, increasing Yes, remaining the same Will not be affected

Staffing O O O O
Services O O O O
Public use of the collection O O O O
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Demographics

* 5, Is there a distinct user group(s) in your library that prefers digital government
information? (Examples include but should not be limited to: Users of the Congressional

Record, Historians, Professors, Small-business owners.)

O Do not know
O No
O Yes (Please identify user group(s))
| |
* 6. Is there a distinct user group(s) in your library that prefers tangible (this includes

paper, microfiche, maps, compact discs and audio visual materials) government
information? (Examples include but should not be limited to: Historians, Users of the

Congressional Record, Professors, Small-business owners.)

O Do not know
O
O Yes (Please identify user group(s))
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Collection Management

* 7. If your library stores FDLP materials remotely (in-house or offsite), does the time
needed to retrieve the item negatively affect the demand for their use by the general

public?

O My library does not store materials remotely.

O Yes

* 8. In your library, are resources made available by the FDLP an important source of both
tangible and digital authenticated government information?

O ves
O v

Please elaborate

v

*9. Do patrons use commercial resources (Examples include Westlaw and Lexis/Nexis.)
to access Federal government information in your library?

O
O Yes (Please identify these sources)

*10. The tangible FDLP collection is: (Please mark all that apply.)

|:| A valuable information asset
I:I Supportive of the library’s mission

|:| Viewed as cost and/or space intensive

|:| Other (Please elaborate)
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11. If your library does not view the tangible FDLP collection positively, please explain.

A

v

*12. In your library, is digital government information available through FDsys an
important source for federal digital government information?

O ves
o

Please elaborate




Preservation Issues

*13. If your library digitizes FDLP material (in-house or outsourced), where do you store
the master digital files? Please check all that apply.

|:| My library does not digitize.

|:| Local Digital repository

|:| Other (Please identify)

*14. Does your library plan, within the next five years, to digitize publications from the
FDLP/government documents collection?

O ves
o

O Already digitizing FDLP publications.

*15. Would it be useful for GPO to provide advice and guidance for libraries that want to
plan projects to digitize publications from the tangible collection?

O ves
O v

*16. As government information is increasingly produced and distributed in digital-only
formats, what barriers to access, if any, do you anticipate in the next five years?

O | do not anticipate any barriers to access.

O | anticipate barriers to access. (Please identify anticipated barriers)
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Library Services and Content Management (LSCM) Projects

*17. Please rate the following current LSCM projects areas according to how users of
Federal government information in your library might benefit.

Extremely Moderately -
. . Not Beneficial
beneficial beneficial
Projects to provide greater access to government information such as: Simultaneous O O O
searching of FDsys and the Catalog of Government Publications; increasing access to
United States Courts' opinions provided in partnership with the Administrative Office of
the U.S. Courts available on FDsys.
Projects to increase cataloging services such as: The Cataloging Record Distribution O O O
Project; Shelflist Transcription & Bibliographic Record Clean Up; Cooperative
Cataloging Partnerships; enhancements to MetaLib.
Projects focusing on collection development and management tools such as: The O O O
National Bibliographic Inventory; Library Information System Transformation (LIST),
PURL Referral Reports.
Projects focused on education and online communication with FDLP members such as: O O O

FDsys training sessions; acquiring an online tool for virtual meetings; scheduling online
community forums to discuss current FDLP issues; communication through social media
(blogs, twitter)

*18. Is there another area of service that you would like LSCM to offer? (Please describe.)

O o

O Yes (please describe)
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*19. Would you participate in GPO-facilitated virtual meetings or seminars on topics of
interest to the FDLP community?

O o

O Yes (Please tell us what topics would be most helpful to you)

v

*20. Would you participate in a mentoring forum hosted by GPO for new or existing
coordinators?

O ves
O v

Page 8



Affiliations and Community Marketing

* 21. Does your library have formal or informal relationships with local non-FDLP libraries
to provide Federal government information?

O o

O Yes (Please describe these relationships)

v

* 22, Does your library market its FDLP collection and services to local non-depository
libraries or in other venues where members of your community could learn of them?

O o

O Yes (Please describe)

v

*23. How can GPO assist in effectively marketing the services your library provides?

PS

v

* 24, If your library has relationships with local non-FDLP libraries to provide Federal
government information, do those libraries market your library's FDLP collection and

services?

O Don't know
O

O Yes (Please describe how)
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*25.1s your library planning to enter into new or additional relationships with local non-
FDLP libraries to provide Federal government information?

O o

O Yes (Please describe these relationships)

*26.1s your library planning to enter into new or additional relationships with other FDLP
libraries to provide government information?

O o

O Yes (Please describe these relationships)




Future Roles and Opportunities

* 27. Within the next five years, is your library interested in participating in shared housing
agreements to distribute parts of your library’s FDLP collection throughout your state,
depository region, or multi-state region? (Please mark all that apply.)

|:| State

|:| Depository Region

I:I Multi-state region

|:| My library already participates in shared housing agreements to distribute parts of our FDLP collection.

|:| My library is not interested in participating in shared housing agreements to distribute parts of its FDLP collection.

* 28. Within the next five years, would your library be willing to commit to preserving and
hosting a permanent digital collection of Federal government information?

O My library would be willing to preserve and host.

O My library would be willing to preserve only.

O My library would be willing to host only.

O My library does not wish to preserve or host.

* 29. Within the next five years, would your library be willing to commit to the development
of a specific subject area collection and be willing to serve users beyond your local

community?

O o

O Yes (If yes, please describe these subject area(s))

* 30. What leadership opportunities and roles do you foresee for your depository library
in the next five years?
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* 31. What would an ideal FDLP look like that met all of your current and anticipated
needs for Federal government information?

M |

* 32. Thinking about the next five years, what specific things would you like GPO to do to
help you and your library improve public access to Federal government information?

A

M |

* 33. Is there anything else that you would like to tell us about the current and future
vision of the FDLP?

o

O Yes (Please explain)




Certification

* 34. May GPO provide your responses in a cumulative listing to organizers of state or
regional level meetings as part of the State Forecasting Project?

O Yes
O No
* 35, | certify that | am the coordinator or individual with primary responsibility for the

FDLP collection at my library, institution, or agency and that (Please certify below):

|:| My director is aware of and has approved the responses contained in this questionnaire.

* 36. Email address of coordinator, or person with primary responsibility for the FDLP
collection, completing this questionnaire. If this email address does not match the address

currently on file in the FDLP Library Directory (http://catalog.gpo.gov/fdipdir/), please
update your entry.
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FDLP State Forecast

Instructions

PLEASE SUBMIT ONLY ONE FDLP STATE FORECAST PER STATE.

In order to obtain the critical viewpoints from the FDLP community at the state level that impact participation in the
Program and to support these viewpoints with quantitative and qualitative data, we have designed the following
questionnaire. This questionnaire contains open-ended questions and the time to complete it will vary based on your
responses. The information gathered in this study is vitally important and it will be used to inform a National FDLP Plan
and shape the future of the Program.

This FDLP State Forecast builds on the responses of individual FDLP libraries in your state. It represents a consensus of
opinion at the state level of the FDLP libraries in a state and should be based on the responses to the FDLP Library
Forecasts submitted by FDLP members in your state and discourse at the state level among FDLP members about
plans or intentions that are designed to serve the state as a whole. Individuals with primary responsibility for FDLP
collections within your state are encouraged to meet, discuss the state and library FDLP Forecast questionnaire
answers, and collaborate to produce responses at the State level.

GPO recognizes that there are seven multistate regionals. We are asking for viewpoints and data to be collected at the
state level. However, when information is asked about that is not strictly limited to occurring within the state or dealing
only with those within the state, responses that represent relationships/agreements beyond the individual state should
also be included if relevant. Please answer on behalf of the FDLP libraries in your state representing their collective
experiences, their consensus on major issues when possible, and to the best of your knowledge.

Please join us in working together for a vibrant and shared vision of the future of the FDLP.
Note: Where mentioned, state represents state, district, or territory.

Respondents can print each survey page as they progress using their web browser's printing options. Before clicking the
"Next" and "Done" buttons, a respondent can use the browser's printing options to print the current page of answers.
However, language within text boxes that exceeds the size of the answer box will not appear in the printed page. It is
suggested that respondents write their answers in a word processor and then cut and paste their answers into Survey
Monkey’s text boxes.

* 1, State (Spell out name of state, district, or territory)




FDLP State Forecast

Preservation Issues

* 2, If FDLP libraries within your state digitize FDLP materials (in-house or outsourced),
where do they store the master digital files? (Please mark all that apply.)

I:I Libraries within this state do not digitize.

|:| Local digital repository

|:| Hathi Trust
|:| Internet Archive

I:I Other (Please identify)

* 3. Do FDLP libraries in your state plan to digitize publications from the
FDLP/Government documents collection within the next five years?

O ves
O o

O Already digitizing FDLP publications.

* 4. Would it be useful for GPO to provide advice and guidance for libraries that want to
digitize publications from the tangible collection?

O Yes

O No

* 5. As Government information is increasingly produced and distributed in digital-only
formats, what barriers to access, if any, do libraries in your state anticipate in the next five
years?

O Libraries in this state do not anticipate any barriers to access.

O Libraries in this state anticipate barriers to access. (Please identify anticipated barriers)




FDLP State Forecast

Library Services and Content Management (LSCM) Projects

* 6. Please rate the following current LSCM projects areas according to how users of
Federal Government information in libraries within your state might benefit.

Extremely Moderately -
. . Not Beneficial
beneficial beneficial
Projects to provide greater access to Government information such as: Simultaneous O O O
searching of FDsys and the Catalog of Government Publications; increasing access to
United States Courts' opinions provided in partnership with the Administrative Office of
the U.S. Courts available on FDsys.
Projects to increase cataloging services such as: The Cataloging Record Distribution O O O
Project; Shelflist Transcription & Bibliographic Record Clean Up; Cooperative
Cataloging Partnerships; enhancements to MetaLib.
Projects focusing on collection development and management tools such as: The O O O
National Bibliographic Inventory; Library Information System Transformation (LIST),
PURL Referral Reports.
Projects focused on education and online communication with FDLP members such as: O O O

FDsys training sessions; acquiring an online tool for virtual meetings; scheduling online
community forums to discuss current FDLP issues; communication through social media
(blogs, twitter)

* 7. Is there another area of service that FDLP libraries within your state would like LSCM
to offer in the next five years? (Please describe.)

O o

O Yes (please describe)




FDLP State Forecast

Education

* 8. Would FDLP libraries in your state participate in GPO-facilitated virtual meetings or
seminars on topics of interest to the FDLP community?

o

O Yes (Please tell us what topics would be most helpful to you)
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FDLP State Forecast

Affiliations and Community Marketing

* 9. Do FDLP libraries in your state have formal or informal relationships/agreements with
local non-FDLP libraries to provide Federal Government information?

O o

O Yes (Please describe these relationships)

v

*10. Do FDLP libraries in your state market their FDLP collections and services to non-
depository libraries or conduct other outreach activities that target the general public?

O o

O Yes (Please describe)

*11. How can GPO assist in effectively marketing FDLP libraries and services?

A

v

* 12. Within the next five years, are FDLP libraries in your state planning to enter into new
or additional relationships/agreements with non-FDLP libraries to provide Federal

Government information?

O o

O Yes (Please describe these relationships)
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*13. Are FDLP libraries in your state planning to enter into new or additional
relationships/agreements with other FDLP libraries to provide Government information?

o

O Yes (Please describe these relationships and with whom these relationships/agreements will be entered)




FDLP State Forecast

Future Roles and Opportunities

* 14. Within the next five years in your state, is there any discussion or plan to have FDLP
libraries commit to hosting a permanent digital collection(s) of Federal Government

information?

O o

O Yes (Please elaborate, providing details addressing the specifics of your discussions or plans to host a permanent digital collection(s) of

Federal Government information)

- |

v

* 15. Within the next five years in your state, is there any discussion or plan to have FDLP
libraries commit to preserving a permanent digital collection(s) of Federal Government

information?

O o

O Yes (Please elaborate, providing details addressing the specifics of your discussions or plans to host a permanent digital collection(s) of

Federal Government information)

A

v

* 16. Within the next five years, would FDLP libraries in your state be willing to commit to
the development of a specific collection area(s) and be willing to serve users beyond their
local communities? (Your response to this question is not binding.)

O o

O Yes (If yes, please describe these subject area(s))
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*17. What leadership opportunities and roles do FDLP libraries in your state foresee for
themselves in the next five years?

- |

v

*18. What would an ideal FDLP look like that met all of your current and anticipated
needs for Federal Government information?

v

*19. Thinking about the next five years, what specific things would you like GPO to do to
help FDLP libraries in your state improve public access to Federal Government

information?

% 20. Is there anything else that you would like to tell us about the current and future
vision of the FDLP?

O o

O Yes (Please explain)
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Certification

*21. We certify that the above FDLP State Forecast represents a group effort and is
based on the responses to the FDLP Library Forecasts of FDLP members in this state.
Individuals with primary responsibility for FDLP collections within our state have met,
discussed our state and library FDLP Forecast questionnaire answers, and collaborated

to produce these responses.

|:| The above statement is correct.

* 22, The following individuals participated in the completion of this questionnaire.

A




State Focused Action Plan Template

This State Focused Action Plan may be completed at the state or Federal depository region/
multi-state region level. It is designed to document what states or Federal depository regions
have identified in their individual library and state forecasts as important issues and how FDLP
libraries are working together to address these issues through shared initiatives and actions. The
completed action plan should present initiatives for all Federal depository libraries within the
state or depository region collectively and may contain initiatives for specific library types as
needed.

Please provide up to five of the most important initiatives that your state or Federal depository
region plans to implement within the next one to five years. These initiatives or goals should be
specific and attainable, emphasizing what FDLP libraries in your state or Federal depository
region want to achieve. These initiatives may also reflect collaborative efforts across states.
Examples of possible initiatives are provided below.

Your responses will help GPO in determining a national strategy for the future direction of the
Program. Learning about the state and region level initiatives assists us in determining how best
to complement your efforts as we work towards an FDLP National Plan for the future of the
Program.

Thank you for sharing your plans with us and helping us to build a stronger FDLP.

Please submit your State Focused Action Plans to GPO no later than June 30, 2012.

Example:
Initiatives -All Libraries:

Initiative 1:  All Federal depository libraries in [state/region] will work collaboratively
to promote awareness of and access to Government information
dissemination products and services

Actions/Plans: To accomplish this depository libraries will:

1.1 Develop a marketing plan/strategy that targets public users
1.1.1 Theme [state-wide interest or event to tie to?]
1.1.2 Promotional materials
1.1.3 Online presence
1.1.4 Library as a place
1.1.5 Resources available to users
1.1.6 Services available to users
1.1.7
118 ..
1.2 Develop a marketing plan/strategy that targets non-depository libraries

State Focused Action Plan



121
1.2.2
1.2.3
1.24
1.2.5
1.2.6
1.2.7
1.2.8

Theme [state-wide library theme to tie to?]
Promotional materials

Online presence

Library as a place

Resources available to non-depositories
Services available to non-depositories

Initiatives -All Libraries:

Initiative 2:  All Federal depository libraries in [state/region] will work collaboratively
to develop and promote awareness of and access to a digital collection of
Government information dissemination products of interest to the
residents of the state.

Actions/Plans: To accomplish this depository libraries will:

2.1 Determine subject of the digital collection

2.2 ldentify holdings in state’s depositories

2.3 ldentify digitization options

2.4 ldentify materials already available in digital format
2.5 Develop Web presence for the collection

2.6 Include project in GPQO’s registry of digital projects

2.7 ...
28 ...

Initiatives —Indicate Library types:

Initiative 1:
Actions/Plans:
1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

State Focused Action Plan




Initiatives —Indicate Library types:
Initiative 2:

Actions/Plans:

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

2.4.

Initiatives —Indicate Library types:
Initiative 3:

Action/Plans:

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

14.

Initiatives —Indicate Library types:
Initiative 4:

Action/Plans:

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4

State Focused Action Plan



Initiatives —Indicate Library types:

Initiative S:
Action/Plans:
1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

We certify that the above State Focused Action Plan represents a group effort and is based on the
responses to the FDLP Library and State Forecasts from FDLP members in this state or Federal
depository region. Individuals with primary responsibility for FDLP collections within our
state(s) have met, discussed our state and individual FDLP Forecast questionnaire answers, and
collaborated to document the goals and actions or plans for this State Focused Action Plan.

The following individuals participated in the completion of this questionnaire for the state
of (state) or the Federal depository region which
encompasses the following states:

1. (name), (institution)
2. (name), (institution)
3. (name), (institution)
4. (name), (institution)
5. (name), (institution)
6. (name), (institution)
7. (name), (institution)
8. (name), (institution)
0. (name), (institution)
10. (name), (institution)
11. (name), (institution)

State Focused Action Plan 4



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

State Focused Action Plan

(name),
(name),
(name),
(name),
(name),
(name),
(name),
(name),

(name),

(institution)
(institution)
(institution)
(institution)
(institution)
(institution)
(institution)
(institution)

(institution)
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The FDLP Forecast Study: Detailed Methodology

Overview

This data-gathering effort resulted from an exchange of ideas about the future direction of the Federal
Depository Library Program (FDLP) at the 2011 Depository Library Council (DLC) Meeting and FDL
Conference. On October 20, 2011, GPO presented a proposal for a FDLP Forecast Study during a special
all-day session on "Shared Visioning." The GPO proposal included two survey instruments: a State
Forecast Questionnaire and a State Focused Action Plan. As a result of the collaborative discussion that
day, GPO staff and conference participants agreed to add an additional survey instrument, the individual
Library Questionnaire. Engaging multiple levels of the community in the study was desirable to
effectively assess the current needs and future direction of the FDLP.

By inviting all FDLP coordinators to share their issues and viewpoints, GPO hoped to get a better
understanding of the FDLP community’s pressing needs, goals, and directions.! There were 1,201
libraries in the FDLP at the time the questionnaires were released. Of that number, 1,154 were selective
depositories and 47 were regional depository libraries. The regional depository libraries coordinate FDLP
activities in almost every state, the District of Columbia, the U.S. Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, U.S.
territories (American Samoa, Guam, U.S. Virgin Islands), and the Federated States of Micronesia.?

Gathering this information would assist GPO in better understanding the issues facing and preferences
of all types of FDLP libraries individually and in the states. The resulting data would inform GPO of
various initiatives, either underway or planned, in the states and multi-state Federal depository regions.
Library and State Questionnaire survey results would document the FDLP libraries' current and
forecasted future. The data would inform Library Services and Content Management (LSCM) strategic
priorities and a new national plan for the future of the FDLP. The FDLP Forecast Study design, followed
throughout the project period, incorporated a mixed methods approach. It combined documented
guantitative and qualitative findings from the survey instruments with other normative data and
literature sources to contribute to the development of a LSCM strategic plans and a national plan that is
a blueprint for the future of the FDLP.

First Phase — Involved the design and steps GPO took to analyze the data generated by the FDLP
Forecast Study’s three data gathering instruments:

1. Library Forecast Questionnaire (36 questions)
2. State Forecast Questionnaire (22 questions, mirroring those above)

3. State Focused Action Plan (SFAP) (open-ended instrument)

Collectively, results from the questionnaires are reported in two different types of reports:

1. Data Reports (question specific)

1 Directors were asked to approve or certify the responses.
2 The jurisdictions, referred to as “states”, are established by law, 44 USC §§ 1901 — 1916.

1
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2. Working Papers (topic specific)

Based on Forecast Study findings, GPO identified actions that are: already in-process; doable with
current funding and staff levels; possible with strategic planning to ensure adequate funding and staff
levels; and those that require changes to the laws and regulations governing the FDLP.

Second Phase — The FDLP Forecast Study Team (Study Team) conducted follow-up focused discussions.
These organized discussions were led by an impartial facilitator to clarify and expand upon themes
identified in the analysis. They explored various issues raised in responses to the questionnaires. Focus
groups provided clarification, broader context, confirmation, and consensus. All focus group discussions
were recorded and analyzed. Results of the focus groups, along with survey response results, will inform
LSCM strategic plans and the national plan for the future of the FDLP.

Development of Data Gathering Instruments

GPO staff and the FDLP community worked together to develop the three survey instruments to gather
library and state responses. Based upon known FDLP issues, a range of questions was developed and
reviewed by LSCM staff for the Library Forecast questionnaire. The number of questions was reduced to
cover the core topic areas. The second draft was shared with members of the Depository Library Council
(DLC), who further refined the questions.?

The draft questionnaire was tested by 30 volunteer pilot testers. Forecast Study co-leads selected the
pilot testers from demographic and geographic data collected from the 1,181 depository libraries in the
FDLP that submitted the 2011 biennial survey. The volunteer pilot testers were carefully selected to
represent a subset of the breadth of diversity within the FDLP among library types, size of libraries, their
constituent communities, and geographic locations. Library coordinators were personally contacted by
phone or email and asked to participate in the pilot test of the questionnaire. These volunteers
provided feedback on the questions and the level of difficulty in filling out and submitting a completed
guestionnaire. The pilot test took place during a two week period in late December 2011 and early
January 2012. After successive phases of testing, review, and revision, the questions for the
guestionnaires were finalized.

Library Questionnaire — Filled out by individual Federal Depository libraries, the library questionnaire
explored topics to “obtain critical viewpoints from the FDLP community on the local environment
influencing participation in the Program”. Topics included economic factors; perceived user groups
preferring tangible versus digital content; collection management; preservation issues; satisfaction with

3 The questions were also reviewed by GPQ’s Public Affairs Office for approval prior to distribution. The Chief Communications
Officer recommended each completed questionnaire be certified by the library director, and stipulated that questions should
not speculate upon or endorse changes to current law, although respondents were free to suggest any future scenarios for the
FDLP.
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GPOQO’s LSCM projects, education needs, affiliations and marketing efforts; and, desired future roles and
opportunities within the FDLP. The questions elicited both quantitative and qualitative responses.*

State Questionnaire —The state questionnaire built on the questions in the Library Forecast
Questionnaires, in an effort to reach consensus of opinion at the state level. The topics focused more
narrowly than on the Library Forecast Questionnaire. They included preservation issues; satisfaction
with LSCM projects, education needs, affiliations and marketing efforts; and, desired future roles and
opportunities for the FDLP.> Parallel wording was used for questions on both instruments, as shown in
Attachment B. The Study Team recommended the FDLP libraries within each state meet together,
usually under the leadership of the regional depository coordinator, to collaborate in formulating their
responses to the State Questionnaire. State questions called for a consensus, or at least general
agreement, among state coordinators to best represent the state as a whole.

State Focused Action Plan (SFAP) — This instrument provided the opportunity for each state or Federal
depository region/multi-state region to document up to five key initiatives and activities® that they
planned to implement in the next five years. The open-ended format of the SFAPs allowed for a state(s)
to present plans tailored specifically to the state or region. Previously-developed State Plans could be
submitted, although it was anticipated that states would build upon issues covered in the Library and
State Questionnaires and any subsequent discussions. The SFAPs were to include objectives and
initiatives identified by the depositories in the state or region that the depository coordinators planned
to pursue in the next five years. In addition, states or depository regions could name action Items
representing activities that could lead to the successful accomplishment of specific initiatives. The
SFAPs, like the library and state survey results, will influence the development of LSCM Strategic Plans
and the national plan for the future of the FLDP.

Release of Survey Instruments

The Library Questionnaire was released to the FDLP community on January 31, 2012, and the State
Questionnaire was released on February 12, 2012. FDLP coordinators could retrieve the Questionnaires
from-the FDLP Desktop Web site either as a PDF or Word document or via a link to Survey Monkey. The
initial deadline for both questionnaires was July 2, 2012.7

Measures to Increase Participation

After the release of the survey questionnaire, Forecast Study co-leads devised a program of outreach to
FDLP coordinators to encourage them to complete the questionnaire and participate in the Forecast

4 Library Forecast Questionnaire included 9 strictly quantitative questions, 16 open to elaboration, 6 totally open-ended
questions and 5 informational questions.

5 State Forecast Questionnaire included 5 quantitative, 5 totally open-ended questions, and the rest quantitative with the
possibility of an elaboration.

6 Some states named more than five.

7 The next business day after June 30, 2012
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Study. Individual coordinators were contacted by phone and email and asked if they would participate
in a webinar led by GPO staff. The webinar format was designed to promote participation by discussing
the goals of the study, answering any questions, and walking coordinators through the Library Forecast
Questionnaire, question by question if so desired. GPO staff were also requested to virtually attend
state meetings to answer questions from multiple coordinators in attendance. GPO staff conducted
over 20 webinars as well as in-person meetings,® made personal phone calls to coordinators, and sent
out email reminders to actively encourage participation by FDLP library coordinators.® These follow-up
reminders to coordinators continued throughout the timeframe that the questionnaires were open.

GPO staff continued providing support to states by sharing their Library Questionnaire responses when
requested by state organizers.'® To protect each library respondent’s identity in these responses, various
personally identifiable information (PIl) was removed as appropriate. Importantly, information was not
released to state organizers if the respondent answered ‘no’ to question 34 on the library survey: “May
GPO provide your responses in a cumulative listing to organizers of state or regional level meetings as
part of the State Forecasting Project?”

While the community’s response rate remained strong, the deadline was extended to ensure that GPO
received as many responses as possible to incorporate into the development of the LSCM Strategic Plan
and FDLP National Plan. The final deadline for all three instruments was November 30, 2012.

8 Virtual meetings held for the states, individually or combined, of Arizona; California; Kansas; lllinois; Colorado, Minnesota, and
South Dakota; Michigan; lowa; Rhode Island; Virginia; Louisiana; North Dakota; Maine, Vermont, and New Hampshire; Ohio;
South Carolina; and Texas. Some general sessions were held for regional depositories, the FDLP community at large, Federal,
and law libraries.

9 Staff made more than 100 telephone calls and sent many email messages.

10 The state organizers who received preliminary data included Hawaii, Kentucky, Missouri, Louisiana, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South
Carolina, Texas, Wisconsin, lllinois, New Mexico, Florida, Georgia, Minnesota, and Montana.

4
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Receipt of Responses

Library Forecast Questionnaire

Eligible Library Questionnaire responses were received from 775 of the 1,201 libraries! by the first
deadline, representing almost two-thirds of the FDLP library community from every “state” or other
jurisdiction.? By the final deadline of November 30, 2012, an additional 27 eligible questionnaires were
received for a total of 802 eligible submissions. Every “state” or other jurisdiction eligible to respond was

represented.
Receipts of Library Forecast Questionnaires

g ™

|

1,201 FDLP Libraries |

By 1st Deadline By Final Deadline
947 Questionnaires 32 Additional
Received Questionnaires Received
——— @ —

|
5

172 Repeats/Duplications or

775 Eligible Questionnaires s N " 27 New, Eligible Repeats/Duplications or
N Non-Eligible Questionnaires ‘ % . L N N
Received " Questionnaires Received Non-Eligible Questionnaires
Received ‘
I -4 I -4 -4

802 Total Eligible Questionnaires
67%
(802/1201)

11 From the FDL Directory at the start of the survey.

12 The “states” include all U.S. states, the District of Columbia, the U.S. Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, U.S. territories
(American Samoa, Guam, U.S. Virgin Islands), and the Federated States of Micronesia, 56 jurisdictions in all, as designated by
law.
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State Forecast Questionnaire

The number of jurisdictions or “states” is 56. State Forecast Questionnaires were received from 38
states by the initial deadline. By November 30, 2012, the number of eligible questionnaires increased by
seven (7), to represent 45 eligible Questionnaires from 47 “states.”

Receipt of State Forecast Questionnaires

-

50 States + DC + 5 (56)
"states" with FDLP

Libraries

—

By 1st Deadline By Final Deadline

15 additional
Questionnaires Received

163 Questionnaires
Received

38 Eligible Questionnaires 125 Repeats/Duplications - 8 Repeats/Duplications or
Recenen o 7 New, Eligible i
e Questionnaires Received NonEligible
Questionnaires Received Questionnaires Received
I - J’

Y
45 Total Eligible Questionnaires
from 47 "States"

(note: Florida's contained itself ,
Puerto Rico and Virgin Islands)

84% (47/56)
i/
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State Focused Action Plans

It was planned that the first deadline for the SFAP (August 31, 2012) would fall well after the initial
Questionnaire deadline (July 2, 2012) to allow coordinators to incorporate issues from the

Questionnaires into their SFAP. By the final deadline of November 30, 2012, a total of 34 SFAPs were
received from 40 “states.”

Receipt of SFAP Instruments

-

56 "States"
with FDLP Libraries

By Final Deadline

By 1st Deadline 7 additional SFAPs

27 SFAPs representing 31 received

"states" representing 9

additional "states"

—  —a = o
" 7 Eligible SFAPs received |
2 SFAII"Sstac;):s'rmg e 0 Non-Eligible SFAPs representing 9 additional | 0 Non-Eligible ~ SFAPs
"states" |
| ' ' r—

34 SFAPs from 40 "states"
71%
(40/56)

The deadline extensions predictably led to higher response rates:
e 67% of libraries participated in the Library Forecast Questionnaire
e 84% “states” responded to the State Forecast Questionnaire?®
o 71% “states” submitted SFAP Initiatives

13 Florida’s responses comprised itself, Puerto Rico and U.S. Virgin Islands; these were counted as 3 in this calculation.
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Analysis Methods

The Business Intelligence and Analytics (BIA) Team was composed of staff from GPO’s Programs,
Strategy and Technology (PST) Business Unit and was led by PST’s Senior Program Planner. The BIA Team
thoroughly analyzed the responses from both quantitative and qualitative perspectives, as described
below.

Quantitative Analysis

The BIA Team utilized SAS and MS Excel software to analyze all responses. The BIA Team performed the
following procedures to ensure control over data quality and to achieve data integrity, validity of
findings, and reliability of results. In addition to the questionnaire responses, the BIA Team added
demographic data to the Library Questionnaire responses.!* These demographic data variables allowed
analysis across several distinctive groups of stakeholders, including but not limited to: depository type
(Regional or Selective); library size (small, medium and large); and library type (academic, public, state,
etc.).’®

The decision of what constituted an “eligible” questionnaire for inclusion in the analysis was decided
well before the questionnaires were released. Foremost, eligible questionnaires needed to be:
e Submitted in a timely manner
e Completed in their entirety
e Certified — (for Library Questionnaires, question 35 was required to be checked, and for State
Questionnaires, question 21 was required to be checked)
e Only one questionnaire was accepted from each library or state. If multiple eligible
questionnaires were submitted, the latest one was used in the analysis.

The BIA Team performed the following steps to create the Library and State master databases that
contain both quantitative and qualitative data:

1. Downloaded survey data from Survey Monkey into an Excel spreadsheet.

2. ldentified eligible questionnaires, sometimes requiring a careful, manual review to determine
which questionnaire was to be retained. This process involved: removal of duplicate records
when necessary according to established eligibility rules, and deletion of records that were
blank, or incomplete.

3. Imported the initial Excel spreadsheets into SAS.

4. Performed further “data cleanup” by examining consistency and out-of-range responses (for
example, identifying FDLP number typos).

5. Added demographic grouping variables from the FDLP Directory to each eligible Library
Questionnaire.

14 Grouping variables were taken from the FDL Directory.

15 Demographic groupings also included: State, GPO’s Sales & Marketing Geographic Region, Congressional District, and Type of
Designation.
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6. Used SAS to extract the responses for each Library/State open-ended question for Subject
Matter Expert (SME) Teams to use in developing their themes.

After preliminary data had been cleaned and compiled, the BIA Team used SAS software to produce high
level summaries of all questions, with demographic cross tabulations and graphical output. All SAS
created data was exported into Excel workbooks and/or Word RTF documents and provided to the
Study Team for their use in creating the question-specific data reports and working papers. The primary
analysis began in early August 2012, and continued up to the final deadline, with all preliminary
tabulations of initial quantitative data being completed by January 31, 2013. Additional analysis
continued until all data reports and working papers were completed.

Qualitative Analysis

A major commitment of time, effort, and expertise was needed to effectively handle the workload of
analyzing the various types of open-ended responses. Many of the respondents provided lengthy
elaborations that needed to be accurately coded. To properly analyze these responses, GPO created
Subject Matter Expert (SME) Teams that utilized a systematic approach to capture, code, and condense
the wide-range of open-ended response themes into analyzable data.

To create well-rounded SME Teams that could achieve an un-biased comprehensive analysis, GPO chose
team members based upon diversity of experience within the FDLP, and diversity of career
specialty/expertise. SME Teams combined individuals with fewer years of experience with those who
have long careers in government documents or at GPO. In addition, staff members with significant
career experience in librarianship teamed with those from other specialties. Team assignments were
made by questionnaire topic and one’s area of expertise. Question topics were assigned to the
appropriate SME Team.

The following quality control measures were integrated in every step of the qualitative analysis process:

1. Before tackling any coding, in mid-December 2012, all SME Team members attended and
successfully completed training sessions that rigorously prepared them to be effective and
consistent coders. The Senior Program Planner from GPQO’s Program Strategy and Technology
Business Unit conducted the training. The training included explanations of method-specific
worksheets, strict rules for establishing codes or themes, detailed instructions for applying
codes / themes, specific directions for consistent categorization, actual examples of completed
coding, and supervised practice sessions.

2. Within the SME Teams at least two individuals were assigned per question to allow consultation
and peer review of each other’s work. SME Teams met weekly, sometimes daily, until coding
and analysis were completed. They reported to management within the Superintendent of
Documents organization on their progress and/or to solve any problems that arose.
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After examining the intent, scope, and purpose of each question, SME Team members followed

consistent techniques, cross-checking each other at every step. The codebooks that evolved

were structured by type of question, but all SME Teams followed similar processes, as described

below.

a)

b)

c)

d)

Reading through responses -- Each SME Team broke into small groups to thoroughly, read
and re-read the responses, line-by-line, and discuss them to grasp common themes and
patterns that emerged. Any ambiguities were discussed between the coders. They focused
on language used without imposing a subjective interpretation to the response.

Create response themes — SME Team members created codes specific to each question or
group of questions. SME Team members worked independently, proposed, discussed,
gave examples, and compared themes to ensure inter-coder reliability. They came to
consensus on an initial list of possible, workable, definable themes. Codes were assigned
to each theme.

Label each comment with one or several themes —Two coders independently applied the
proposed list of codes to responses, on the standard coding sheets provided. Then they
compared the results of their double-coding. Sometimes this activity revealed the need for
additional codes, to collapse or compress themes, clarification of definition, or a different
structure altogether. The coders resolved any differences by discussing the meaning of
what was actually said. When new themes emerged, a response was marked for
reconsideration, or accommodated by labeling “un-determined” until later discussion
could take place with SME Team leaders or with the SME Team as a whole. If the results
indicated the coders were not able to code each question the same way repeatedly, they
re-started the process until they could agree on the consistent use of codes. To create the
most applicable codes for the particular set of responses, the SME Teams repeatedly
added, subtracted, and combined themes, revised their definitions, and included examples
to clarify meaning.

Review tabulation of themes — The BIA Team received coded sheets with themes from the
SME Teams. They used these themes to create SAS user formats. The BIA Team read the
coded sheets into a SAS program and created initial frequency summaries for the themes.
These summaries along with suggestions for theme compressions were provided to the
SME Teams for their review. The SME Teams responded with final suggestions for
compression, if any. The objective was to represent the “texture” of the comments in the
most meaningful way. Thus, more or less compression took place for the clearest
representation of observations. The BIA Team used the compressed themes to modify the
SAS program to create the final outputs for the SME Teams to use in creating their data
reports and working papers. While creating the final outputs, any duplicate
compressed/aggregated themes were removed. This would prevent a single respondent’s
answer on a topic to count more than once. In addition, themes were cross-tabulated by
demographic variables to identify any particular demographic group that could be driving
the overall response. The BIA Team provided the SME Teams with Excel workbooks and/or
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Word RTF summaries along with the raw data in an Excel workbook, so they could create
graphics and pivot tables (which could be used to drill down further into the data) during
their data report and working paper creation phase.

State Focused Action Plans Qualitative Analysis

The SME Team that analyzed the SFAPs was composed entirely of senior staff and FDLP assessment
librarians. They began by compiling a broad set of categories representing both the initiatives and the
action items. They followed a similar process as described above: (1) reading through the SFAPs; (2)
creating response themes; and (3) labeling responses with themes that were coded. The SFAP SME
Team used the same themes that were developed for the Future Roles and Opportunities questions in
the Library and State Forecast Questionnaires, but some themes were further divided or expanded to
accommodate the action plans. As was true for all thematic coding, themes were counted only once for
each response (state). The SFAP SME Team did not require SAS tabulation and further compression of
SFAP themes.

Reporting

The depository library community was kept apprised of the progress of The Study analysis and findings.
SME Teams presented initial quantitative and qualitative findings in several ways.

1. Data Reports — The SME Teams completed and released data reports to the community at
intervals, first for the Library Questionnaire, and second for the State Questionnaire. Individual
Data Reports were generated for each question on the Library Questionnaire. Each report’s
data, illustrated by tables and charts, included the overall responses and responses with various
demographics. Data Reports for the State Questionnaire were based on topics, and each report
included the data, illustrated by tables and charts, for all questions pertaining to the specific
topic.

2. Working Papers — The preliminary analysis released in Data Reports formed the basis for
Working Papers on thematic Questionnaire subjects. The SME Teams wrote findings, illustrated
by tables and charts; identified crossover between question findings; identified responsive
actions and next steps for LSCM; and, provided conclusions. This process helped to identify
response topics in need of a more in-depth investigation or focus groups.

3. Focused Discussion Summaries — Focused discussions were conducted to obtain further
information about specified issues. Once completed, summaries of the discussions were made
available. Summaries included a determination as to whether the expected outcomes were
achieved.

4. Presentations and articles — Every opportunity was taken to share progress and findings,
including presentations at meetings of the Depository Library Council (DLC) and speaking
engagements at numerous library association meetings. GPO’s newsletter for the depository
community, FDLP Connection, was also used to convey progress and next steps.

11


http://www.fdlp.gov/fdlp-connection

The FDLP Forecast Study: Detailed Methodology

Overall Survey Confidence

GPO took steps to minimize the type of error that occurs from differences in the way respondents
interpret questions. These steps included pre-testing the questions and following up to assist
respondents to clarify anything that was unclear in the Forecast Questionnaires.

Training, multiple reviews, and collaboration by the SME and BIA Teams ensured the consistency of
theme coding, the completeness and reliability of the data analyses, the determination of findings, and
the drawing of conclusions.

Participation in the FDLP FORECAST Study was voluntary. With the high response rates (67% for the
Library Forecast and 84% for the State Forecast) voluntary participation does not pose any limitation on
the study’s ability to generalize findings.

The overall survey confidence was high:
e Library Forecast Questionnaire Survey: Given that 802 of the eligible 1,201 FDLPs participated
(representing all states and jurisdictions) we are 95% confident that the findings and conclusions
made from their responses represent the FDLP community as a whole within + 2%
e State Forecast Questionnaire Survey: Given that 47 of the eligible 56 states and jurisdictions
participated we are 95% confident that the findings and conclusions made from their responses
represent their community as a whole within + 5.5%

The methodology defined in this report has ensured the integrity of the data analyzed, the validity of
findings, and the reliability of results.

12
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Attachments

Attachment A — FDLP Forecast Questionnaire Pilot Testers .....ccccceverenrennennes

Attachment B - Parallel Wording Used for Library and State Questionnaires
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Attachment A - FDLP Forecast Questionnaire Pilot Testers

NAME LIBRARY STATE Library Type
NUMBER

Greg Curtis 0235 Maine L Academic

Andy Lupardus 0492 Oklahoma L Academic

Ann Marie Sanders 0273 Michigan State

Arlene Weible 0500 Oregon State

Camilla Tubbs 0076A Connecticut Academic Law

Dana Jackson 0496A Oklahoma M Academic

Daniel O’'Mahony 0555 Rhode Island L Academic

Debbie Rabina NONE New York NA

Donna Lauffer 0203A Kansas Public

Helen Burke 0302 Minnesota Public

James R. Jacobs 0051 California L Academic

Jill Moriearty 0622 Utah L Academic

John Phillips 0488 Oklahoma State/Regional

John Stevenson 0087 Delaware L Academic

Kathy Carlson 0678A Wyoming Court

Lawrence Meyer 0054 California Court

Madeline Cohen 0068A Colorado Court

Mark Phillips 0608A Texas L Academic

Michele McKnelly 0675A Wisconsin M Academic

Peggy Roebuck Jarrett | 0645A Washington L Academic

Robbie Sittel 0491A Oklahoma L public

Robin Dillow 0141A [llinois Comm College

Sena Bailey 0199A Kansas Comm College

Sharalyn Laster 0477C Ohio L Academic

Stephanie Braunstein | 0222 Louisiana M Academic/Regional

Stephen Hayes 0176 Indiana L Academic

Steve Beleu 0487 Oklahoma State

Susan Lyons 378A New Jersey Academic Law

Susan Woitte 0491 Oklahoma M Academic

Suzanne Sears 0608A Texas L Academic
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Attachment B - Parallel Wording Used for Library and State
Questionnaires

Comparisen of Coordinating Questions Found 1
in The FDLP Library And State Forecasts

Library Forecast

State Forecast

1. Depository Library Number

1. State (Spell out name of state, distiet, or termtory)

2. FDLP Password

Economic
3. Have changes in funding affected the following areas of your
parent hbrary or institution over the last five vears (2007-201137

Economic

4. How does vour library anticipate the following areas of vour
library bemg affected over the next five vears (2012-2018)7

Demographics
5. Iz there a distinet user group(s) m vour library that prefers
dimtal govermment information? (Examples mmchade but should

not be linited to: Users of the Congres=ionzl Fecord, Historians,

Professors, Small-business owners.)

Demographics

6. Is there a distinet user group(s) m vour library that prefers
tanzible (thi= mchodes paper, microfiche, maps, compact dises
and audio visual materials) government information? (Examples
mclude but should not be lirmited to: Histonans, Users of the
Congressional Record. Professors. Small-business owners.)

Collection Management

7. If your library stores FDLP materials remotely (m-house or
offsite), does the ime needed to retrieve the tem negatively
affect the demand for their use by the seneral public?

Collection Management

8. In vour library, are resources made available by the FDLP an
important source of both tanzible and dizital authenbicated
government mformation?

9. Do patrons use commercial resources (Examples include
Westlaw and LexisMexis.) to access Federal govermment
information i vour library?

10. The tangible FDLP collection 1s: (Flease mark all that
apply.)

11. If vour library does not view the tanmble FDLP collechon
positively. please explain.

12, In your hbeary, 15 dizifal government mfcrmaton available
through FDlsys an mmportant source for federal digtal
sovernment mformation?

Prezervation Issues

13. If vour library digifizes FD)LP matenal (in-house or
outsourced), where do you store the master digital files? Pleasze
check all that apply.

Prezervation Izsues

2. If FDLP libranes within vour state dizitize FDLP materals {in-
house or outsourced), where do they store the master dizital files?
(Flease mark all that apply.)

14. Does your library plan, within the next five vears, to disthze
publications from the FOLF/ government documents collecton?

3. Do FDLP hbranes in vour state plan to diptize pubhications
from the FOLP/Government documents collection within the next
five vears?

15, Would 1t be useful for GPO to provide advice and guidance
for hibraries that want to plan projects to dipitize publications
from the tanzible collechon?

4. Would it be useful for GPO to provide advice and gmdance for
libraries that want to digifize publications from the tangible
collection?

16. As government mformation 15 mereasingly produced and
diztributed in digytal-only formats, what barmers to accass, if
any, do you anticipate in the next five years?

3. As Government information 15 increasmgly produced and
diztributed in dimtal-only formats, what bamers to access, 1f any,
do hbranes m yowr state anticipate m the next five years?

Library Service: and Content Management (LSCA)
Projects

17. Please rate the followmg current LSCM projects areas
according to how wsers of Federal government information m

vour library mizht benefit.

Library Services and Content Management (LSCA) Projects
6. Please rate the following cwrent LSCM projects areas
according to how users of Federal Government informaton m
libraries within vour state mught benefit.
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Comparison of Coordinating Questions Found

(]

in The FDLP Library And State Forecasts

18. I= there another area of service that you would hke LSCHM to
offer? (Please desenbe.)

7. I= there another area of service that FDLP hbranes within vour
state would hke LECM to offer in the next five vearsT (Please
describe. )

Education
19. Would vou participate in GPO-facilitated virtual mestmes or
semnars on topics of mterest to the FDLP community?

Education

8. Would FDLP hbranes in vour state participate i GPO-
facilitated viriual mestings or semunars on topics of interest to the
FDLP community?

20. Would you participate in a mentonng forum hosted by GPO
for new or existing coordinators?

Affiliations and Community Marketing

21. Does your library have formal or mformal relationships with
local non-FDLP hbranes to provide Federal government

nf o

Affiliaton: and Community Marketing

9. Do FDLP libranes in vour state have formal or informal
relationships/agreements with local non-FDLF libranies to provide
Federal Government information?

22, Dioes your Library market its FDLP collechion and services to
local non-depository libranes or in other venues where members
of your commmumity could leam of them?

10. Do FDLP hbranes i vour state market thewr FDLP collections
and services to non-depository hibranes or conduct other outreach
activities that target the general public?

23. How can GPO assist o effectively marketing the services
vour library provides?

11. How can GPO asz=sist in effectvely marketing FDLF libranies
and services?

24, If vour library has relafionships with local non-FDLP
libranes to provide Federal government mformation, do those
libranes market vour hbrary's FDLP collection and services?

25, Is your hbrary planmng to enter into new or addrhonal
relationships with local non-FDLF hbranes to provide Federal
government mformation”

12, Within the next five vears, are FOLP hbranes i your state
plamming to enter mto new or addifional relationships/agreements
with pon-FDLP hibranes to provide Federal Government
information?

26. Is your hbrary planmng to enter mto new or addrbional
relationships with other FDLP hbranes to provide government
i ]

13. Are FDLP bbranies in vour state planning to enter into new or
additional relationships/agreements with other FDLP hbranes to
provide Government mformation?

Future Kolez and Opportunites

27. Withmn the next five vears, 1= your ibrary imterested 1n
participaimg in shared housing agreements to distnbute parts of
vour library’s FDLP collection thronghout your state, depository
region, or multistate region” (Please mark all that applv.)

Future Bole: and Opportunities

28 Within the next five vears, would vour library be willing to
commit to presering and hosting a permanent digital collection
of Federal government information?

14, Within the next five vears in vour state, 1s there any discussion
ot plan to have FOLP libranes commit to hosting a permanent
digzital collection(s) of Federal Government information?

15, Within the next five vears m vour state, 15 there any discussion
ot plan to have FDLP libranes commit to preserving a permanent
dizital collection(s) of Federal Government information?

29 Within the next five vears, would vour library be willing to
commit to the development of a specific subject area collection
and be willing to serve users bevond vour local commumity?

16. Within the next five vears, would FDXLP hbranes m vour state
be willing to commit to the development of a spectfic collechion
areal(s) and be willing to serve users bevond their local
communities? (¥ our response to this question 15 not binding.)

30. What leadershap opportunities and roles do you foresee for
vour depository hbrary in the next five vears?

17. What leadership opportunities and roles do FDLP hbranes in
vour state foresee for theme=ealves in the next five vears7?

31. What would an 1deal FDLP look hke that met all of your
current and antcpated needs for Federal government
i on?

15, What would an 1deal FDLP look hike that met all of your
cwrent and anficipated needs for Federal Government
information?
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Comparison of Ceordinating Questions Found 3
in The FDLP Library And State Forecasts

12, Thmking about the next five vears, what specific things
would you like GPO to do to help vou and vouwr hbrary mprove
public access to Federal government mformation?

18, Thinkmg about the next five years, what specific thing= would
vou hike GPO to do to help FDLP hbranes 1n vour state mprove
public access to Federal Government mformation?

33. Is there amything else that vou would hike to tell us about the
current and future vision of the FDLF?

20. Is there apvthmg else that vou would hike to tell us about the
cwrent and future vision of the FDLP?

Certification

34, May GPO provide vour responses in a cumulative hsting to
orgamizers of state or regional level meetings as part of the State
Forecasting Project?

35, I certify that I am the coordinator or individual with primary
responsibility for the FDLP collection at my hbrary, mstutution,
or agency and that (Please certfy below):

My director 15 aware of and has approved the responses
contamed m this questonname.

21. We certify that the above FDLP State Forecast represents a
group effort and 15 based on the responses to the FDLP Library
Forecasts of FOLP members in this state. Indirviduals with promary
responsibility for FDLP collechons within our state have met,
disenssed our state and hbrary FDLP Forecast questionmaire
answers, and collaborated to produce these responses.

36. Email address of coordmator, or person with primary
responsibihity for the FDLP collection, completing this
questionnaire, If this email address does not match the address
currently on file m the FDLP Library Directory
(hito:(fcataloz zpo. gov/fdlpdir), please update vour entry.

12, The following mdriduals participated m the completion of
thi= questionname.

# The followmg sections have been omitted from the State Forecasts: Econcmme, Demopraphie, and Collection

Management

*Note that ()28 of the Library Forecast has been broken into tow Qs on the State Forecast (14 & Q135).
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Overall High-Level Quantitative Data for Library Forecast Questionnaires
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Anticipated Digital Barriers to Access
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Anticipated Future Needs from GPO

Current and Future Vision of the FDLP
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FDLP Forecast Study Data Report
OVERALL HIGH-LEVEL QUANTITATIVE DATA FOR
LIBRARY FORECAST QUESTIONNAIRES

May 15, 2013

The FDLP Forecast Study queried Federal depository libraries to indicate their pressing issues, goals,
and viewpoints and identify initiatives and needs. This report summarizes the overall response rates
for the Library Forecast Questionnaire, including overall corresponding high-level quantitative data.
Please note: totals may not always equal 100% due to rounding.

Figure 1 presents the total number of respondents from all FDLP libraries and the overall response
rate. When the survey closed in fall 2012, there were 1,201 FDLP libraries. Of that number, 802
responded, with an overall response rate of 67%.

Figure 1: Overall Response Rate of FDLP Libraries
Total Number of
FDLP Libraries

1,201 802 67%

Number of Respondents Response Rate

Figures 2 - 7 illustrate response rates by Library Type, Depository Type, and Library Size.

State Libraries and Academic, Law Libraries had the highest response rates overall, with 93% and
71% reporting, respectively.

Figure 2: Response Rates by FDLP Library Type

Questionaire Sample (n) FDLP Population (N) Response Rates
Number of

Library Type Respondents Ppercent of "n" FDLP Totals Percent of "N" n/N
Academic, General 445 55.5% 643 53.5%) 69%
Academic, Community College 34 4.2% 57 4.7% 60%
Academic, Law Library 109 13.6% 154 12.8%| 71%
Federal Agency Library 18 2.2% 39 3.2% 46%
Federal Court Library 6 0.7% 13 1.1%| 46%
Highest State Court Library 26 3.2% 37 3.1% 70%
Public Library 116 14.5% 199 16.6% 58%
Service Academy 2 0.2% 4 0.3% 50%
Special Library 8 1.0%| 14 1.2%| 57%
State Library 38 4.7% 41 3.4% 93%
Total 802 100.0% 1,201 100.0% 67%

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov



Figure 3: Response Rates by FDLP Library Type
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60%
Academic, Community College
) 69%
Academic, General 53.5%
55.5%
71%
Academic, Law Library
46%
Federal Agency Library
46%
Federal Court Library
) ) 70%
Highest State Court Library
58%
Public Library
50%
Service Academy 0.3%
0.2%
o 57%
Special Library 1.2%
1.0%
93%.
State Library 3.4%
4.7%
H Overall Response Rates = Percent of FDLP Population (N) = Percent of Questionnaire Sample (n})

By Depository Type, 87% of Regional Libraries responded to the Library Forecast Questionnaire, and
66% of Selective Libraries responded.

Figure 4: Response Rates by FDLP Depository Type

FDLP Questionaire Sample (n) FDLP Population (N) Response Rates
Depository Type Number of Percent of "n" FDLP Totals Percent of "N" n/N
Respondents
Regional 41 5.1% 47 3.9% 87%
Selective 761 94.9% 1154 96.1% 66%
Total 802 100.0% 1,201 100.0% 67%

Federal Depository Library Program

(FDLP)

beta.fdlp.gov
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Figure 5: Response Rates by FDLP Depository Type

Regional

Selective

B Overall Response Rates i Percent of FDLP Population (N)

2 Percent of Questionnaire Sample (n)

GPO defines library size by number of volumes in the collection.
0 Large => 1,000,000 volumes

0 Medium = 250,000 — 1,000,000 volumes
0 Small =< 250,000 volumes

Large Libraries had the highest response rate of the three library size categories (76%).

Figure 6: Response Rates by FDLP Library Size

FDLP Questionaire Sample (n) FDLP Population (N) Response Rates
. . Number of
Library Size Percent of "n" FDLP Totals Percent of "N" n/N
Respondents
Large 283 35.3% 371 30.9% 76%
Medium 336 41.9% 510 42.5% 66%
Small 183 22.8% 320 26.6% 57%
Total 802 100.0% 1,201 100.0% 67%

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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Figure 7: Response Rates by FDLP Library Size

76%
Large
Medium
Small
m Overall Response Rates i Percent of FDLP Population (N)

= Percent of Questionnaire Sample (n)

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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FDLP Forecast Study Data Report
Library Forecast Question 3

ReviseD MAy 30, 2013

Question 3 of the Library Forecast Questionnaire was a three-part question. It asked depository libraries:
“Have changes in funding affected the following areas of your parent library or institution over the last five
years (2007-2011)?” The depository libraries were asked to provide responses for the following three areas:
Staffing, Services, and Public Use of the Collection. For the purpose of this report, the question is reported
under three sub-questions. This report documents the data gathered from this question. Please note: totals
may not always equal 100% due to rounding.

The results are presented by:

e Library Type
0 Academic General
Academic, Community College
Academic, Law Library
Federal Agency Library
Federal Court Library
Highest State Court Library
Public Library
Service Academy
Special Library
O State Library
e Library Size
O Large => 1,000,000 volumes
0 Medium = 250,000 — 1,000,000 volumes
0 Small =< 250,000 volumes
e Depository Type
O Regional
0 Selective
e Cross-tabulated by Library Size and Depository Type
e Cross-tabulated by Library Type and Depository Type

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0Oo

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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PRESENTATION OF QUANTITATIVE RESULTS FOR 3A

Question 3A asked, “Have changes in funding affected the following areas -Staffing- of your parent library
or institution over the last five years (2007-2011)?” The response options were:

1) yes, decreased

2) yes, increased

3) yes, remained the same
4) no change

***This question did not have an open-ended qualitative component.
Of the 802 respondents to Library Forecast Question 3A, 491 (61%) responded “yes, decreased,” 52 (7%)
responded “yes, increased,” 100 (12%) responded “yes, remained the same,” and 159 (20%) responded “no

change.”

Figure 1: Overall Response Rate

B Yes, decreased ™ Yes, increased 1 Yes, remained the same  H No change

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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Figure 2 illustrates responses by library type for all 802 respondents.

Academic General Libraries and Public Libraries had the highest number of “yes, decreased” responses,
with 268 of the 491, and 96 of the 491. Academic General Libraries and Academic, Law Libraries had the
highest number of “yes, increased” responses, with 34 of the 52, and 10 of the 52. Academic General
Libraries and Academic, Law Libraries had the highest number of “yes, remained the same” responses, with
62 of the 100 and 19 of the 100. Academic General Libraries and Academic, Law Libraries had the highest
number of “no change” responses, with 81 of the 159 and 37 of the 159.

Figure 2: Response by Library Type

Yes, remained

Yes, decreased @ Yes, increased No change
the same

Library Type Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq %
Academic General 268 60% 34 8% 62 14% 81 18% 445 100%
Academic, 0 0 o 0 o
Community College 21 62% 1 3% 3 9% 9 26% 34 100%
t\if;:fym'c' Law 43 | 39% | 10 9% 19 | 17% | 37 | 34% | 109 | 100%
Federal Agency
Library 11 61% 1 6% 0 0% 6 33% 18 100%
Federal Court Library 2 33% 0 0% 3 50% 1 17% 6 100%
:fgizt State Court 16 | 62% | 2 8% 1 4% 7 | 27% | 26 | 100%
Public Library 96 83% 3 3% 9 8% 8 7% 116 100%
Service Academy 2 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100%
Special Library 4 50% 1 13% 1 13% 2 25% 8 100%
State Library 28 74% 0 0% 2 5% 8 21% 38 100%
Grand Total 491 61% 52 6% 100 12% 159 20% 802 100%

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov



Figure 3 illustrates response rate by library type for all 802 respondents.

Page 4

Service Academies had the highest “yes, decreased” response rate (100%), Special Libraries had the highest
“yes, increased” response rate (13%), Federal Court Libraries had the highest “yes, remained the same”
response rate (50%), and Academic, Law Libraries had the highest “no change” response rate (34%).

Figure 3: Response Rate by Library Type

Academic General

Academic, Community College

Academic, Law Library

Federal Agency Library

Federal Court Library

Highest State Court Library

Public Library

Service Academy

Special Library

State Library

M Yes, decreased ™ Yes, increased

60% 8% 14% 18%

62%

39%

1

61%

33%

50%

3% 9% 26%
9% 17% 34%
6% 33%
50% 17%

83%

74%

62% 8%

100%

13% 13% 25%

I Yes, remained the same

4% 27%

3%8% 7%

5% 21%

H No change

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP)
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Figure 4 illustrates responses by library size for all 802 respondents.
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Large Libraries had the highest number of “yes, decreased” responses, with 211 of the 283 total Large
Libraries. Medium Libraries had the highest number of “yes, decreased” responses, with 187 of the 336
total Medium Libraries. Small Libraries had the highest number of “yes, decreased” responses, with 93 of
the 183 total Small Libraries.

Figure 4: Responses by Library Size

Yes, decreased \

Yes, increased

Yes, remained
the same

No change

Large 211 75% 14 5% 25 9% 33 12% 283 100%
Medium 187 56% 24 7% 47 14% 78 23% 336 100%
Small 93 51% 14 8% 28 15% 48 26% 183 100%
Grand Total 491 61% 52 6% 100 12% 159 20% 802 100%

Figure 5 illustrates response rates by library size for all 802 respondents.

Large Libraries had the highest “yes, decreased” response rate (75%). Small Libraries had the highest “yes,
increased” response rate (8%). Small Libraries also had the highest “yes, remained the same” response rate

(15%) and “no change” response rate (26%).

Figure 5: Response Rates by Library Size

12%

9%
5%

Large

M Yes, decreased

" Yes, increased

Medium

i Yes, remained the same

Small

B No change

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP)
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Figure 6 illustrates responses by depository type for all 802 respondents.
Regional Libraries had the highest number of “yes, decreased” responses, with 30 of the 41 total Regional
Libraries. Selective Libraries had the highest number of “yes, decreased” responses, with 461 of the 761

total Selective Libraries.

Figure 6: Responses by Depository Type

Yes, remained

Yes, decreased Yes, increased No change
the same
Depository — — Total
Type Freq % Freq % Freq ) Freq % %
Regional 30 73% 1 2% 5 12% 5 12% 41 100%
Selective 461 61% 51 7% 95 12% 154 20% 761 100%
Grand Total 491 61% 52 6% 100 12% 159 20% 802 100%

Figure 7 illustrates response rates by depository type for all 802 respondents.

Regional Libraries had a higher “yes, decreased” response rate (73%) than Selective Libraries (61%).
Selective Libraries had a higher “yes, increased” response rate (7%) and “no change” response rate (20%)
than Regional Libraries (2%) and (12%). Both Regional Libraries and Selective Libraries had the same “yes,
remained the same” response rates (12%).

Figure 7: Response Rates by Depository Type

Regional Selective

B Yes, decreased [ Yes, increased 1 Yes, remained the same  ® No change
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Figures 8, 9, and 10 illustrate responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library size for all 802
respondents.

29 of 40 Large Regional Libraries responded “yes, decreased,” 1 of 40 Large Regionals responded “yes,
increased,” and 5 of 40 responded “yes, remained the same” and “no change” to Question 3A. In addition,
the one Medium Regional Library responded “yes, decreased.”

182 of 243 Large Selective Libraries, 186 of 335 Medium Selective Libraries, and 93 of 183 Small Selective
Libraries responded “yes, decreased.” 13 of 243 Large Selective Libraries, 24 of 335 Medium Selective
Libraries, and 14 of 183 Small Selective Libraries responded “yes, increased.” In addition, 20 of 243 Large
Selective Libraries, 47 of 335 Medium Selective Libraries, and 28 of 183 Small Selective Libraries responded
“yes, remained the same.” Finally, 28 of 243 Large Selective Libraries, 78 of 335 Medium Selective Libraries,
and 48 of 183 Small Selective Libraries responded “no change.”

Figure 8: Responses by Depository Type and Library Size

Yes, remained

S — No change

Yes, decreased Yes, increased

Depository Library

Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq %

Type Size
Regional Large 29 73% 1 3% 5 13% 5 13% 40 100%
Medium 1 | 100% | o0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 | 100%
:stg:l’"a' 30 | 73% 1 2% 5 12% 5 12% | 41 | 100%
Selective | Large 182 | 75% | 13 5% 20 8% 28 | 12% | 243 | 100%
Medium | 186 | 56% | 24 7% 47 | 14% | 78 | 23% | 335 | 100%
Small 93 | 51% | 14 8% 28 | 15% | 48 | 26% | 183 | 100%
:?t‘:t"’e 461 | 61% | 51 7% 95 | 12% | 154 | 20% | 761 | 100%
Grand o o o o o
ot 491 | 61% | 52 6% | 100 | 12% | 159 | 20% | 802 | 100%
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Medium Regional Libraries had the highest “yes, decreased” response rate (100%). Large Regional Libraries
had the highest “yes, increased” response rate (3%), “yes, remained the same” response rate (13%) and “no
change” response rate (13%).

Figure 9: Regional Response Rates by Library Size
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Large Selective Libraries had the highest “yes, decreased” response rate (75%). Small Selective Libraries had
the highest “yes, increased” response rate (8%), “yes, remained the same” response rate (15%), and “no
change” response rate (26%).

Figure 10: Selective Response Rates by Library Size

75%
Yes, decreased
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Figure 11, 12, and 13 illustrate responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library type for all 802

respondents.

Among Regional Libraries, “yes, decreased” responses were the highest number of responses for all library

types.

Among Selective Libraries, “yes, decreased” responses were the highest number of responses for almost all
library types. Selective Federal Court Libraries had the highest number of responses for “yes, remained the

same.”

Figure 11: Responses by Depository Type and Library Type

Yes, Yes, .
decreased increased remained the No change

Depository . 0 Total Total
Type Library Type Freq % Freq %
Regional ‘G\Zan‘if;'l"c 17 | e5% | 1 4% 5 | 19% | 3 | 12% | 26 | 100%

PublicLibrary | 2 | 100% | 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 | 100%

StateLibrary | 11 | 85% | O 0% 0 0% 2 | 15% | 13 | 100%
::tg;f"a' 30 | 73% | 1 2% 5 | 12% | 5 | 12% | 41 | 100%
Selective gceiif:'c 251 | 60% | 33 | 8% | 57 | 14% | 78 | 19% | 419 | 100%

Academic,

Community 21 | 62% | 1 3% 3 9% 9 | 26% | 34 | 100%

College

f:fvdﬁﬂl':}y 43 | 39% | 10 | 9% | 19 | 17% | 37 | 34% | 109 | 100%

Federal

Agency 11 | 61% | 1 6% 0 0% 6 | 33% | 18 | 100%

Library

E;Odrz:?" Court | > | 33| o 0% 3 | 50% | 1 | 17% | 6 | 100%

E'('Jgu':ﬁ::::: 16 | 62% | 2 8% 1 4% 7 | 27% | 26 | 100%

Public Library | 94 | 82% | 3 3% 9 8% 8 7% | 114 | 100%

Z‘Z;‘::‘:ny 2 |100%| o 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 | 100%

fi‘:ﬁ;'f; 4 |'s0% | 1 | 13| 1 | 13% | 2 | 25% | 8 | 100%

StateLibrary | 17 | 68% | O 0% 2 8% 6 | 24% | 25 | 100%
:z'tzclt“’e 461 | 61% | 51 | 7% | 95 | 12% | 154 | 20% | 761 | 100%
$;::Id 491 | 61% | 52 | 6% | 100 | 12% | 159 | 20% | 802 | 100%
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Of Regional Libraries, Public Libraries (100%) had the highest rate of “yes, decreased” responses, Academic
General Libraries (4%) had the highest rate of “yes, increased” responses and (19%) “yes, remained the
same” responses, and State Libraries (15%) had the highest rate of “no change” responses.

Figure 12: Regional Response Rates by Library Type

Academic General

Public Library

State Library
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Of Selective Libraries, Service Academies (100%) had the highest rate of “yes, decreased” responses, Special
Libraries (13%) had the highest rate of “yes, increased” responses, Federal Court Libraries (50%) had the
highest rate of “yes, remained the same” responses, and Academic, Law Libraries (34%) had the highest
rate of “no change” responses.

Figure 13: Selective Response Rates by Library Type

Academic Community College 60% 8% 14% 19%

Academic General 62% 3%

‘

9% 26%

Academic Law Library 39% 9% 17% 34%
Federal Agency Library — 61% 6% 33%
Federal Court Library — 33% 50% 17%
Highest State Court Library — 62% 8% 4% 27%

Service Academy 100%

Il

Special Library 50% 13% 13% 25%

State Library 68% 8% 24%

H Yes, decreased 1 Yes, increased = Yes, remained the same  H No change
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PRESENTATION OF QUANTITATIVE RESULTS FOR 3B

Question 3B asked, “Have changes in funding affected the following areas -Services- of your parent library
or institution over the last five years (2007-2011)?” The response options were:

1) yes, decreased

2) yes, increased

3) yes, remained the same
4) no change

***This question did not have an open-ended qualitative component.
Of the 802 respondents to Library Forecast Question 3B, 195 (24%) responded “yes, decreased,” 150 (19%)
responded “yes, increased,” 231 (29%) responded “yes, remained the same,” and 226 (28%) responded “no

change.”

Figure 14: Overall Response Rate
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Figure 15 illustrates responses by library type for all 802 respondents.

Academic General Libraries and Public Libraries had the highest number of “yes, decreased” responses,
with 97 of the 195, and 51 of the 195. Academic General Libraries and Public Libraries had the highest
number of “yes, increased” responses, with 97 of the 150, and 20 of the 150. Academic General Libraries
and Academic, Law Libraries had the highest number of “yes, remained the same” responses, with 136 of
the 331 and 33 of the 331. Academic General Libraries and Academic, Law Libraries had the highest number
of “no change” responses, with 115 of the 226 and 51 of the 226.

Figure 15: Responses by Library Type

Yes, decreased Yes, increased MO (EIELE \ No change
the same

Library Type Freq % Freq % ‘ Freq % ‘ Freq %
2:‘:?:;” 97 22% 97 22% 136 31% 115 26% | 445 | 100%
Academic,
Community 9 26% 4 12% 7 21% 14 41% 34 100%
College
Academic, Law
T 8 7% 17 16% 33 30% 51 47% 109 | 100%
E;:'rz::' Agency | 5 17% 3 17% 3 17% 9 50% 18 100%
E;:::?' Court 0 0% 0 0% 4 67% 2 33% 6 100%
zc',g::‘:i:::x 8 31% 4 15% 7 27% 7 27% 26 100%
Public Library 51 44% 20 17% 29 25% 16 14% 116 100%
Z‘Z;‘gcefny 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 2 100%
special Library 1 13% 1 13% 2 25% 4 50% 8 100%
State Library 18 47% 4 11% 8 21% 8 21% 38 100%
Grand Total 195 24% 150 19% | 231 29% | 226 | 28% | 802 | 100%
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Figure 16 illustrates response rates by library type for all 802 respondents.

State Libraries had the highest “yes, decreased” response rate (47%), Academic General Libraries had the
highest “yes, increased” response rate (22%), Service Academies had the highest “yes, remained the same”
response rate (100%), and Federal Agency and Special Libraries had the highest “no change” response rate
(50%).

Figure 16: Response Rates by Library Type

Academic Community College 22% 22% 31% 26%
Academic General 26% 12% 21% 41%
Academic Law Library WAl 150 30% 47%
Federal Agency Library 17% 17% 17% 50%

Federal Court Library 67% 33%

Highest State Court Library 31% 15% 27% 27%

Public Library 44% 17% 25% 14%

Service Academy 100%

Special Library FREVAR (=17 25% 50%

State Library 47% 11% 21% 21%

M Yes, decreased [ Yes, increased 1 Yes, remained the same W No change
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Figure 17 illustrates responses by library size for all 802 respondents.

Large Libraries had the highest number of responses for “yes, decreased,” with 87 of the 283 total Large
Libraries. Medium Libraries had the highest number of responses for “no change,” with 103 of the 336 total
Medium Libraries. Small Libraries had the highest number of responses for “no change,” with 68 of the 183
total Small Libraries.

Figure 17: Responses by Library Size

Yes, remained

the same No change

Yes, decreased \ Yes, increased

Library Size Freq

Large 87 31% 59 21% 82 29% 55 19% 283 100%
Medium 71 21% 66 20% 96 29% 103 31% 336 100%
Small 37 20% 25 14% 53 29% 68 37% 183 100%

Grand Total 195 24% 150 19% 231 29% 226 28% 802 100%

Figure 18 illustrates response rates by library size for all 802 respondents.

Large Libraries had the highest “yes, decreased” response rate (31%). Large Libraries also had the highest
“yes, increased” response rate (21%). Large, Medium, and Small Libraries had the same “yes, remained the
same” response rates (29%). Small Libraries had the highest “no change” response rate (37%).

Figure 18: Response Rates by Library Size

Large Medium Small

B Yes, decreased [ Yes, increased 1 Yes, remained the same B No change
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Figure 19 illustrates responses by depository type for all 802 respondents.
Regional Libraries had the highest number of “yes, decreased” responses, with 16 of the 41 total Regional
Libraries. Selective Libraries had the highest number of “yes, remained the same” responses, with 219 of

the 761 total Selective Libraries.

Figure 19: Responses by Depository Type

Yes, remained

Yes, decreased ‘ Yes, increased No change
the same
Depository — — Total
Type Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % %
Regional 16 39% 5 12% 12 29% 8 20% 41 100%
Selective 179 24% 145 19% 219 29% 218 29% 761 100%
Grand Total 195 24% 150 19% 231 29% 226 28% 802 100%

Figure 20 illustrates responses by depository type for all 802 respondents.

Regional Libraries had a higher “yes, decreased” response rate (39%) than Selective Libraries (24%).
Selective Libraries had a higher “yes, increased” response rate (19%) and “no change” response rate (29%)
than Regional Libraries (12%) and (20%). Both Regional Libraries and Selective Libraries had the same “yes,
remained the same” response rates (29%).

Figure 20: Response Rates by Depository Type

Regional Selective

B Yes, decreased 1 Yes, increased [ Yes, remained the same  H No change
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Figures 21, 22, and 23 illustrate responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library size for all 802
respondents.

16 of 40 Large Regional Libraries responded “yes, decreased,” 5 of 40 Large Regional Libraries responded
“yes, increased,” 11 of 40 responded “yes, remained the same,” and 8 of 40 Large Regional Libraries
responded “no change” to Question 3B. In addition, the one Medium Regional Library responded “yes,
remained the same.”

71 of 243 Large Selective Libraries, 71 of 335 Medium Selective Libraries, and 37 of 183 Small Selective
Libraries responded “yes, decreased.” 54 of 243 Large Selective Libraries, 66 of 335 Medium Selective
Libraries, and 25 of 183 Small Selective Libraries responded “yes, increased.” In addition, 71 of 243 Large
Selective Libraries, 95 of 335 Medium Selective Libraries, and 53 of 183 Small Selective Libraries responded
“yes, remained the same.” Finally, 47 of 243 Large Selective Libraries, 103 of 335 Medium Selective
Libraries, and 68 of 183 Small Selective Libraries responded “no, change.”

Figure 21: Responses by Depository Type and Library Size

Yes, . Yes, remained
\ Yes, increased No change
decreased the same

.I?:::snory Library Size\ Freq % \ Freq % Freq % Freq %
Regional Large 16 40% 5 13% 11 28% 8 20% 40 100%
Medium 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 1 100%
:stg:l’"a' 16 | 39% | 5 | 12% | 12 | 29% | 8 | 20% | 41 | 100%
Selective Large 71 29% 54 22% 71 29% 47 19% 243 100%
Medium 71 21% 66 20% 95 28% 103 31% 335 100%
Small 37 20% 25 14% 53 29% 68 37% 183 100%
:z'tzclt“’e 179 | 24% | 145 | 19% | 219 | 29% | 218 | 29% | 761 | 100%
Grand Total 195 24% 150 19% 231 29% 226 28% 802 100%
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Large Regional Libraries had the highest “yes, decreased” response rate (40%), “yes, increased” response

rate (13%), and “no change” response rate (20%). Medium Regional Libraries had the highest “yes,

remained the same” response rate (100%).

Figure 22: Regional Response Rates by Library Size
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Large Selective Libraries had the highest “yes, decreased” response rate (29%) and “yes, increased”
response rate (22%). Large and Medium Selective Libraries had the highest “yes, remained the same”

response rates (29%). Small Selective Libraries had the highest “no change” response rate (37%).

Figure 23: Selective Response Rates by Library Size
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Figure 24, 25, and 26 illustrate responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library type for all 802
respondents.

Among Regional Libraries, “yes, decreased” responses were the highest number of responses for Public
Libraries and State Libraries. Regional Academic General Libraries had the highest number of “yes,
remained the same” responses.

Among Selective Libraries, “yes, decreased” responses were the highest number of responses for Academic,
Community College; Academic, Law Libraries; Federal Agency Libraries; and Special Libraries. Selective
Academic General Libraries, Federal Court Libraries, and Service Academies had the highest number of
responses for “yes, increased.” Selective Highest State Court Libraries, Public Libraries, and State Libraries
had the highest number of responses for “no change.”

Figure 24: Responses by Depository Type and Library Type

Yes, remained

Yes, .
decreased Yes, increased T No change

DS EIR] Library Type Fre % Fre % Fre % Fre % U]
Type y Typ q 6 q 6 q 6 q 6 o
Regional gce?“if;'l"c 7 27% | 4 15% | 10 | 38% | 5 19% | 26 | 100%

Public Library 2 | 100% | o 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 | 100%

State Library 7 54% 1 8% 2 15% 3 23% | 13 | 100%
::f;f"a' 16 | 39% 5 12% | 12 | 29% 8 20% | 41 | 100%
Selective gzan‘if:'c 90 | 21% | 93 | 22% | 126 | 30% | 110 | 26% | 419 | 100%

Academic,

Community 9 26% 4 12% 7 21% 14 41% 34 100%

College

Academic, Law

- 8 7% 17 | 16% | 33 | 30% | 51 | 47% | 109 | 100%

E;ﬂg:?' Agency | 5 17% 3 17% 3 17% 9 50% | 18 | 100%

E;:-;:?/I Sote 0 0% 0 0% 4 67% 2 33% 6 | 100%

zﬁl‘:is::x 8 31% 4 15% 7 27% 7 27% | 26 | 100%

Public Library 49 | 43% | 20 | 18% | 29 | 25% | 16 | 14% | 114 | 100%

Zi;‘gcefny 0 0% 0 0% 2 | 100% | o 0% 2 | 100%

special Library 1 13% 1 13% 2 25% 4 50% 8 | 100%

State Library 11 | 44% 3 12% 6 24% 5 20% | 25 | 100%
:z'tzclt“’e 179 | 24% | 145 | 19% | 219 | 29% | 218 | 29% | 761 | 100%
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Grand

Total e

24%

150

19%

231

29%

226

28% 802

100%

Of Regional Libraries, Public Libraries had the highest rate of “yes, decreased” responses (100%), Academic
General Libraries had the highest rate of “yes, increased” responses (15%) and “yes, remained the same”
responses (38%), and State Libraries had the highest rate of “no change” responses (23%).

Figure 25: Regional Response Rates by Library Type
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Of Selective Libraries, State Libraries had the highest rate of “yes, decreased” responses (44%), Academic
General Libraries had the highest rate of “yes, increased” responses (22%), Service Academies had the
highest rate of “yes, remained the same” responses (100%), and Federal Agency Libraries and Special
Libraries had the highest rate of “no change” responses (50%).

Figure 26: Selective Response Rates by Library Type

Academic Community College 26% 12% 21% 41%
Academic General | 21% 22% 30% 26%
Academic Law Library —
Federal Agency Library - 17% 17% 17% 50%
Federal Court Library — 67% 33%

Highest State Court Library 31% 15% 27% 27%

1

Public Library 43% 18% 25% 14%
Service Academy _
Special Library _ 13% | 13% 25% 50%
State Library _ 44% 12% 24% 20%

M Yes, decreased 1 Yes, increased 1 Yes, remained the same  ® No change
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PRESENTATION OF QUANTITATIVE RESULTS FOR 3C

Question 3C asked, “Have changes in funding affected the following areas -Public Use of the Collection- of
your parent library or institution over the last five years (2007-2011)?” The response options were:

1) yes, decreased

2) yes, increased

3) yes, remained the same
4) no change

***This question did not have an open-ended qualitative component.
Of the 802 respondents to Library Forecast Question 3C, 134 (17%) responded “yes, decreased,” 144 (18%)
responded “yes, increased,” 204 (25%) responded “yes, remained the same,” and 320 (40%) responded “no

change.”

Figure 27: Overall Response Rate

M Yes, decreased [ Yes, increased 1 Yes, remained the same W No change

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov



Page 25

Figure 28 illustrates responses by library type for all 802 respondents.

Academic General Libraries and Public Libraries had the highest number of “yes, decreased” responses,
with 70 of the 134, and 27 of the 134. Academic General Libraries and Public Libraries had the highest
number of “yes, increased” responses, with 80 of the 144, and 44 of the 144. Academic General Libraries
and Academic, Law Libraries had the highest number of “yes, remained the same” responses, with 131 of
the 204 and 26 of the 204. Academic General Libraries and Academic, Law Libraries had the highest number
of “no change” responses, with 164 of the 320 and 68 of the 320.

Figure 28: Responses by Library Type

Yes, remained

Yes, decreased Yes, increased No change
the same

Library Type Freq % Freq % ‘ Freq % Freq %
2:1‘:::” 70 16% 80 18% | 131 | 29% | 164 | 37% | 445 | 100%
Academic,
Community 6 18% 4 12% 7 21% 17 50% 34 100%
College
Academic, Law
Library 11 10% 4 4% 26 24% 68 62% 109 100%
Federal Agency
Library 2 11% 3 17% 3 17% 10 56% 18 100%
:fbi‘:‘:,' Court 0 0% 0 0% 4 67% 2 33% 6 100%
gih:itls:::: 6 23% 5 19% 3 12% 12 46% 26 | 100%
Public Library 27 23% 44 38% 19 16% 26 22% 116 100%
f\i;‘::‘:ny 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 2 100%
Special Library 0 0% 1 13% 2 25% 5 63% 8 100%
State Library 12 32% 3 8% 8 21% 15 39% 38 100%
Grand Total 134 17% 144 18% 204 25% 320 40% 802 100%
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Figure 29 illustrates response rates by library type for all 802 respondents.
State Libraries had the highest “yes, decreased” response rate (32%), Public Libraries had the highest “yes,
increased” response rate (38%), Federal Court Libraries had the highest “yes, remained the same” response

rate (67%), and Special Libraries had the highest “no change” response rate (63%).

Figure 29: Response Rates by Library Type

Academic Community College 16% 18% 29% 37%

Academic General 18% 12% 21% 50%
Academic Law Library FiliJ/40 1 24% 62%
Federal Agency Library kLA 17% 17% 56%

Federal Court Library 67% 33%

Highest State Court Library 23% 19% 12% 46%

Public Library 23% 38% 16% 22%

Service Academy 50% 50%

Special Library 25% 63%

State Library 32% 8% 21% 39%

M Yes, decreased [ Yes, increased 1 Yes, remained the same  m No change
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Figure 30 illustrates responses by library size for all 802 respondents.

Large Libraries had the highest number of responses for “no change,” with 96 of the 283 total Large
Libraries. Medium Libraries had the highest number of responses for “no change,” with 136 of the 336 total
Medium Libraries. Small Libraries had the highest number of responses for “no change,” with 88 of the 183
total Small Libraries.

Figure 30: Responses by Library Size

Yes, remained

Yes, decreased Yes, increased No change
the same
Library Size
Large 52 18% 61 22% 74 26% 96 34% 283 100%
Medium 53 16% 58 17% 89 26% 136 40% 336 100%
Small 29 16% 25 14% 41 22% 88 48% 183 100%
Grand Total 134 17% 144 18% 204 25% 320 40% 802 100%

Figure 31 illustrates response rates by library size for all 802 respondents.

Large Libraries had the highest “yes, decreased” response rate (18%) and “yes, increased” response rate
(22%). Large and Medium Libraries had the highest “yes, remained the same” response rates (26%). Small
Libraries had the highest “no change” response rate (48%).

Figure 31: Response Rates by Library Size

48%

22%

22%
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Large Medium Small
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Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov



Page 28

Figure 32 illustrates responses by depository type for all 802 respondents.
Regional Libraries had the highest number of “no change” responses, with 14 of the 41 total Regional
Libraries. Selective Libraries had the highest number of “no change” responses, with 306 of the 761 total

Selective Libraries.

Figure 32: Responses by Depository Type

Yes, remained

Yes, decreased ‘ Yes, increased No change
the same
Depository — — Total
Type Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % %
Regional 10 24% 10 24% 7 17% 14 34% 41 100%
Selective 124 16% 134 18% 197 26% 306 40% 761 100%

Grand Total 134 17% 144 18% 204 25% 320 40% 802 100%

Figure 33 illustrates response rates by depository type for all 802 respondents.

Regional Libraries had a higher “yes, decreased” response rate (24%) and “yes, increased” response rate
(24%) than Selective Libraries (16%) and (18%). Selective Libraries had a higher “yes, remained the same”
response rate (26%) and “no change” response rate (40%) than Regional Libraries (17%) and (34%).

Figure 33: Response Rates by Depository Type

Regional Selective
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Figures 34, 35, and 36 illustrate responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library size for all 802
respondents.

10 of 40 Large Regional Libraries responded “yes, decreased,” 9 of 40 Large Regional Libraries responded
“yes, increased,” 7 of 40 Large Regional Libraries responded “yes, remained the same,” and 14 of 40 Large
Regional Libraries responded “no change” to Question 3C. In addition, the one Medium Regional Library
responded “yes, increased.”

42 of 243 Large Selective Libraries, 53 of 335 Medium Selective Libraries, and 29 of 183 Small Selective
Libraries responded “yes, decreased.” 52 of 243 Large Selective Libraries, 57 of 335 Medium Selective
Libraries, and 25 of 183 Small Selective Libraries responded “yes, increased.” In addition, 67 of 243 Large
Selective Libraries, 89 of 335 Medium Selective Libraries, and 41 of 183 Small Selective Libraries responded
“yes, remained the same.” Finally, 82 of 243 Large Selective Libraries, 136 of 335 Medium Selective
Libraries, and 88 of 183 Small Selective Libraries responded “no change.”

Figure 34: Responses by Depository Type and Library Size

Yes, remained

Yes, decreased \ Yes, increased \ No change
the same
Depository . - o 0 0 0 Total
Type Library Size Freq % Freq ) Freq % Freq ) Freq
Regional Large 10 25% 9 23% 7 18% 14 35% 40 100%
Medium 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100%
:stg:l’"a' 10 24% 10 24% 7 17% 14 34% 41 | 100%
Selective Large 42 17% 52 21% 67 28% 82 34% 243 100%
Medium 53 16% 57 17% 89 27% 136 41% 335 100%
Small 29 16% 25 14% 41 22% 88 48% 183 100%
:z'teaclt“’e 124 | 16% | 134 | 18% | 197 | 26% | 306 | 40% | 761 | 100%
Grand Total 134 17% 144 18% 204 25% 320 40% 802 100%
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Large Regional Libraries had the highest “yes, decreased” response rate (25%), “yes, remained the same”
response rate (18%), and “no change” response rate (35%). Medium Regional Libraries had the highest
“yes, increased” response rate (100%).

Figure 35: Regional Response Rates by Library Size
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Large Selective Libraries had the highest “yes, decreased” response rate (17%), “yes, increased” response
rate (21%), and “yes, remained the same” response rate (28%). Small Selective Libraries had the highest “no

change” response rate (48%).

Figure 36: Selective Response Rates by Library Size
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Figure 37, 38, and 39 illustrate responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library type for all 802
respondents.

Among Regional Libraries, “yes, increased” responses were the highest number of responses for Academic
General. Regional Public Libraries had an equal number of responses for “yes, increased” and “no change”.
Regional State Libraries had the highest number of responses for “no change.”

Among Selective Libraries, “yes, decreased” and “no change” responses had the highest number of
responses for State Libraries. Selective Public Libraries had the highest number of responses for “yes,
increased.” Selective Federal Court Libraries and Service Academies had the highest number of responses
for “yes, remained the same.” The remaining Selective library types had the highest number of responses
for “no change”.

Figure 37: Responses by Depository Type and Library Type

Yes
Yes, Yes, !

decreased increased remained the No change
] ... Same
Depository . o o 0 0 Total Total
Type Library Type Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % - %
Regional 2:11‘::;” 7 | 27% | 8 | 31% | 4 | 15% | 7 | 27% | 26 | 100%
Public Library 0 0% 1 | s0% | o 0% 1 | s0% | 2 | 100%
State Library 3 | 23% | 1 8% 3 | 23% | 6 | 46% | 13 | 100%
:ztg:l’"a' 10 | 24% | 10 | 24% | 7 | 17% | 14 | 34% | 41 | 100%
Selective 2‘:“1‘:"“’ 63 | 15% | 72 | 17% | 127 | 30% | 157 | 37% | 419 | 100%
Academic,
Community 6 | 18% | 4 | 12% | 7 | 21% | 17 | 50% | 34 | 100%
College
Academic, Law
ST 11 | 10% | 4 4% | 26 | 24% | 68 | 62% | 109 | 100%
Federal Agency
T 2 | 11% | 3 | 17% | 3 | 17% | 10 | 56% | 18 | 100%
{fbi‘::;' SORKt 0 0% 0 0% 4 | e7% | 2 | 33% | 6 |100%
gfuhr‘:itls:::: 6 | 23% | 5 | 19% | 3 | 12% | 12 | 46% | 26 | 100%
Public Library 27 24% 43 38% 19 17% 25 22% 114 | 100%
i?::::;y 0 0% 0 0% 1 | s0% | 1 |5s50% | 2 |100%
Special Library 0 0% 1 | 13% | 2 | 25% | 5 | 63% | 8 | 100%
State Library 9 | 3% | 2 8% 5 | 205 | 9 | 36% | 25 | 100%
ii't‘:t"’e 124 | 16% | 134 | 18% | 197 | 26% | 306 | 40% | 761 | 100%
Grand
o] 134 | 17% | 144 | 18% | 204 | 25% | 320 | 40% | 802 | 100%
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Of Regional Libraries, Academic General Libraries (27%) had the highest rate of “yes, decreased” responses,
Public Libraries (50%) had the highest rate of “yes, increased” responses, State Libraries (23%) had the
highest rate of “yes, remained the same” responses, and Public Libraries (50%) had the highest rate of “no
change” responses.

Figure 38: Regional Response Rates by Library Type

Academic General

Public Library

State Library

M Yes, decreased 1 Yes, increased 1 Yes, remained the same  m No change
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Of Selective Libraries, State Libraries (36%) had the highest rate of “yes, decreased” responses, Public
Libraries (38%) had the highest rate of “yes, increased” responses, Federal Court Libraries (67%) had the
highest rate of “yes, remained the same” responses, and Special Libraries (63%) had the highest rate of “no
change” responses.

Figure 39: Selective Response Rates by Library Type

Academic Community College 18% 12% 21% 50%

Academic General 15% 17% 30% 37%

Academic Law Library [lipA7 24% 62%

Federal Agency Library kb7 17% 17% 56%

Federal Court Library 67% 33%

Highest State Court Library 23% 19% 12% 46%

Public Library 24% 38% 17% 22%

Service Academy 50% 50%

Special Library 25% 63%

State Library 36% 8% 20% 36%

B Yes, decreased [ Yes, increased 1 Yes, remained the same  ® No change
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FDLP Forecast Study Data Report
Library Forecast Question 4

ReviseD MAy 30, 2013

Question 4 of the Library Forecast Questionnaire was a three part question. It asked depository libraries:
“How does your library anticipate the following areas of your library being affected over the next five years
(2012-2016)?” The depository libraries were asked to provide responses for the following three areas:
Staffing, Services, and Public Use of the Collection. For the purpose of this report, the question is reported
under three sub-questions. This report documents the data gathered from this question. Please note: totals
may not always equal 100% due to rounding.

The results are presented by:

e Library Type
0 Academic General
Academic, Community College
Academic, Law Library
Federal Agency Library
Federal Court Library
Highest State Court Library
Public Library
Service Academy
Special Library
O State Library
e Library Size
O Large => 1,000,000 volumes
0 Medium = 250,000 — 1,000,000 volumes
0 Small =< 250,000 volumes
e Depository Type
O Regional
0 Selective
e Cross-tabulated by Library Size and Depository Type
e Cross-tabulated by Library Type and Depository Type

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0Oo
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PRESENTATION OF QUANTITATIVE RESULTS FOR 4A

Question 4A asked, “How does your library anticipate the following areas -Staffing- of your library being
affected over the next five years (2012-2016)?” The response options were:

1) yes, decreasing

2) yes, increasing

3) yes, remaining the same
4) will not be affected

***This question did not have an open-ended qualitative component.
Of the 802 respondents to Library Forecast Question 4A, 200 (25%) responded “yes, decreasing,” 96 (12%)
responded “yes, increasing,” 348 (43%) responded “yes, remaining the same,” and 158 (20%) responded

“will not be affected.”

Figure 1: Overall Response Rate

B Yes, decreasing ™ Yes, increasing [ Yes, remaining the same m Will not be affected
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Figure 2 illustrates responses by library type for all 802 respondents.

Academic General Libraries and Public Libraries had the highest number of “yes, decreasing” responses,
with 98 of the 200, and 40 of the 200. Academic General Libraries and Public Libraries had the highest
number of “yes, increasing” responses, with 74 of the 96, and 10 of the 96. Academic General Libraries and
Public Libraries had the highest number of “yes, remaining the same” responses, with 200 of the 348 and
52 of the 348. Academic General Libraries and Academic, Law Libraries had the highest number of “will not
be affected” responses, with 73 of the 158 and 35 of the 158.

Figure 2: Responses by Library Type

Yes, decreasin Yes, increasin Yes, remaining LA
¢ g ¢ g the same affected

Library Type Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 1::::'

Academic General 98 22% 74 17% 200 45% 73 16% 445 100%
‘:g::;:"c’ Community 9 26% 3 9% 14 | 41% 8 24% 34 | 100%
Academic, Law Library 24 22% 4 4% 46 42% 35 32% 109 100%
Federal Agency Library 10 56% 1 6% 4 22% 3 17% 18 100%
Federal Court Library 1 17% 0 0% 4 67% 1 17% 6 100%
:'::::;t State Court 3 12% 3 12% 7 27% 13 | 50% | 26 | 100%
Public Library 40 34% 10 9% 52 45% 14 12% 116 100%
Service Academy 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 2 100%
Special Library 1 13% 1 13% 4 50% 2 25% 8 100%
State Library 13 34% 0 0% 16 42% 9 24% 38 100%
Grand Total 200 25% 96 12% 348 43% 158 20% 802 100%
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Figure 3 illustrates response rates by library type for all 802 respondents.

Federal Agency Libraries had the highest “yes, decreasing” response rate (56%), Academic General

Libraries had the highest “yes, increasing” response rate (17%), Federal Court Libraries had the highest

Page 4

“yes, remaining the same” response rate (67%), and Highest State Court Libraries had the highest “will not

be affected” response rate (50%).

Figure 3: Response Rates by Library Type

Academic General

Academic, Community College

Academic, Law Library

Federal Agency Library

Federal Court Library

Highest State Court Library

Public Library

Service Academy

Special Library

State Library

22% 17% 45% 16%

26% 9% 41% 24%

22% 4% 42% 32%

56% 6% 22% 17%

17% 67% 17%

12% | 12% 27% 50%

34% 9% 45% 12%

50% 50%
13%  13% 50% 25%
34% 42% 24%

B Yes, decreasing ™ Yes, increasing [ Yes, remaining the same B Will not be affected
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Figure 4 illustrates responses by library size for all 802 respondents.

Page 5

Large Libraries had the highest number of responses for “yes, remaining the same,” with 109 of the 283
total Large Libraries. Medium Libraries had the highest number of responses for “yes, remaining the same,”
with 163 of the 336 total Medium Libraries. Small Libraries had the highest number of responses for “yes,

remaining the same,” with 76 of the 183 total Small Libraries.

Figure 4: Responses by Library Size

Yes, decreasing \

Yes, increasing

Yes, remaining

the same

Will not be
affected

Large 95 34% 36 13% 109 39% 43 15% 283 100%
Medium 73 22% 39 12% 163 49% 61 18% 336 100%
Small 32 17% 21 11% 76 42% 54 30% 183 100%
Grand Total 200 25% 96 12% 348 43% 158 20% 802 100%

Figure 5 illustrates response rates by library size for all 802 respondents.

Large Libraries had the highest “yes, decreasing” response rate (34%) and “yes, increasing” response rate
(13%). Medium Libraries had the highest “yes, remaining the same” response rate (49%). Small Libraries

had the highest “will not be affected” response rate (30%).

Figure 5: Response Rates by Library Size

15%

Large

Medium

Small

M Yes, decreasing ™ Yes, increasing [ Yes, remaining the same B Will not be affected
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Figure 6 illustrates responses by depository type for all 802 respondents.
Regional Libraries had the highest number of responses for “yes, remaining the same,” with 17 of the 41
total Regional Libraries. Selective Libraries had the highest number of responses for “yes, remaining the

same,” with 331 of the 761 total Selective Libraries.

Figure 6: Responses by Depository Type

Yes, decreasin Yes, increasin Yes, remaining B
¢ & ¢ & the same affected
Depository Total
Regional 14 34% 5 12% 17 41% 5 12% 41 100%
Selective 186 24% 91 12% 331 43% 153 20% 761 100%
Grand Total 200 25% 96 12% 348 43% 158 20% 802 100%

Figure 7 illustrates response rates by depository type for all 802 respondents.

Regional Libraries had a higher “yes, decreasing” response rate (34%) than Selective Libraries (24%).
Regional and Selective Libraries had the same “yes, increasing” response rate (12%). Selective Libraries had
a higher “yes, remaining the same” response rate (43%) and “will not be affected” response rate (20%) than
Regional Libraries (41%) and (12%).

Figure 7: Response Rates by Depository Type

Regional Selective

M Yes, decreasing ™ Yes, increasing [ Yes, remaining the same B Will not be affected
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Figures 8, 9, and 10 illustrate responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library size for all 802
respondents.

14 of 40 Large Regional Libraries responded “yes, decreasing,” 4 of 40 Large Regional Libraries responded
“yes, increasing,” 17 of 40 Large Regional Libraries responded “yes, remaining the same,” and 5 of 40 Large
Regional Libraries responded “will not be affected” to Question 4A. In addition, the one Medium Regional
Library responded “yes, increasing.”

81 of 243 Large Selective Libraries, 73 of 335 Medium Selective Libraries, and 32 of 183 Small Selective
Libraries responded “yes, decreasing.” 32 of 243 Large Selective Libraries, 38 of 335 Medium Selective
Libraries, and 21 of 183 Small Selective Libraries responded “yes, increasing.” In addition, 92 of 243 Large
Selective Libraries, 163 of 335 Medium Selective Libraries, and 76 of 183 Small Selective Libraries
responded “yes, remaining the same.” Finally, 38 of 243 Large Selective Libraries, 61 of 335 Medium
Selective Libraries, and 54 of 183 Small Selective Libraries responded “will not be affected.”

Figure 8: Responses by Depository Type and Library Size
Yes,
decreasing

Yes, remaining Will not be

Yes, increasin
‘ ! & the same affected

Depository Library

Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq %

Type Size

Regional Large 14 35% 4 10% 17 43% 5 13% 40 100%
Medium 0 0% 1 | 100% | o 0% 0 0% 1 | 100%

:stg:l’"a' 14 | 34% 5 12% | 17 | 41% 5 12% | 41 | 100%

Selective | Large 81 | 33% | 32 | 13% | 92 | 38% | 38 | 16% | 243 | 100%
Medium | 73 | 22% | 38 | 11% | 163 | 49% | 61 | 18% | 335 | 100%
Small 32 | 17% | 21 | 11% | 76 | 42% | 54 | 30% | 183 | 100%

:z'tzclt“’e 186 | 24% | 91 | 12% | 331 | 43% | 153 | 20% | 761 | 100%

Grand

omal 200 | 25% | 96 | 12% | 348 | 43% | 158 | 20% | 802 | 100%
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Large Regional Libraries had the highest “yes, decreasing” response rate (35%), “yes, remaining the same”
response rate (43%) and “will not be affected” response rate (13%). Medium Regional Libraries had the
highest “yes, increasing” response rate (100%).

Figure 9: Regional Response Rates by Library Size

0,
s decrensng N 35%

0%

v sy s — 100
()

A 43%

Yes, remaining the same
& 0%

0,
Will not be affected ? 13%
(1]

M Large = Medium

Large Selective Libraries had the highest “yes, decreasing” response rate (33%) and “yes, increasing”
response rate (13%). Medium Selective Libraries had the highest “yes, remaing the same” response rate
(49%). Small Selective Libraries had the highest “will not be affected” response rate (30%).

Figure 10: Selective Response Rates by Library Size

Yes, decreasing

Yes, increasing

49%

Yes, remaining the same

Will not be affected

M lLarge = Medium = Small
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Figure 11, 12, and 13 illustrate responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library type for all 802
respondents.

Among Regional Libraries, “yes, decreasing” responses were the highest number of responses for State
Libraries. Regional Public Library reponses were evenly divided between “yes, decreasing” and “yes,
remaining the same.” Regional Academic General Libraries had the highest number of responses for “yes,
remaining the same.” Among Selective Libraries, the “yes, remaining the same” responses were the highest
number of responses for the majority of library types. Selective Federal Agency Libraries had the highest
number of responses for “yes, decreasing,” Selective Highest State Court Libraries had the highest number
of responses for “will not be affected,” and Service Academies had an equal number of responses for “yes,
decreasing” and “yes, remaining the same.”

Figure 11: Responses by Depository Type and Library Type

Yes,

Yes, Yes, remainin Will not be
decreasing increasing g affected
the same
.I:;::snory Library Type Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 1::::' th/tal
(1]
Regional 22‘:‘::” 6 | 23% | 5 | 19% | 12 |46% | 3 | 12% | 26 | 100%
PublicLibrary | 1 | 50% | 0 0% 1 | 50% | o0 0% 2 | 100%
State Library 7 | sa% | o 0% 4 | 31% | 2 | 15% | 13 | 100%
:stg:l’"a' 14 | 3a% | 5 | 12% | 17 | 41% | 5 | 12% | 41 | 100%
Selective gce?“if;'l"c 92 | 22% | 69 | 16% | 188 | 45% | 70 | 17% | 419 | 100%
Academic,
Community 9 | 26% | 3 9% | 14 | 41% | 8 | 24% | 34 | 100%
College
f::vdgrb':':;y 24 | 2% | a4 4% | 46 | 42% | 35 | 32% | 109 | 100%
Federal
Agency 10 | 56% | 1 6% 4 | 2% | 3 | 17% | 18 | 100%
Library
E;:'rz::' Court | 1 | 179 | o 0% 4 |e7% | 1 | 17% | 6 | 100%
Eﬂ:‘:itl:::x 3 | 12% | 3 | 12% | 7 | 27% | 13 | 50% | 26 | 100%
Public Library 39 34% 10 9% 51 45% 14 12% 114 | 100%
i‘:‘g:ﬂy 1 | 50% | 0 0% 1 | 50% | o0 0% 2 | 100%
fi':fr::: 1 | 13% | 1 | 13% | 4 |50% | 2 | 25% | 8 | 100%
State Library 6 | 24% | o 0% | 12 | 48% | 7 | 28% | 25 | 100%
iz'tzclt“’e 186 | 24% | 91 | 12% | 331 | 43% | 153 | 20% | 761 | 100%
Grand
omt 200 | 25% | 96 | 12% | 348 | 43% | 158 | 20% | 802 | 100%
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Of Regional Libraries, State Libraries had the highest rate of “yes, decreasing” responses (54%) and “will not
be affected” responses (15%), Academic General Libraries had the highest rate of “yes, increasing”
responses (19%), and Public Libraries had the highest rate of “yes, remaining the same” responses (50%).

Figure 12: Regional Yes Response Rates by Library Type

Academic General

Public Library

State Library

B Yes, decreasing ™ Yes, increasing [ Yes, remaining the same B Will not be affected
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Of Selective Libraries, Federal Agency Libraries (56%) had the highest rate of “yes, decreasing” responses,
Academic General Libraries (16%) had the highest rate of “yes, increasing” responses, Federal Court
Libraries (67%) had the highest rate of “yes, remaining the same” responses, and Highest State Court
Libraries (50%) had the highest rate of “will not be affected” responses.

Figure 13: Selective Response Rates by Library Type

Academic General 22% 16% 45% 17%

Academic, Community College 26% 9% 41% 24%

Academic, Law Library 22% 4% 42% 32%

Federal Agency Library 56% 6% 22% 17%
Federal Court Library 17% 67% 17%

Highest State Court Library 12% | 12%

Public Library 34% 9% 45% 12%

Service Academy 50% 50%
Special Library 13% 13% 50% 25%
State Library 24% 48% 28%

M Yes, decreasing ™ Yes, increasing @ Yes, remaining the same  ® Will not be affected
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PRESENTATION OF QUANTITATIVE RESULTS FOR 4B

Question 4B asked, “How does your library anticipate the following areas -Services- of your library being
affected over the next five years (2012-2016)?” The response options were:

1) yes, decreasing

2) yes, increasing

3) yes, remaining the same
4) will not be affected

***This question did not have an open-ended qualitative component.
Of the 802 respondents to Library Forecast Question 4B, 92 (11%) responded “yes, decreasing,” 276 (34%)
responded “yes, increasing,” 278 (35%) responded “yes, remaining the same,” and 156 (19%) responded

“will not be affected.”

Figure 14: Overall Response Rate

B Yes, decreasing ™ Yes, increasing [ Yes, remaining the same B Will not be affected
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Figure 15 illustrates responses by library type for all 802 respondents.

Academic General Libraries and Public Libraries had the highest number of “yes, decreasing” responses,
with 41 of the 92, and 17 of the 92. Academic General Libraries and Public Libraries had the highest
number of “yes, increasing” responses, with 166 of the 276, and 44 of the 276. Academic General Libraries
and Public Libraries had the highest number of “yes, remaining the same” responses, with 159 of the 278
and 43 of the 278. Academic General Libraries and Academic, Law Libraries had the highest number of “will
not be affected” responses, with 79 of the 156 and 38 of the 156.

Figure 15: Responses by Library Type

Yes, decreasin Yes, increasin ey TS LALEUL \
¢ g ¢ & the same affected

Library Type Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % -Il;(:::ll Total %‘
Academic General 41 9% 166 37% 159 36% 79 18% 445 100%
2;;::21”’ Community 5 15% 11 32% 9 26% 9 26% 34 100%
Academic, Law Library 8 7% 24 22% 39 36% 38 35% 109 100%
Federal Agency Library 5 28% 7 39% 4 22% 2 11% 18 100%
Federal Court Library 1 17% 0 0% 4 67% 1 17% 6 100%
:E,:,i;t State Court 3 12% 9 35% 6 23% 8 31% 26 100%
Public Library 17 15% 44 38% 43 37% 12 10% 116 100%
Service Academy 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 2 100%
Special Library 1 13% 2 25% 3 38% 2 25% 8 100%
State Library 11 29% 12 32% 11 29% 4 11% 38 100%
Grand Total 92 11% 276 34% 278 35% 156 19% 802 100%
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Figure 16 illustrates response rates by library type for all 802 respondents.
State Libraries had the highest “yes, decreasing” response rate (29%), Service Academies had the highest
“yes, increasing” and “will not be affected” response rates (50%), and Federal Court Libraries had the

highest “yes, remaining the same” response rate (67%).

Figure 16: Response Rates by Library Type

Academic General 14 37% 36% 18%
Academic, Community College 15% 32% 26% 26%
Academic, Law Library [vA%4 22% 36% 35%
Federal Agency Library 28% 39% 22% 11%
Federal Court Library 17% 67% 17%
Highest State Court Library 12% 35% 23% 31%
Public Library _
Service Academy _ 50% 50%
Special Library _
State Library _ 29% 32% 29% 11%
M Yes, decreasing 1 Yes, increasing I Yes, remaining the same ® Will not be affected
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Figure 17 illustrates responses by library size for all 802 respondents.

Large Libraries had the highest number of responses for “yes, increasing,” with 107 of the 283 total Large
Libraries. Medium Libraries had the highest number of responses for “yes, remaining the same,” with 117
of the 336 total Medium Libraries. Small Libraries had the highest number of responses for “yes, remaining
the same,” with 64 of the 183 total Small Libraries.

Figure 17: Responses by Library Size

Yes, remaining Will not be

Yes, decreasin Yes, increasin
J ‘ & the same affected

Library Size

Large 36 13% 107 38% 97 34% 43 15% 283 100%
Medium 38 11% 114 34% 117 35% 67 20% 336 100%
Small 18 10% 55 30% 64 35% 46 25% 183 100%
Grand Total 92 11% 276 34% 278 35% 156 19% 802 100%

Figure 18 illustrates response rates by library size for all 802 respondents.
Large Libraries had the highest “yes, decreasing” response rate (13%) and “yes, increasing” response rate
(38%). Medium Libraries and Small Libraries had the same “yes, remaining the same” response rate (35%).

Small Libraries had the highest “will not be affected” response rate (25%).

Figure 18: Response Rates by Library Size

Large Medium Small
M Yes, decreasing 1 Yes, increasing

I Yes, remaining the same m Will not be affected
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Figure 19 illustrates responses by depository type for all 802 respondents.
Regional Libraries had the highest number of responses for “yes, increasing,” with 15 of the 41 total
Regional Libraries. Selective Libraries had the highest number of responses for “yes, remaining the same,”

with 266 of the 761 total Selective Libraries.

Figure 19: Responses by Depository Type

. . . Yes, remaining Will not be
Yes, decreasing Yes, increasing

the same affected
?:::sitory Freq % W % Freq ) Freq % Tc;’al
Regional 9 22% 15 37% 12 29% 5 12% 41 100%
Selective 83 11% 261 34% 266 35% 151 20% 761 100%
Grand Total 92 11% 276 34% 278 35% 156 19% 802 100%

Figure 20 illustrates response rates by depository type for all 802 respondents.

Regional Libraries had a higher “yes, decreasing” response rate (22%) than Selective Libraries (11%).
Regional Libraries had a higher “yes, increasing” response rates (37%) than Selective Libraries (34%).
Selective Libraries had a higher “yes, remaining the same” response rate (35%) and “will not be affected”
response rate (20%) than Regional Libraries (29%) and (12%).

Figure 20: Response Rates by Depository Type

12%

11%

Regional Selective

B Yes, decreasing ™ Yes, increasing [ Yes, remaining the same B Will not be affected
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Figures 21, 22, and 23 illustrate responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library size for all 802
respondents.

9 of 40 Large Regional Libraries responded “yes, decreasing,” 14 of 40 Large Regional Libraries responded
“yes, increasing,” 12 of 40 Large Regional Libraries responded “yes, remaining the same,” and 5 of 40 Large
Regional Libraries responded “will not be affected” to Question 4B. In addition, the one Medium Regional
Library responded “yes, increasing.”

27 of 243 Large Selective Libraries, 38 of 335 Medium Selective Libraries, and 18 of 183 Small Selective
Libraries responded “yes, decreasing.” 93 of 243 Large Selective Libraries, 113 of 335 Medium Selective
Libraries, and 55 of 183 Small Selective Libraries responded “yes, increasing.” In addition, 85 of 243 Large
Selective Libraries, 117 of 335 Medium Selective Libraries, and 64 of 183 Small Selective Libraries
responded “yes, remaining the same.” Finally, 38 of 243 Large Selective Libraries, 67 of 335 Medium
Selective Libraries, and 46 of 183 Small Selective Libraries responded “will not be affected.”

Figure 21: Responses by Depository Type and Library Size

Yes, \Yes increasin Yes, remaining Will not be
decreasing ¢ g the same affected
.I?:::snory ;;I:;ary Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq %
Regional Large 9 23% 14 35% 12 30% 5 13% 40 100%
Medium 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100%
:stg:l’"a' 9 22% | 15 | 37% | 12 | 29% 5 12% | 41 | 100%

Selective Large 27 11% 93 38% 85 35% 38 16% 243 100%

Medium 38 11% 113 34% 117 35% 67 20% 335 100%

Small 18 | 10% | 55 | 30% | 64 | 35% | 46 | 25% | 183 | 100%
:z'tzclt“’e 83 | 11% | 261 | 34% | 266 | 35% | 151 | 20% | 761 | 100%
Grand
omal 92 | 11% | 276 | 34% | 278 | 35% | 156 | 19% | 802 | 100%
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Large Regional Libraries had the highest “yes, decreasing” response rate (23%), “yes, remaining the same”
response rate (30%) and “will not be affected” response rate (13%). Medium Regional Libraries had the
highest “yes, increasing” response rate (100%).

Figure 22: Regional Response Rates by Library Size

0,
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Large and Medium Selective Libraries had the highest “yes, decreasing” response rate (11%). Large
Selective Libraries had the highest “ yes, increasing” response rate (38%). All Selective Libraries had the
same “yes, remaining the same” response rate (35%). Small Selective Libraries had the highest “will not be
affected” response rate (25%).

Figure 23: Selective Response Rates by Library Size
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Figure 24, 25, and 26 illustrate responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library type for all 802
respondents.

Among Regional Libraries, “yes, decreasing” responses were the highest number of responses for State
Libraries. Regional Academic General Libraries had the highest number of responses for “yes, increasing.”
Regional Public Libraries both responded “yes, remaining the same.”

Among Selective Libraries, the “yes, increasing” responses were the highest number of responses for the
majority of library types. Selective Academic, Law Libraries; Federal Court Libraries; and Special Libraries
had the highest number of responses for “yes, remaining the same.” Selective State Libraries had an equal
number of responses for “yes increasing” and “yes, remaining the same,” and Selective Service Academies
had an equal number of responses for “yes, increasing” and “will not be affected.”

Figure 24: Responses by Depository Type and Library Type

Yes,

Yes, Yes, remainin Will not be
decreasing increasing g affected
the same
.I:;::snory Library Type Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 1::::' th/tal
(1]
Regional 22‘:‘::” 4 | 15% | 11 | 42% | 7 | 27% | 4 | 15% | 26 | 100%
Public Library | 0 0% 0 0% 2 | 100%| o 0% 2 | 100%
State Library 5 | 38% | 4 | 31% | 3 | 23% | 1 8% | 13 | 100%
:stg:l’"a' 9 | 22% | 15 | 37% | 12 | 29% | 5 | 12% | 41 | 100%
Selective gce?“if;'l"c 37 | 9% | 155 | 37% | 152 | 36% | 75 | 18% | 419 | 100%
Academic
Community 5 | 15% | 11 | 32% | 9 | 26% | 9 | 26% | 34 | 100%
College
f::vdgrb':':ry 8 7% | 24 | 22% | 39 | 36% | 38 | 35% | 109 | 100%
Federal
Agency 5 | 286 | 7 | 39% | 4 | 22% | 2 | 11% | 18 | 100%
Library
E;:'rz::' Court | 1 | 179 | o 0% 4 |e7% | 1 | 17% | 6 | 100%
Eﬂ:‘:itl:::x 3 | 12% | 9 | 35% | 6 | 23% | 8 | 31% | 26 | 100%
PublicLibrary | 17 | 15% | 44 | 39% | 41 | 36% | 12 | 11% | 114 | 100%
i‘:‘g:ﬂy 0 0% 1 | 50% | 0 0% 1 | 50% | 2 | 100%
fi':fr::: 1 | 13% | 2 | 25% | 3 | 38% | 2 | 25% | 8 | 100%
State Library 6 | 24% | 8 | 32% | 8 | 32% | 3 | 12% | 25 | 100%
iz'tzclt“’e 83 | 11% | 261 | 34% | 266 | 35% | 151 | 20% | 761 | 100%
Grand
omt 92 | 11% | 276 | 34% | 278 | 35% | 156 | 19% | 802 | 100%
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Of Regional Libraries, State Libraries had the highest rate of “yes, decreasing” responses (38%), Academic
General Libraries had the highest rate of “yes, increasing” responses (42%) and “will not be affected”
responses (15%), and Public Libraries had the highest rate of “yes, remaining the same” responses (100%).

Figure 25: Regional Response Rates by Library Type

Academic General

Public Library

State Library

M Yes, decreasing ™ Yes, increasing [ Yes, remaining the same B Will not be affected
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Of Selective Libraries, Federal Agency Libraries had the highest rate of “yes, decreasing” responses (28%),
Service Academies had the highest rate of “yes, increasing” responses (50%), Federal Court Libraries had
the highest rate of “yes, remaining the same” responses (67%), and Service Academies had the highest rate

of “will not be affected” responses (50%).

Figure 26: Selective Response Rates by Library Type

Academic General L3 37% 36% 18%
Academic, Community College _ 15% 32% 26% 26%
Academic, Law Library —
Federal Agency Library —
Federal Court Library “ 17% 67% 17%
Highest State Court Library _ 12% 35% 23% 31%
Public Library ‘
Senvce Academy [ S
Special Library — 13% 25% 38% 25%
State Library _ 24% 32% 32% 12%

M Yes, decreasing ™ Yes, increasing [ Yes, remaining the same B Will not be affected
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PRESENTATION OF QUANTITATIVE RESULTS FOR 4C

Question 4C asked, “How does your library anticipate the following areas -Public Use of the Collection- of
your library being affected over the next five years (2012-2016)?” The response options were:

1) yes, decreasing

2) yes, increasing

3) yes, remaining the same
4) will not be affected

***This question did not have an open-ended qualitative component.
Of the 802 respondents to Library Forecast Question 4C, 80 (10%) responded “yes, decreasing,” 224 (28%)
responded “yes, increasing,” 278 (35%) responded “yes, remaining the same,” and 220 (27%) responded

“will not be affected.”

Figure 27: Overall Response Rate
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Figure 28 illustrates responses by library type for all 802 respondents.

Academic General Libraries and Academic, Law Libraries had the highest number of “yes, decreasing”
responses, with 45 of the 80, and 12 of the 80. Academic General Libraries and Public Libraries had the
highest number of “yes, increasing” responses, with 122 of the 224, and 54 of the 224. Academic General
Libraries and Academic, Law Libraries had the highest number of “yes, remaining the same” responses, with
168 of the 278 and 38 of the 278. Academic General Libraries and Academic, Law Libraries had the highest
number of “will not be affected” responses, with 110 of the 220 and 51 of the 220.

Figure 28: Responses by Library Type

. . . Yes, remaining Will not be
Yes, decreasing  Yes, increasing

the same affected

Library Type Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq %

Academic General 45 10% 122 27% 168 38% 110 25% 445 100%
ﬁ:ﬁ::;"'c' Community 3 9% 10 29% 10 29% 11 32% | 34 | 100%
Academic, Law Library 12 11% 8 7% 38 35% 51 47% 109 100%
Federal Agency Library 2 11% 4 22% 4 22% 8 44% 18 100%
Federal Court Library 0 0% 0 0% 5 83% 1 17% 6 100%
:':::;t State Court 2 8% 7 27% 6 23% | 11 | 42% | 26 | 100%
Public Library 9 8% 54 47% 34 29% 19 16% 116 100%
Service Academy 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 2 100%
Special Library 0 0% 4 50% 2 25% 2 25% 8 100%
State Library 7 18% 14 37% 11 29% 6 16% 38 100%
Grand Total 80 10% 224 28% 278 35% 220 27% 802 100%
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Figure 29 illustrates response rates by library type for all 802 respondents.

State Libraries had the highest “yes, decreasing” response rate (18%), Servie Academies and Special
Libraries had the highest “yes, increasing” response rates (50%), Federal Court Libraries had the highest
“yes, remaining the same” response rate (83%), and Service Academies had the highest “will not be
affected” response rate (50%).

Figure 29: Response Rates by Library Type

Academic General il 27% 38% 25%

Academic, Community College L7 29% 29% 32%
Academic, Law Library 11% [7% 35% 47%

Federal Agency Library 11% 22% 22% 44%

Federal Court Library
Highest State Court Library —
Public Library —
Service Academy —
Special Library — 50% 25% 25%
State Library — 18% 37% 29% 16%

B Yes, decreasing ™ Yes, increasing [ Yes, remaining the same B Will not be affected
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Figures 30 illustrates responses by library size for all 802 respondents.

Large Libraries had the highest number of responses for “yes, remaining the same,” with 98 of the 283 total
Large Libraries. Medium Libraries had the highest number of responses for “yes, remaining the same,” with
117 of the 336 total Medium Libraries. Small Libraries had the highest number of responses for “yes,
remaining the same,” with 64 of the 183 total Small Libraries.

Figure 30: Responses by Library Size

Yes, remaining Will not be

Yes, decreasin Yes, increasin
J ‘ & the same affected

Large 31 11% 91 32% 98 35% 63 22% 283 100%
Medium 29 9% 90 27% 117 35% 100 30% 336 100%
Small 20 11% 43 23% 63 34% 57 31% 183 100%
Grand Total 80 10% 224 28% 278 35% 220 27% 802 100%

Figure 31 illustrates response rates by library size for all 802 respondents.

Large Libraries and Small Libraries had the highest “yes, decreasing” response rate (11%). Large Libraries
had the highest “yes, increasing” response rate (32%). Large Libraries and Medium Libraries had the same
“yes, remaining the same” response rate (35%). Small Libraries had the highest “will not be affected”
response rate (31%).

Figure 31: Response Rates by Library Size

27%

Large Medium Small

B Yes, decreasing 1 Yes, increasing 1 Yes, remaining the same B Will not be affected
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Figures 32 illustrates responses by depository type for all 802 respondents.
Regional Libraries had the highest number of “yes, increasing” responses, with 14 of the 41 total Regional
Libraries. Selective Libraries had the highest number of “yes, remaining the same” responses, with 265 of

the 761 total Selective Libraries.

Figure 32: Responses by Depository Type

. . . Yes, remaining Will not be
Yes, decreasing Yes, increasing

the same affected
?:::sitory Freq % W % Freq ) Freq % Tc;’al
Regional 7 17% 14 34% 13 32% 7 17% 41 100%
Selective 73 10% 210 28% 265 35% 213 28% 761 100%
Grand Total 80 10% 224 28% 278 35% 220 27% 802 100%

Figure 33 illustrates response rates by depository type for all 802 respondents.

Regional Libraries had a higher “yes, decreasing” response rate (17%) than Selective Libraries (10%).
Regional Libraries had a higher “yes, increasing” response rates (34%) than Selective Libraries (28%).
Selective Libraries had a higher “yes, remaining the same” response rate (35%) and “will not be affected”
response rate (28%) than Regional Libraries (32%) and (17%).

Figure 33: Response Rates by Depository Type

17%

17%

Regional Selective

M Yes, decreasing 1 Yes, increasing [ Yes, remaining the same B Will not be affected
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Figures 34, 35, and 36 illustrate responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library size for all 802
respondents.

7 of 40 Large Regional Libraries responded “yes, decreasing,” 13 of 40 Large Regional Libraries responded
“yes, increasing,” 13 of 40 Large Regional Libraries responded “yes, remaining the same,” and 7 of 40 Large
Regional Libraries responded “will not be affected” to Question 4A. In addition, the one Medium Regional
Library responded “yes, increasing.”

24 of 243 Large Selective Libraries, 29 of 335 Medium Selective Libraries, and 20 of 183 Small Selective
Libraries responded “yes, decreasing.” 78 of 243 Large Selective Libraries, 89 of 335 Medium Selective
Libraries, and 43 of 183 Small Selective Libraries responded “yes, increasing.” In addition, 85 of 243 Large
Selective Libraries, 117 of 335 Medium Selective Libraries, and 63 of 183 Small Selective Libraries
responded “yes, remaining the same.” Finally, 56 of 243 Large Selective Libraries, 100 of 335 Medium
Selective Libraries, and 57 of 183 Small Selective Libraries responded “will not be affected.”

Figure 34: Responses by Depository Type and Library Size

Yes, \Yes increasin Yes, remaining Will not be
decreasing ¢ g the same affected
.I?:::snory ;;I:;ary Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq %
Regional Large 7 18% 13 33% 13 33% 7 18% 40 100%
Medium 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100%
:stg:l’"a' 7 17% | 14 | 34% | 13 | 32% 7 17% | 41 | 100%
Selective Large 24 10% 78 32% 85 35% 56 23% 243 100%
Medium 29 9% 89 27% 117 35% 100 30% 335 100%
Small 20 11% 43 23% 63 34% 57 31% 183 100%
:z'tzclt“’e 73 | 10% | 210 | 28% | 265 | 35% | 213 | 28% | 761 | 100%
Grand
Total 80 10% 224 28% 278 35% 220 27% 802 100%
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Large Regional Libraries had the highest “yes, decreasing” response rate (18%), “yes, remaining the same”
response rate (33%), and “will not be affected” response rate (18%). Medium Regional Libraries had the

highest “yes, increasing” response rate (100%).

Figure 35: Regional Response Rates by Library Size

0,
Yes, decreasing ? 18%
(]

v g T s 100
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Yes, remaining the same _ 33%
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Will not be affected _ 18%
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HLarge = Medium

Small Selective Libraries had the highest “yes, decreasing” response rate (11%). Large Selective Libraries

had the highest “ yes, increasing” response rate (32%). Large and Medium Selective Libraries had the

highest “yes, remaining the same” response rate (35%). Small Selective Libraries had the highest “will not

be affected” response rate (31%).

Figure 36: Selective Response Rates by Library Size
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Figure 37, 38, and 39 illustrate responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library type for all 802
respondents.

Among Regional Libraries, “yes, remaining the same” responses were the highest number of responses for
Academic General Libraries and Public Libraries. Regional State Libraries had the highest number of
responses for “yes, increasing.” Among Selective Libraries, Public Libraries and Special Libraries had the
highest number of responses for “yes, increasing.” Academic General Libraries, Federal Court Libraries, and
State Libraries had the highest number of responses for “yes, remaining the same.” Selective Academic,
Community College Libraries; Academic, Law Libraries; Federal Agency Libraries; and Highest State Court
Libraries had the highest number of responses for “will not be affected.” Selective Service Academies had
an equal number of responses for “yes, increasing” and “will not be affected.”

Figure 37: Responses by Depository Type and Library Type

Yes,

Yes, Yes, remainin Will not be
decreasing increasing 2 affected
the same
Depository —&——————— Total
Type Library Type Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % %
Regional 2::1‘::;” 4 | 15% | 8 | 31% | 9 |35% | 5 | 19% | 26 |100%
Public Library | 0 0% 0 0% 2 | 100%| o 0% 2 | 100%
State Library 3 | 2% | 6 | 46% | 2 | 15% | 2 | 15% | 13 | 100%
:ztg:l’"a' 7 | 17% | 14 | 3a% | 13 | 32% | 7 | 17% | 41 | 100%
Selective 2‘:“1‘:"“’ 41 | 10% | 114 | 27% | 159 | 38% | 105 | 25% | 419 | 100%
Academic,
Community 3 9% | 10 | 29% | 10 | 29% | 11 | 32% | 34 | 100%
College
f::vd;;:':;y 12 | 11% | 8 7% | 38 | 35% | 51 | 47% | 109 | 100%
Federal
Agency 2 | 11% | 4 | 2% | 4 | 2% | 8 | 44% | 18 | 100%
Library
:f;i:;' Court | 0% 0 0% 5 | 83% | 1 | 17% | 6 | 100%
ggguhr‘:ﬁs:::: 2 8% 7 | 27% | 6 | 23% | 11 | 42% | 26 | 100%
Public Library 9 8% 54 47% 32 28% 19 17% 114 | 100%
i‘z;‘::ny 0 0% 1 | 50% | o0 0% 1 | 50% | 2 |100%
f&i;':: 0 0% 4 |'s0% | 2 | 25% | 2 | 25% | 8 | 100%
State Library 4 | 16% | 8 | 32% | 9 | 36% | 4 | 16% | 25 | 100%
:ﬁ't‘:clt"’e 73 | 10% | 210 | 28% | 265 | 35% | 213 | 28% | 761 | 100%
Grand
o 80 | 10% | 224 | 28% | 278 | 35% | 220 | 27% | 802 | 100%
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Of Regional Libraries, State Libraries had the highest rate of “yes, decreasing” responses (23%) and “yes,
increasing” responses (46%), Public Libraries had the highest rate of “yes, remaining the same” responses
(100%), and Academic General had the highest rate of “will not be affected” responses (19%).

Figure 38: Regional Response Rates by Library Type
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State Library 15%

M Yes, decreasing ™ Yes, increasing [ Yes, remaining the same B Will not be affected

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov



Page 31

Of Selective Libraries, State Libraries had the highest rate of “yes, decreasing” responses (16%), Service

Academies and Special Libraries had the highest rate of “yes, increasing” responses (50%), Federal Court
Libraries had the highest rate of “yes, remaining the same” responses (83%), and Service Academies had
the highest rate of “will not be affected” responses (50%).

Figure 39: Selective Response Rates by Library Type
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FDLP Forecast Study Data Report
Library Forecast Question 5

ReviseD MAy 30, 2013

Question 5 of the Library Forecast Questionnaire asked depository libraries: “Is there a distinct user group(s)
in your library that prefers digital government information? (Examples include but should not be limited to:
Users of the Congressional Record, Historians, Professors, Small-business owners.)” This report documents
the data gathered from this question. Please note: totals may not always equal 100% due to rounding.

The results are presented by:

e Library Type
0 Academic General
Academic, Community College
Academic, Law Library
Federal Agency Library
Federal Court Library
Highest State Court Library
Public Library
Service Academy
Special Library
O State Library
e Library Size
O Large => 1,000,000 volumes
0 Medium = 250,000 - 1,000,000 volumes
0 Small =< 250,000 volumes
e Depository Type
O Regional
0 Selective
e Cross-tabulated by Library Size and Depository Type
e Cross-tabulated by Library Type and Depository Type

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0Oo

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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PRESENTATION OF QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

Question 5 asked, “Is there a distinct user group(s) in your library that prefers digital government
information?” The response options were:

1) do not know

2) no
2) yes (Please identify user group(s))

Of the 802 respondents to Library Forecast Question 5, 526 (66%) responded “yes,” while 130 (16%)
responded “no,” and 146 (18%) responded “do not know.”

Figure 1: Overall Response Rate

BYes M No ™Do NotKnow
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The majority of responses to Question 5 were “yes.” For the purpose of highlighting user groups that prefer
digital government information, the analysis of Question 5 will mainly focus on “yes” responses and the user

groups described in those responses.

Figure 2 illustrates response rates by library type for all 802 respondents.

Service Academies had the highest “yes” response rate (100%), followed by Academic, Law Libraries (83%).

Figure 2: Response Rate by Library Type

Do Not Know

Library Type Freq % -L:ZI Total %
Academic General 317 71% 62 14% 66 15% 445 100%
Academic, Community College 16 47% 11 32% 7 21% 34 100%
Academic, Law Library 90 83% 8 7% 11 10% 109 100%
Federal Agency Library 13 72% 2 11% 3 17% 18 100%
Federal Court Library 3 50% 3 50% 0 0% 6 100%
Highest State Court Library 14 54% 5 19% 7 27% 26 100%
Public Library 47 41% 32 28% 37 32% 116 100%
Service Academy 2 100% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100%
Special Library 3 38% 1 13% 4 50% 8 100%
State Library 21 55% 6 16% 11 29% 38 100%
Grand Total 526 66% 130 16% 146 18% 802 100%

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP)

beta.fdlp.gov



Page 4

Figure 3 illustrates “yes” responses by library type for all 802 respondents.

Academic General Libraries had the highest number of “yes” responses, with 317, followed by Academic,
Law Libraries with 90 and Public Libraries with 47.

Figure 3: Yes Responses by Library Type
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Figure 4 illustrates response rates by library size for all 802 respondents.

Page 5

Large Libraries had the highest “yes” response rate (75%), with 212 of the 283 total Large Libraries in the

FDLP.

Figure 4: Response Rate by Library Size

Do Not Know

Library Size Total %
Large 212 75% 36 13% 35 12% 283 100%
Medium 219 65% 51 15% 66 20% 336 100%
Small 95 52% 43 23% 45 25% 183 100%
Grand Total 526 66% 130 16% 146 18% 802 100%

Figure 5 illustrates “yes” responses by library size for all 802 respondents.

Medium Libraries had the highest number of “yes” responses (219 out of 526 responses).

Figure 5: Yes Responses by Library Size
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Figure 6 illustrates response rates by depository type for all 802 respondents.
Regional Libraries had a higher “yes” response rate (78%) than Selective Libraries (65%).

Figure 6: Response Rate by Depository Type

Do Not Know

Depository Type Total %
Regional 32 78% 5 12% 4 10% 41 100%
Selective 494 65% 125 16% 142 19% 761 100%
Grand Total 526 66% 130 16% 146 18% 802 100%

Figure 7 illustrates “yes” responses by depository type for all 802 respondents.

Selective Libraries had a higher number of “yes” responses (494 of 526 responses).

Figure 7: Yes Responses by Depository Type

" Regional M Selective
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Figures 8, 9, and 10 illustrate response rates and “yes” responses cross-tabulated by depository type and
library size for all 802 respondents.

31 of 40 Large Regional Libraries responded “yes” to Question 5. In addition, the one Medium Regional
Library also responded “yes.”

181 of 243 Large Selective Libraries responded “yes,” 218 of 335 Medium Selective Libraries responded
“yes,” and 95 of 183 Small Selective Libraries responded “yes.”

Figure 8: Response Rate by Depository Type and Library Size

Do not know

Depository Type Library Size

Regional Large 31 78% 5 13% 4 10% 40 100%
Medium 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100%
Regional Total 32 78% 5 12% 4 10% 41 100%
Selective Large 181 74% 31 13% 31 13% 243 100%
Medium 218 65% 51 15% 66 20% 335 100%
Small 95 52% 43 23% 45 25% 183 100%
Selective Total 494 65% 125 16% 142 19% 761 100%
Grand Total 526 66% 130 16% 146 18% 802 100%
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Among Regionals, Large Libraries had a higher number of total “yes” responses (31 of 32 responses)

Figure 9: Regional Yes Responses by Library Size

M lLarge ©Medium

Among Selective Libraries, Medium Libraries had the highest number of total “yes” responses (218 of 494
responses)

Figure 10: Selective Yes Responses by Library Size

mlLarge ™ Medium m Small
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Figure 11 illustrates response rates cross-tabulated by depository type and library type for all 802

respondents.

Of Regional Libraries, Academic General Libraries had a “yes” response rate of 92%.

Of Selective Libraries, Service Academies (100%) and Academic, Law Libraries (83%) had the highest rate of

“yes” responses.

Figure 11: Response Rate by Depository Type and Library Type

Do not know

_IIZ_):::Sltory Library Type Freq %

Regional Academic General 24 92% 1 4% 1 4% 26 100%
Public Library 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 2 100%
State Library 7 54% 4 31% 2 15% 13 100%

Regional Total 32 78% 5 12% 4 10% 41 100%

Selective Academic General 293 70% 61 15% 65 16% 419 | 100%
2;::::"“ Community 16 | 47% | 11 | 32% | 7 | 21% | 34 | 100%
Academic, Law Library 90 83% 8 7% 11 10% 109 | 100%
Federal Agency Library 13 72% 2 11% 3 17% 18 100%
Federal Court Library 3 50% 3 50% 0 0% 6 100%
:':g‘:t State Court 14 | 54% | 5 | 19% | 7 | 27% | 26 | 100%
Public Library 46 40% 32 28% 36 32% 114 100%
Service Academy 2 100% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100%
Special Library 3 38% 1 13% 4 50% 8 100%
State Library 14 56% 2 8% 9 36% 25 100%

Selective Total 494 65% 125 16% 142 19% 761 | 100%

Grand Total 526 66% 130 16% 146 18% 802 | 100%
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Figures 12 and 13 illustrate number of “yes” responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library
type for all 802 respondents.

Among Regional libraries, Academic General Libraries had the highest number of “yes” responses with 24,
followed by State Libraries with 7.

Among Selective Libraries, Academic General Libraries had the highest number of “yes” responses with 293,
followed by Academic, Law Libraries with 90 and Public Libraries with 46.

Figure 12: Regional Yes Responses by Library Type

Academic General 24

Public Library 1

State Library 7

Figure 13: Selective Yes Responses by Library Type
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PRESENTATION OF QUALITATIVE RESULTS
526 libraries indicated that distinct user groups in their libraries prefer digital government information and
were also given the opportunity to identify these user groups. Respondents were not limited to the number
of user groups they could identify. The following figures depict the results of the qualitative analysis, and

the findings of the individual open-ended responses.

Individual open-ended responses totaled 1,103 observations (user groups specified). Observations were
grouped into fourteen over-arching categories for reporting purposes:

1. Business refers to users seeking business information for professional purposes, not including
students, alumni, or faculty and staff members.

2. Congressional refers to users seeking Congressional or legal information, whether or not legal
professionals. This category does not include students, alumni, or faculty and staff members.

3. Faculty/Staff refers to faculty or staff users for all disciplines.

4. General Public refers to users from the general public, whether or not primary patrons. This
includes members of the community at large and library card holders.

5. Government Agencies refers to government employees or agencies at any level.

6. History & Military refers to all users seeking historical or information about the military, including
veteran information and genealogy users.

7. Most Groups refers to responses for which it was indicated that all or most users prefer digital
information. This category does not include users of specific types of materials or documents.

8. Other refers to users of other groups not previously cited.

9. Remote Users refers to users that are outside of the area or away from the physical location of the
library.

10. Researchers refers to users conducting research in any discipline.

11. Specific Types of Material refers to responses for which a specific type of document or title was
indicated.

12. Statistical refers to users of statistical information or data of any kind, including Census users,
economists, and statisticians.

13. Students/Alumni refers to students or alumni users for all disciplines.

14. Younger Users refers to responses for which the terms “younger users” or users under a specific
age were indicated.

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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Figures 14 and 15 illustrate user groups that prefer digital government information by category.

Of the total number of observations reported by respondents, 37% reported that Student/Alumni users prefer digital information, and 24% reported that Faculty/Staff users prefer digital government information.

Figure 14: User Groups that Prefer Digital: Responses by Category

Students/
Alumni

Specific Types
of Material

Government History &

Busi ional Facul ff | Publi
usiness Congressiona aculty/Sta General Public - Military

Most Groups Remote Users Researchers Statistical Younger Users Other

Total
Freq

Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq ) Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq %

Total 25 2% 43 4% 261 24% 80 7% 24 2% 15 1% 37 3% 52 5% 27 2% 28 3% 30 3% 405 37% 26 2% 50 5% 1,103 | 100%
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Figure 15: User Groups that Prefer Digital: Responses by Category
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For the purpose of focusing on the relevant and more frequent responses, “Other” and categories that
received less than 40 observations have been removed from the following data figures, which has reduced
the number of observations to 841.

Figures 16 and 17 illustrate user groups that prefer digital government information by library type.

As indicated, results are dependent upon library type.

e Responses from Academic General Libraries; Academic, Community College Libraries; Academic,
Law Libraries; Federal Agency Libraries; Public Libraries; and Service Academies showed
Student/Alumni as users with the highest preference for digital government information.

o Federal Court Libraries and Highest State Court Libraries showed Congressional as users with the
highest preference for digitial government information.

e Special Libraries showed an even split for Faculty/Staff, General Public, and Students/Alumni as
users that prefer digital government information.

e State Libraries showed Remote Users with the highest preference for digital government
information.

Figure 16: User Groups that Prefer Digital by Library Type

. Faculty/ General Students/
Congressional " staff | Public Remote Users T Alumni

#be’::ry Freq ‘ % Freq ‘ % Freq % Freq % Freq ‘ %
gzan‘if:'c 10 | 2% | 183 | 33% | 54 | 10% | 33 6% | 268 | 49% | 548 | 100%
Academic,
Community 0 0% 7 27% | 2 8% 4 15% | 13 | 50% | 26 | 100%
College
t\i;ar:f;"'c' Law 7 4% 63 | 37% | 14 | 8% 2 1% | 84 | 49% | 170 | 100%
Federal Agency
S 2 18% | 3 27% | 1 9% 1 9% 4 | 36% | 11 | 100%
E;ﬂ::;' Court 3 |100%| o 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 | 100%
E'Lguhr':sl_tls:::: 11 | 73% 1 7% 2 13% | 0 0% 1 7% 15 | 100%
Public Library 7 15% | 3 6% 3 6% 6 13% | 28 | 60% | 47 | 100%
f\i::::;y 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 |100%| 2 | 100%
Special Library 0 0% 1 33% 1 33% | 0 0% 1 33% | 3 | 100%
State Library 3 19% | 0 0% 3 19% | 6 | 38% | 4 | 25% | 16 | 100%
Grand Total 43 | 5% | 261 | 31% | 8 | 10% | 52 | 6% | 405 | 48% | 841 | 100%
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Figure 17: User Groups that Prefer Digital by Library Type

Academic General [}/ 33% 10% 6% 49%
Academic, Community College 27% 8% 15% 50%
Academic, Law Library [:}4 37% 8% 1% 49%
Federal Agency Library 18% 27% 9% 9% 36%
Federal Court Library 100%
Highest State Court Library 73% 7% 13% 7%
Public Library 15% 6% 6% 13% 60%
Service Academy 100%
Special Library 33% 33% 33%
State Library 19% 19% 38% 25%
B Congressional  m Faculty/Staff  m General Public  ® Remote Users  m Students/Alumni
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Figures 18 and 19 illustrate user groups that prefer digital government information by library size.

In examining the results by library size, it was noted that Students/Alumni users had the highest preference
for digital government information overall. Small Libraries indicated the highest percentage of
Congressional users that prefer digitial government information, Medium Libraries indicated the highest
percentage of Faculty/Staff users that prefer digital government information, and Large Libraries indicated
the highest percentage of Genal Public and Remote Users that prefer digital government information.

Figure 18: User Groups that Prefer Digital by Library Size

Students/

Congressional Faculty/Staff General Public Remote Users X
Alumni

Library
Size

Freq % Freq ) Freq % Freq % Freq %

Large 14 4% 101 30% 38 11% 26 8% 162 48% 341 100%

Medium 16 4% 121 33% 30 8% 18 5% 180 49% 365 100%

Small 13 10% 39 29% 12 9% 8 6% 63 47% 135 100%
Grand
Total 43 5% 261 31% 80 10% 52 6% 405 48% 841 100%

Figure 19: User Groups that Prefer Digital by Library Size

4% 4%

Large Medium Small

B Congressional m Faculty/Staff m General Public m Remote Users m Students/Alumni
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Figures 20 and 21 illustrate user groups that prefer digital government information by depository type.

The results show that both Regional and Selective Libraries reported a Student/Alumni preference for
digital information.

Figure 20: User Groups that Prefer Digital by Depository Type

Congressional  Faculty/Staff GPeun;::I Remote Users S%ﬂ‘:‘:?/
.I?:::sitory Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq %
Regional 1 2% 14 27% 8 15% 5 10% 24 46% 52 100%
Selective 42 5% 247 31% 72 9% 47 6% 381 48% 789 | 100%
Grand Total 43 5% 261 31% 80 10% 52 6% 405 48% 841 | 100%

Figure 21: User Groups that Prefer Digital by Depository Type

Regional

Selective

B Congressional [ Faculty/Staff = General Public B Remote Users B Students/Alumni
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Figures 22, 23, and 24 illustrate user groups that prefer digital government information cross-tabulated
by depository type and library size.

Large Regionals reported a digital government information preference for Student/Alumni users, while the
one Medium Regional reported an equal digital government information preference for Student/Alumni
and General Public users.

Selective Libraries, regardless of size, reported a digital government information preference for
Student/Alumni users.

Figure 22: User Groups that Prefer Digital by Depository Type and Library Size

Coneressional Faculty/ General Remote Students/

g Staff Public Users Alumni
Depository | Library o
Type Size Fri % .9 = Freq |
Regional Large 1 2% 14 28% 7 14% 5 10% 23 46% 50 100%

Medium 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 2 100%

::tg:l’"a' 1 2% |14 | 27% | 8 | 15% | 5 | 10% | 24 | 46% | 52 | 100%
Selective Large 13 4% 87 | 30% 31 11% 21 7% 139 | 48% | 291 100%

Medium 16 4% 121 | 33% 29 8% 18 5% 179 | 49% | 363 100%

Small 13 | 10% | 39 | 29% | 12 | 9% | 8 | 6% | 63 | 47% | 135 | 100%
iz'tzclt“’e 42 | 5% | 247 | 31% | 72 | 9% | 47 | 6% | 381 | 48% | 789 | 100%
Grand
ot 43 | 5% |261|31% | 8 | 10% | 52 | 6% | 405 | 48% | 841 | 100%

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov



Page 19

Figure 23: User Groups that Prefer Digital for Regional Libraries by Library Size

e
Congressional

0%

Faculty/Staff

0%

. 14%
General Public
50%

10%
Remote Users - ?

0%

46%
50%

Students/Alumni

M Large M Medium (1 Respondent)
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Figure 24: User Groups that Prefer Digital for Selective Libraries by Library Size

Students/Alumni

Congressional

Faculty/Staff

General Public

Remote Users

48%

49%
47%

W large = Medium mSmall

Figures 25, 26, and 27 illustrate user groups that prefer digital government information cross-tabulated
by depository type and library type.

While Regional Academic General Libraries and Regional Public Libraries reported a Student/Alumni user
preference for digital government information, Regional State Libraries reported a fairly even spread across
almost all categories of users.

For Selective Libraries:

Responses from Academic General Libraries, Academic, Community College Libraries, Academic,
Law Libraries, Federal Agency Libraries, Public Libraries and Service Academies, reported
Student/Alumni as users with the highest preference for digital government information.
Federal Court Libraries and Highest State Court Libraries reported Congressional users with the
highest preference for digital government information.

Special Libraries reported an even Faculty/Staff, General Public, and Students/Alumni user
preference for digital government information.

State Libraries reported Remote Users with the highest preference for digital government
information.

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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Figure 25: User Groups that Prefer Digital by Depository Type and Library Type

Congressional Faculty/Staff General Publid Remote Users Si:ﬂ::.:/
Depository | Library o o 0 o o Total
e Type Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % %
Regional 2;?‘1‘::?” 0 0% | 14 | 33% | s 12% | 3 7% | 20 | 48% | 42 | 100%

E‘::::y 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 | 100% | 1 | 100%

State [v) [) 0, [v) [») ()

. 1 11% 0 0% 3 33% 2 22% 3 33% | 9 | 100%
:stg:l’"a' 1 2% | 14 | 27% | 8 | 15% | 5 10% | 24 | 46% | 52 | 100%
Selective gce?“:i;'l“c 10 2% | 169 | 33% | 49 | 10% | 30 6% | 248 | 49% | 506 | 100%

Academic,

Community | 0 0% 7 27% 2 8% 4 15% | 13 | 50% | 26 | 100%

College

f::ld;rb':':;y 7 4% 63 | 37% | 14 8% 2 1% 84 | 49% | 170 | 100%

Federal

Agency 2 18% 3 27% 1 9% 1 9% 4 36% | 11 | 100%

Library

Federal

Court 3 | 100%| o 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 | 100%

Library

Highest

State Court | 11 | 73% 1 7% 2 13% | 0 0% 1 7% 15 | 100%

Library

:i:t:;':y 7 15% 3 7% 3 7% 6 13% | 27 | 59% | 46 | 100%

ii;‘:;‘:ny 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 | 100% | 2 | 100%

fi':)er:'f‘: 0 0% 1 33% 1 33% | 0 0% 1 33% | 3 | 100%

State

e 2 29% 0 0% 0 0% 4 57% 1 14% | 7 | 100%
izltzclt"’e 42 5% | 247 | 31% | 72 9% | 47 6% | 381 | 48% | 789 | 100%
Grand 0, (V) 0, 0, 0, 0,
o] 43 5% | 261 | 31% | 80 | 10% | 52 6% | 405 | 48% | 841 | 100%
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Figure 26: User Groups that Prefer Digital for Regional Libraries by Library Type

Academic General 12% | 7%

Public Library

State Library

m Congressional m Faculty/Staff m General Public m Remote Users m Students/Alumni
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Figure 27: User Groups that Prefer Digital for Selective Libraries by Library Type

Academic General [}/ 33% 10% 6% 49%
Academic, Community College _ 27% 8% 15%
Academic, Law Library _ 4% 37% 8%1% 49%
Federal Agency Library _ 27% 9% | 9%

Federal Court Library
Highest State Court Library _
Public Library _
Service Academy _
Special Library _ 33% 33% 33%
State Library _ 29% 57% 14%

M Congressional m Faculty/Staff m General Public m Remote Users m Students/Alumni
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FDLP Forecast Study Data Report
Library Forecast Question 6

REVISED JUNE 26, 2013

Question 6 of the Library Forecast Questionnaire asked depository libraries: “Is there a distinct user group(s)
in your library that prefers tangible (this includes paper, microfiche, maps, compact discs and audio visual
materials) government information? (Examples include but should not be limited to: Historians, Users of the
Congressional Record, Professors, Small-business owners.)” This report documents the data gathered from
this question. Please note: totals may not always equal 100% due to rounding.

The results are presented by:

e Library Type
0 Academic General
Academic, Community College
Academic, Law Library
Federal Agency Library
Federal Court Library
Highest State Court Library
Public Library
Service Academy
Special Library
O State Library
e Library Size
O Large => 1,000,000 volumes
0 Medium = 250,000 - 1,000,000 volumes
0 Small =< 250,000 volumes
e Depository Type
O Regional
0 Selective
e Cross-tabulated by Library Size and Depository Type
e Cross-tabulated by Library Type and Depository Type

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0Oo

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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PRESENTATION OF QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

Question 6 asked, “Is there a distinct user group(s) in your library that prefers tangible (this includes paper,
microfiche, maps, compact discs and audio visual materials) government information?” The response
options were:

1) do not know
2) no
3) yes (Please identify user group(s))

Of the 802 respondents to Library Forecast Question 6, 453 (56%) responded “yes,” 200 (25%) responded
“no,” and 149 (19%) responded “do not know.”

Figure 1: Overall Response Rate

BYes B No = Do Not Know
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The majority of responses to Question 6 were “yes.” For the purpose of highlighting user groups that prefer
tangible government information, the analysis of Question 6 will mainly focus on “yes” responses and the
user groups described in those responses.

Figure 2 illustrates response rates by library type for all 802 respondents.

Service Academies had the highest “yes” response rate (100%), followed by Highest State Court Libraries
(69%).

Figure 2: Response Rates by Library Type

Do not know

Total

Library Type Freq % . Total %
Academic General 243 55% 121 27% 81 18% 445 100%
Academic, Community College 11 32% 18 53% 5 15% 34 100%
Academic, Law Library 73 67% 22 20% 14 13% 109 100%
Federal Agency Library 11 61% 7 39% 0 0% 18 100%
Federal Court Library 4 67% 2 33% 0 0% 6 100%
Highest State Court Library 18 69% 3 12% 5 19% 26 100%
Public Library 68 59% 17 15% 31 27% 116 100%
Service Academy 2 100% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100%
Special Library 5 63% 1 13% 2 25% 8 100%
State Library 18 47% 9 24% 11 29% 38 100%
Grand Total 453 56% 200 25% 149 19% 802 100%

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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Figure 3 illustrates “yes” responses by library type for all 802 respondents.

Academic General Libraries had the highest number of “yes” responses, with 243, followed by Academic,
Law Libraries with 73 and Public Libraries with 68.

Figure 3: Yes Responses by Library Type

Academic General — 243

Academic, Community College . 11

Academic, Law Library [N 73

Federal Agency Library . 11

Federal Court Library |4

Highest State Court Library [l 18

Public Library 68

Service Academy 2

Special Library 5

State Library 18
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Figure 4 illustrates response rates by library size for all 802 respondents.

Large Libraries had the highest “yes” response rate (65%), with 185 of the 283 Large Libraries in the FDLP.

Figure 4: Response Rates by Library Size

Do not know

Library Size Freq % 1:::' Total %
Large 185 65% 57 20% 41 14% 283 100%
Medium 194 58% 70 21% 72 21% 336 100%
Small 74 40% 73 40% 36 20% 183 100%
Grand Total 453 56% 200 25% 149 19% 802 100%

Figure 5 illustrates “yes” responses by library size for all 802 respondents.

Medium Libraries had the highest number of total “yes” responses (194 out of 453 responses).

Figure 5: Yes Responses by Library Size

B Large © Medium ®Small
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Figure 6 illustrates response rates by depository type for all 802 respondents.

Regional Libraries had a higher “yes” response rate (76%) than Selective Libraries (55%).

Figure 6: Response Rates by Depository Type

Do not know

Depository Type Freq %

Regional 31 76% 7 17% 3 7% 41 100%
Selective 422 55% 193 25% 146 19% 761 100%
Grand Total 453 56% 200 25% 149 19% 802 100%

Figure 7 illustrates “yes” responses by depository type for all 802 respondents.

Selective Libraries had a higher number of “yes” responses (422 of 453 responses).

Figure 7: Yes Responses by Depository Type

= Regional m Selective
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Figures 8, 9, and 10 illustrate responses and “yes” responses cross-tabulated by depository type and
library size for all 802 respondents.

30 of 40 Large Regional Libraries responded “yes” to Question 6. In addition, the one Medium Regional
Library also responded “yes.”

155 of 243 Large Selective Libraries responded “yes,” 193 of 335 Medium Selective Libraries responded
“yes,” and 74 of 183 Small Selective Libraries responded “yes.”

Figure 8: Responses by Depository Type and Library Size

Do not know

Depository Type % Freq % -:;C:ZZI Total %
Regional Large 30 75% 7 18% 3 8% 40 100%

Medium 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100%
Regional Total 31 76% 7 17% 3 7% 41 100%
Selective Large 155 64% 50 21% 38 16% 243 100%

Medium 193 58% 70 21% 72 21% 335 100%

Small 74 40% 73 40% 36 20% 183 100%
Selective Total 422 55% 193 25% 146 19% 761 100%
Grand Total 453 56% 200 25% 149 19% 802 100%

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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Large Libraries had a higher number of total “yes” responses (30 of 31 responses).

Figure 9: Regional Yes Responses by Library Size

mlarge ® Medium

Medium Libraries had the highest number of total “yes” responses (193 of 422).

Figure 10: Selective Yes Responses by Library Size

M Large = Medium = Small
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Figure 11 illustrates responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library type for all 802
respondents.
Of Regional Libraries, Academic General Libraries (81%) had the highest rate of “yes” responses. Of
Selective Libraries, Service Academies (100%) and Highest State Court Libraries (69%) had the highest rate

of “yes” responses.

Figure 11: Responses by Depository Type and Library Type

Yes \ No Do not know \

Depository . 0 0 o Total | Total
Type Library Type Freq % ‘ Freq % Freq % e %
Regional Academic General 21 81% 5 19% 0 0% 26 100%

Public Library 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 2 100%

State Library 9 69% 2 15% 2 15% 13 100%
Regional Total 31 76% 7 17% 3 7% 41 100%
Selective Academic General 222 53% 116 28% 81 19% 419 100%

Academic,

Community 11 32% 18 53% 5 15% 34 100%

College

Academic, Law

Library 73 67% 22 20% 14 13% 109 100%

{fb"'rz:z' Agency 11 | 61% 7 39% 0 0% 18 | 100%

{fbdrz:z' Court 4 67% 2 33% 0 0% 6 | 100%

Highest State 18 | 69% 3 12% 5 19% | 26 | 100%

Court Library

Public Library 67 59% 17 15% 30 26% 114 100%

Service Academy 2 100% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100%

Special Library 5 63% 1 13% 2 25% 8 100%

State Library 9 36% 7 28% 9 36% 25 100%
:zltzclt"’e 422 | 55% | 193 | 25% | 146 | 19% | 761 | 100%
Grand Total 453 56% 200 25% 149 19% 802 100%
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Figures 12 and 13 illustrate number of “yes” responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library
type for all 802 respondents.

Among Regional libraries, Academic General Libraries had the highest number of “yes” responses with 21,
followed by State Libraries with 9. Among Selective Libraries, Academic General Libraries had the highest
number of “yes” responses with 222, followed by Academic, Law Libraries with 73 and Public Libraries with
67.

Figure 12: Regional Yes Responses by Library Type

Academic General 21

Public Library 1

o

State Library

Figure 13: Selective Yes Responses by Library Type

Academic General — 222

Academic, Community College . 11

Academic, Law Library _ 73

Federal Agency Library . 11

Federal Court Library I4

Highest State Court Library - 18

Public Library 67

Service Academy 2

Special Library 5

State Library 9
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PRESENTATION OF QUALITATIVE RESULTS

453 libraries indicated there are distinct user groups in their libraries that prefer tangible government
information, and were given the opportunity to identify those user groups. Respondents were not limited
to the number of user groups they could identify. The following figures depict the results of the qualitative
analysis, and the findings of the individual open-ended responses.

Individual open-ended responses totaled 970 observations (individual user groups specified). Observations
were grouped into twelve over-arching categories for reporting purposes:

1. Congressional refers to users seeking Congressional or legal information, whether or not legal
professionals. This category does not include students, alumni, or faculty and staff members.

2. Faculty/Staff refers to faculty or staff users in all disciplines.

3. General Public refers to users from the general public, whether or not primary patrons. This
includes members of the community at large and library card holders.

4. History & Military refers to all users seeking historical or information about the military, including
veteran information and genealogy users.

5. Map or Nautical refers to users that use tangible maps or nautical charts.

6. Non-Computer Users refers to responses that indicate the users were not comfortable with or
could not easily use a computer for accessing information.

7. Older Users refers to responses for which the terms “older users,” “

age were indicated.

older,” or users over a specific

8. Other refers to users of other groups not previously cited.
9. Researchers refer to users conducting research in any discipline.

10. Specific Types of Material refers to responses for which a specific type of document or title was
indicated.

11. Statistical refers to users of statistical information or data of any kind, including Census users,
economists, and statisticians.

12. Students refer to student users in all disciplines.

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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Figures 14 and 15 illustrate user groups that prefer tangible government information by category.

Of the total number of observations reported by respondents, 9% reported that Congressional users prefer tangible information, 19% reported that Faculty/Staff users prefer tangible
information, 9% reported that General Public users prefers tangible information, 10% reported that History & Military users prefer tangible information, 6% reported that that Map or
Nautical users prefer tangible information, 4% reported that Non-Computer Users prefer tangible information, 10% reported that Older Users prefer tangible information, 3% reported that
Researchers prefer tangible information, 9% reported that users of Specific Types of Materials prefer tangible information, 2% reported that Statistical users prefer tangible information,
and 12% reported that Students prefer tangible information. 6% of respondents reported that Other groups of users prefer tangible information.

Figure 14: User Groups that Prefer Tangible: Responses by Category
History & Map or Non-Computer
Military Nautical Users

Specific Types Statistical Students Other
of Materials

Total

Congressional Faculty/Staff  General Public (o] [ [T VEY-T Researchers

Total
%

Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq ) Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq ) Freq

Total 86 9% 188 19% 89 9% 97 10% 57 6% 40 4% 100 10% 31 3% 87 9% 17 2% 115 12% 63 6% 970 100%
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Figure 15: User Groups that Prefer Tangible: Responses by Category

m Congressional m Faculty/Staff B General Public

B History & Military B Map or Nautical @ Non-Computer Users

m Older Users Researchers i Specific Types of Materials
| Statistical M Students H Other

For the purpose of focusing on the more relevant and prominent responses, “Other” and categories that
received less than 89 observations have been removed from the following data figures, which has reduced
the number of observations to 589.

Figures 16 and 17 illustrate user groups that prefer tangible government information by library type.

As reflected in the data, results are dependent upon library type.

Academic General Libraries; Academic, Community College Libraries; and Academic Law Libraries
reported a higher preference for tangible government information by Faculty/Staff.

Highest State Court Libraries, Public Libraries, and Special Libraries reported Older Users as having a
preference for tangible government information.

State Libraries reported History & Military users as a group with a preference for tangible
government information.

Federal Agency Libraries showed an even split between Faculty/Staff, History & Military, and Older
Users as having a preference for tangible government information.

Service Academies showed an even split between Faculty/Staff and Students as users with a
preference for tangible government information.

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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Figure 16: User Groups that Prefer Tangible by Library Type
History &

Faculty/Staff General Public Military Older Users Students
Library Type Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq %
22?“1?:;” 125 | 34% 60 16% 67 18% 39 11% 78 21% | 369 | 100%
Academic,
Community 5 38% 2 15% 1 8% 2 15% 3 23% 13 | 100%
College
f::vd&::':;y 50 51% 20 20% 3 3% 8 8% 18 18% 99 | 100%
Federal
Agency 2 29% 0 0% 2 29% 2 29% 1 14% 7 100%
Library
Highest
State Court 2 15% 2 15% 3 23% 6 46% 0 0% 13 | 100%
Library
Public
(e 1 2% 2 3% 12 19% 36 58% 11 18% 62 | 100%
Z‘Z;‘g:;y 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 2 100%
fi‘l’:r;':: 2 25% 1 13% 0 0% 3 38% 2 25% 8 100%
State Library | 0 0% 2 13% 9 56% 4 25% 1 6% 16 | 100%
Grand Total | 188 | 32% | 89 15% | 97 16% | 100 | 17% | 115 | 20% | 589 | 100%
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Figure 17: User Groups that Prefer Tangible by Library Type

Page 15

Academic General
Academic, Community College

Academic, Law Library

Federal Agency Library 29%
Highest State Court Library | 15%
Public Library P =y (el
Service Academy
Special Library 25%

State Library 13%

M Faculty/Staff = General Public

34%

16% 18%

38% 15% 8% 15% 23%
51% 20% 3% 8% 18%

29%
15% 23%
58%
50%
13% 38%
56%

i History & Military  m Older Users

29%

11% 21%

14%
46%
18%
50%
25%
25% 6%
m Students

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP)

beta.fdlp.gov



Page 16

Figures 18 and 19 illustrate user groups that prefer tangible government information by library size.

In examining the results by library size, Faculty/Staff users were noted to have the highest preference for
tangible government information overall. Medium Libraries indicated the highest percentage of General
Public users that prefer tangible government information, Large Libraries indicated the highest percentage
of History & Military users that prefer tangible government information, and Small Libraries indicated the
highest percentage of Older Users and Students that prefer tangible government information.

Figure 18: User Groups that Prefer Tangible by Library Size

General History &

Faculty/Staff Public Military Older Users Students
Ll.brary Freq ) ‘ Freq % Freq ) ‘ Freq % Freq %
Size
Large 65 26% 28 11% 63 26% 43 17% 48 19% 247 | 100%
Medium 100 38% 49 19% 27 10% 36 14% 50 19% 262 | 100%
Small 23 29% 12 15% 7 9% 21 26% 17 21% 80 100%
Grand
Total 188 32% 89 15% 97 16% 100 17% 115 20% 589 | 100%

Figure 19: User Groups that Prefer Tangible by Library Size

Medium Small

Large

M Faculty/Staff m General Public m History & Military m Older Users m Students
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Figures 20 and 21 illustrate user groups that prefer tangible government information by depository type.

The results show that both Regional and Selective Libraries reported no substantial difference among user
groups with a preference for tangible government information

Figure 20: User Groups that Prefer Tangible by Depository Type

History &

Faculty/Staff General Public " Older Users Students
Military

Depository 5 5 ° ° °

e Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq %

Regional 11 23% 7 15% 16 34% 6 13% 7 15% 47 100%

Selective 177 33% 82 15% 81 15% 94 17% 108 20% 542 100%

Grand

Total 188 32% 89 15% 97 16% 100 17% 115 20% 589 | 100%
Figure 21: User Groups that Prefer Tangible by Depository Type

Regional Selective
M Faculty/Staff m General Public m History & Military m Older Users m Students
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Figures 22, 23, and 24 illustrate user groups that prefer tangible government information cross-tabulated
by depository type and library size.
Large Regionals reported a tangible government information preference for History & Military users, while
the one Medium Regional reported an equal tangible government information preference for Faculty/Staff

users, History & Military users, and Students.

Selective Libraries, regardless of size, also reported a higher preference for tangible information among
Faculty/Staff users.

Figure 22: User Groups that Prefer Tangible by Depository Type and Library Size

Fa;tl.;l:fy / G:J‘;::I Hl\llitlz)trayrf‘ Older Users Students
e gpe R % Freg % Frea % Freg %  Freq %
Regional Large 10 | 23% | 7 |16% | 15 | 34% | 6 | 14% | 6 | 14% | 44 | 100%
Medium | 1 [33% | 0 | 0% | 1 [33%| o | 0% | 1 |33%| 3 | 100%
::tgaicl’"a' 11 | 23% | 7 |15% | 16 |34% | 6 |13% | 7 | 15% | 47 | 100%
Selective Large 55 | 27% | 21 | 10% | 48 | 24% | 37 | 18% | 42 | 21% | 203 | 100%
Medium | 99 | 38% | 49 | 19% | 26 | 10% | 36 | 14% | 49 | 19% | 259 | 100%
Small 23 | 29% | 12 | 15% | 7 | 9% | 21 | 26% | 17 | 21% | 80 | 100%
iﬁ't:ﬁ"e 177 | 33% | 82 | 15% | 81 | 15% | 94 | 17% | 108 | 20% | 542 | 100%
Grand Total 188 | 32% | 89 | 15% | 97 | 16% | 100 | 17% | 115 | 20% | 589 | 100%
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Figure 23: User Groups that Prefer Tangible for Regional Libraries by Library Size
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Figure 24: User Groups that Prefer Tangible for Selective Libraries by Library Size
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Figures 25, 26, and 27 illustrate user groups that prefer tangible government information cross-tabulated
by depository type and library type.

While Regional Academic General Libraries reported a Faculty/Staff user preference for tangible
government information, Regional Public Libraries reported and even split between History & Military and
Older Users with a preference for tangible information. Regional State Libraries reported a History &
Military user preference for tangible government information.

For Selective Libraries:
Academic General Libraries; Academic, Community College Libraries; and Academic, Law Libraries
reported Faculty/Staff users with the highest preference for tangible government information.

Highest State Court Libraries, Public Libraries, and Special Libraries reported Older Users with the

highest preference for tangible government information.

Federal Agency Libraries showed an even split between Faculty/Staff, History & Military, and Older

Users with a preference for tangible government information.

Service Academies reported an even split for Faculty/Staff users and Students preference for

tangible government information.

State Libraries showed History & Military users with the highest preference for tangible government

information.

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP)
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Figure 25: User Groups that Prefer Tangible by Depository Type and Library Type

Faculty/ General History &

staff Public Military S SIS

Depository . Total
Type Library Type Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % %
Regional 2;?‘1‘::?” 11 | 31% | 7 | 19% | 9 | 25% | 2 6% 7 | 19% | 36 | 100%

E‘::::y 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% | 0 0% 2 | 100%

State Library | 0 0% 0 0% 6 | 67% | 3 | 33% | o 0% 9 | 100%
:c‘:tg:l’"a' 11 | 23% | 7 | 15% | 16 | 3a% | 6 | 13% | 7 | 15% | 47 | 100%
Selective 22?.‘1‘:;'.“ 114 | 34% | 53 | 16% | 58 | 17% | 37 | 11% | 71 | 21% | 333 | 100%

Academic,

Community 5 | 38% | 2 15% | 1 8% 2 15% | 3 23% | 13 | 100%

College

f::,dfi:::;y 50 | 51% | 20 | 20% | 3 3% 8 8% 18 | 18% | 99 | 100%

Federal

Agency 2 | 29% | o0 0% 2 | 29% | 2 | 29% 1 14% | 7 | 100%

Library

Highest

State Court 2 15% | 2 15% | 3 2% | 6 | 46% | 0 0% 13 | 100%

Library

Public

. 1 2% 2 3% 11 | 18% | 35 | 58% | 11 | 18% | 60 | 100%

Zi;‘g:;y 1 50% | 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% | 2 | 100%

fﬁ‘;‘f‘: 2 25% 1 13% | 0o 0% 3 38% 2 25% | 8 | 100%

State Library | 0 0% 2 | 29% | 3 | 43% 1 14% 1 14% | 7 | 100%
:z't:t“’e 177 | 33% | 8 | 15% | 81 | 15% | 94 | 17% | 108 | 20% | 542 | 100%

ran ota 0 0 0 ‘) 0 0

Grand Total 188 | 32% | 89 | 15% | 97 | 16% | 100 | 17% | 115 | 20% | 589 | 100%
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Figure 26: User Groups that Prefer Tangible for Regional Libraries by Library Type

Academic General 6% 19%

Public Library

State Library

M Faculty/Staff m General Public m History & Military m Older Users m Students
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Figure 27: User Groups that Prefer Tangible for Selective Libraries by Library Type

Academic General
Academic, Community cotege TS S S =T
pesdemic Lo oy ™ S TR T

Federal Agency Library | 29% 29% 29% 14%

Highest State Court Library | 15% 15% 23% 46%
Public Library | 2%3% 18% 58% 18%
Service Academy | {078 50%
Special Library | 25% 13% 38% 25%
State Library | 29% 43% 14% 14%

B Faculty/Staff  m General Public  m History & Military  m Older Users  m Students
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FDLP Forecast Study Data Report
Library Forecast Question 7

JUNE 17,2013

Question 7 of the Library Forecast Questionnaire asked depository libraries: “If your library stores
FDLP materials remotely (in-house or offsite), does the time needed to retrieve the item negatively
affect the demand for their use by the general public?” This report documents the data gathered
from this question. Please note: totals may not always equal 100% due to rounding.

The results are presented by:

e Library Type
0 Academic General
Academic, Community College
Academic, Law Library
Federal Agency Library
Federal Court Library
Highest State Court Library
Public Library
Service Academy
Special Library
O State Library
e Library Size
O Large => 1,000,000 volumes
0 Medium = 250,000 - 1,000,000 volumes
0 Small =< 250,000 volumes
e Depository Type
O Regional
0 Selective
e Cross-tabulated by Library Size and Depository Type
e Cross-tabulated by Library Type and Depository Type

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0Oo
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PRESENTATION OF QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

Question 7 asked, “If your library stores FDLP materials remotely (in-house or offsite), does the time
needed to retrieve the item negatively affect the demand for their use by the general public?” The
response options were:

1) My library does not store materials remotely.
2) no
2) yes

Of the 802 respondents to Library Forecast Question 7, 551 (69%) responded “my library does not
store materials remotely,” 218 (27%) responded “no” and 33 (4%) responded “yes.”

Figure 1: Overall Response Rate

EYes [ My library does not store materials remotely = No
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Figure 2 illustrates responses by library type for all 802 respondents.

The highest number of responses among all library types was, “my library does not store materials
remotely.”

Figure 2: Responses by Library Type

My library does not
store materials

remotely

Library Type Freq %

Academic General 17 4% 291 65% 137 31% 445 100%
ﬁ::'rit':ty il 2 6% 25 74% 7 21% 34 100%
ﬁ;ar:f;"c' Law 2 2% 80 73% 27 25% 109 100%
:ﬁ;’r::z' Agency 2 11% 14 78% 2 11% 18 100%
:ﬁflr::?/l coRt 0 0% 5 83% 1 17% 6 100%
[Iilbg:ﬁit elatslcont 1 4% 19 73% 6 23% 26 100%
Public Library 8 7% 81 70% 27 23% 116 100%
Service Academy 0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 2 100%
Special Library 0 0% 5 63% 3 38% 8 100%
State Library 1 3% 29 76% 8 21% 38 100%
Grand Total 33 4% 551 69% 218 27% 802 100%
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Figure 3 illustrates response rates by library type for all 802 respondents.

The highest response rate among all library types was, “my library does not store materials
remotely.” Special Libraries had the highest “no” response rate (38%), followed by Academic
General Libraries (31%). Federal Agency Libraries had the highest “yes” response rate (11%),
followed by Public Libraries (7%), and Academic Community Colleges (6%).

Figure 3: Response Rates by Library Type

Academic General

Academic, Community College [/

Academic, Law Library |[v173

Federal Agency Library [k 78% 11%

Federal Court Library 83% 17%

Highest State Court Library  [iUV4 73% 23%

Public Library A4 VAV 23%

Service Academy 100%

Special Library 63% 38%

State Library [ =L/ 76% 21%

EYes H My library does not store materials remotely = No
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Figure 4 illustrates responses by library size for all 802 respondents.

Large Libraries had the highest number of “yes” responses, with 21 of the 283 total Large Libraries.
Medium Libraries had the highest number of “my library does not store materials remotely”
responses with 256 of 336 total Medium Libraries. Large Libraries also had the highest number of
“no” responses, 120 of the 283 total Large Libraries.

Figure 4: Responses by Library Size

My library does not
store materials

remotely
Library Size Freq Freq % . Total %
Large 21 7% 142 50% 120 42% 283 100%
Medium 8 2% 256 76% 72 21% 336 100%
Small 4 2% 153 84% 26 14% 183 100%
Grand Total 33 4% 551 69% 218 27% 802 100%

Figure 5 illustrates response rates by library size for all 802 respondents.

All library sizes had “my library does not store materials remotely” as the highest response rate,
with 50% or more.

Figure 5: Response Rates by Library Size

Large [yi4 50% 42%
Medium P24 76% 21%
Small LA 84% 14%

B Yes H My library does not store materials remotely = No

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov



Page 6

Figure 6 illustrates responses by depository type for all 802 respondents.
Regional Libraries had the highest number of responses for “no,” with 25 of the 41 total Regional
Libraries. Selective Libraries had the highest number of responses for “my library does not store

materials remotely,” with 537 of the 761 total Selective Libraries.

Figure 6: Responses by Depository Type

My library does not
store materials

remotely
Depository Type
Regional 2 5% 14 34% 25 61% 41 100%
Selective 31 4% 537 71% 193 25% 761 100%
Grand Total 33 4% 551 69% 218 27% 802 100%

Figure 7 illustrates response rates by depository type for all 802 respondents.

Regional Libraries had a higher “yes” response rate (5%) and “no” response rate (61%) than
Selective Libraries (4%) and (25%). Selective Libraries had a higher “my library does not store
materials remotely” response rate (71%) than Regional Libraries (34%). Regional Libraries answered
“no” (61%) more than Selective Libraries (25%).

Figure 7: Response Rates by Depository Type

Regional

Selective

EYes H My library does not store materials remotely = No
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Figures 8, 9, and 10 illustrate responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library size for all
802 respondents.

Of Regional Libraries, “no” responses were the highest number of responses for Large Libraries,
with 25 of the 40 total Large Regional Libraries. The one Medium Regional Library responded with
“my library does not store materials remotely.”

Of Selective Libraries, “my library does not store materials remotely” responses were the highest
number of responses for all library sizes, with 129 of the 243 total Large Selective Libraries, 255 of
the 335 total Medium Selective Libraries, and 153 of the 183 total Small Selective Libraries.

Figure 8: Responses by Depository Type and Library Size
My library does

not store
Yes .
materials
remotely
Depository Library Size Freq % Freq % LI Total %
Type Freq
Regional Large 2 5% 13 33% 25 63% 40 100%
Medium 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 1 100%
Regional Total 2 5% 14 34% 25 61% 41 100%
Selective Large 19 8% 129 53% 95 39% 243 100%
Medium 8 2% 255 76% 72 21% 335 100%
Small 4 2% 153 84% 26 14% 183 100%
Selective Total 31 4% 537 71% 193 25% 761 100%
Grand Total 33 4% 551 69% 218 27% 802 100%
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Of Regional Libraries, Large Libraries had the highest “no” response rate (63%), and Medium
Libraries had the highest “my library does not store materials remotely” response rate (100%).

Figure 9: Response Rates by Library Size

Large

Medium

EYes W My library does not store materials remotely = No

All Selective Library sizes had the highest rate of responses for “my library does not store materials
remotely.”

Figure 10: Response Rates by Library Size

Large B 53% 39%

Medium

Small

EYes ® My library does not store materials remotely = No
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Figure 11, 12, and 13 illustrate responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library type for
all 802 respondents.
Among Regional Libraries, “no” responses were the highest number of responses for Academic
General Libraries and “my library does not store materials remotely” were the highest number of

responses for Public Libraries and State Libraries.

Among Selective Libraries, “my library does not store materials remotely” responses were the
highest number of responses for all library types.

Figure 11: Responses by Depository Type and Library Type

My library
does not store

materials

remotely

Depository Type Library Type Freq %
Regional Academic General 2 8% 5 19% 19 73% 26 100%
Public Library 0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 2 100%
State Library 0 0% 7 54% 6 46% 13 100%
Regional Total 2 5% 14 34% 25 61% 41 100%
Selective Academic General 15 4% 286 68% 118 28% 419 100%
‘:;ﬁg::‘ic' Community 2 6% | 25 | 74% | 7 | 21% | 34 | 100%
Academic, Law Library 2 2% 80 73% 27 25% 109 100%
Federal Agency Library 2 11% 14 78% 2 11% 18 100%
Federal Court Library 0 0% 5 83% 1 17% 6 100%
Highest State Court Library 1 4% 19 73% 6 23% 26 100%
Public Library 8 7% 79 69% 27 24% 114 100%
Service Academy 0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 2 100%
Special Library 0 0% 5 63% 3 38% 8 100%
State Library 1 4% 22 88% 2 8% 25 100%
Selective Total 31 4% 537 71% 193 25% 761 | 100%
Grand Total 33 4% 551 69% 218 27% 802 | 100%
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Of Regional Libraries, Academic General Libraries were the only library type to respond “yes” and
had the highest “no” response rate (73%). Regional Public Libraries had the highest “my library does
not store materials remotely” response rate (100%).

Figure 12: Response Rates by Library Type

Academic General 8% 19%

Public Library

State Library

EYes N My library does not store materials remotely = No
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Of Selective Libraries, Federal Agency Libraries had the highest “yes” response rate (11%). Selective
Service Academies had the highest “my library does not store material remotely” response rate
(100%), and Selective Special Libraries had the highest “no” response rate (38%).

Figure 13: Response Rates by Library Type

Academic General

Academic, Community College

Academic, Law Library

Federal Agency Library 11% 78% 11%
Federal Court Library 83% 17%
Highest State Court Library /074 73% 23%

Public Library A% 69% 24%

Service Academy 100%

Special Library 63% 38%

State Library [UiLZ4 88% 8%

EYes W My library does not store materials remotely = No
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FDLP Forecast Study Data Report
Library Forecast Question 8

Page 1

Jury 3, 2013

Question 8 of the Library Forecast Questionnaire asked depository libraries: “In your library, are resources
made available by the FDLP an important source of both tangible and digital authenticated government
information?” This report documents the data gathered from this question. Please note: totals may not
always equal 100% due to rounding.

The results are presented by:

e Library Type

(0]

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0Oo

o

Academic General

Academic, Community College
Academic, Law Library
Federal Agency Library
Federal Court Library

Highest State Court Library
Public Library

Service Academy

Special Library

State Library

e Library Size

(0]
(0]
(0]

Large => 1,000,000 volumes
Medium = 250,000 — 1,000,000 volumes
Small = < 250,000 volumes

e Depository Type

(0]
(0]

Regional
Selective

e Cross-tabulated by Library Size and Depository Type
e Cross-tabulated by Library Type and Depository Type
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beta.fdlp.gov



Page 2

PRESENTATION OF QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

Question 8 asked: “In your library, are resources made available by the FDLP an important source of both
tangible and digital authenticated government information?” The response options were:

1) yes

2) no
Please elaborate

Of the 802 respondents to Library Forecast Question 8, 736 (92%) responded “yes” while 66 (8%)
responded “no.”

Figure 1: Overall Yes/No Response Rate

HYes HNo
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Figure 2 illustrates response rates by library type for all 802 respondents.

Federal Court Libraries and Service Academies had the highest “yes” response rate (100%), followed by
Academic, Law Libraries and State Libraries (95%). Academic General Libraries also had a high “yes”
response rate (94%).

Figure 2: Yes/No Response Rate by Library Type

Total

Library Type Freq Total %
Academic General 418 94% 27 6% 445 100%
Academic, Community College 29 85% 5 15% 34 100%
Academic, Law Library 104 95% 5 5% 109 100%
Federal Agency Library 14 78% 4 22% 18 100%
Federal Court Library 6 100% 0 0% 6 100%
Highest State Court Library 23 88% 3 12% 26 100%
Public Library 98 84% 18 16% 116 100%
Service Academy 2 100% 0 0% 2 100%
Special Library 6 75% 2 25% 8 100%
State Library 36 95% 2 5% 38 100%
Grand Total 736 92% 66 8% 802 100%

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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Figure 3 illustrates “yes” responses by library type for all 802 respondents.

Academic General Libraries had the highest number of “yes” responses, with 418, followed by Academic,
Law Libraries with 104, and Public Libraries with 98.

Figure 3: Yes Responses by Library Type

Academic General — 418

Academic, Community College - 29

Academic, Law Library [N 104

Federal Agency Library . 14

Federal Court Library IG

Highest State Court Library [l] 23

Public Library 98

Service Academy | 2

Special Library 6

State Library 36
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Figure 4 illustrates response rates by library size for all 802 respondents.
Large Libraries had the highest “yes” response rate (96%), with 272 of the 283 total Large Libraries.

Figure 4: Yes/No Response Rate by Library Size

Library Size Total %
Large 272 96% 11 4% 283 100%
Medium 304 90% 32 10% 336 100%
Small 160 87% 23 13% 183 100%
Grand Total 736 92% 66 8% 802 100%

Figure 5 illustrates “yes” responses by library size for all 802 respondents.
Medium Libraries had the highest number of total “yes” responses (304 out of 736 responses).

Figure 5: Yes Responses by Library Size

mLarge ™ Medium m Small
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Figure 6 illustrates response rates by depository type for all 802 respondents.
Regional Libraries had a higher “yes” response rate (98%) than Selective Libraries (91%).

Figure 6: Yes/No Response Rate by Depository Type

Depository Type

Regional 40 98% 1 2% 41 100%
Selective 696 91% 65 9% 761 100%
Grand Total 736 92% 66 8% 802 100%

Figure 7 illustrates “yes” responses by depository type for all 802 respondents.

Selective Libraries had a higher number of total “yes” responses (696 of 736 responses).

Figure 7: Yes Responses by Depository Type

H Regional m Selective
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Figures 8, 9, and 10 illustrate response rates and “yes” responses cross-tabulated by depository type and
library size for all 802 respondents.

39 of 40 Large Regional Libraries responded “yes” to Question 8. In addition, the one Medium Regional
Library also responded “yes.”

233 of 243 Large Selective Libraries responded “yes,” 303 of 335 Medium Selective Libraries responded
“yes,” and 160 of 183 Small Selective Libraries responded “yes.”

Figure 8: Yes/No Response Rate by Depository Type and Library Size

Depository Type Library Size

Regional Large 39 98% 1 3% 40 100%
Medium 1 100% 0 0% 1 100%
Regional Total 40 98% 1 2% 41 100%
Selective Large 233 96% 10 1% 243 100%
Medium 303 90% 32 10% 335 100%
Small 160 87% 23 13% 183 100%
Selective Total 696 91% 65 9% 761 100%
Grand Total 736 92% 66 8% 802 100%
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Large Regional Libraries had a higher number of total “yes” responses (39 of 40 responses).

Figure 9: Regional Yes Responses by Library Size

B Large = Medium

Medium Selective Libraries had the highest number of total “yes” responses (303 of 696 responses).

Figure 10: Selective Yes Responses by Library Size

M Large = Medium = Small
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Figure 11 illustrates response rates cross-tabulated by depository type and library type for all 802
respondents.

Of Regional Libraries, both Public Libraries and State Libraries had a “yes” rate of 100%. Of Selective
Libraries, Federal Court Libraries and Service Academies (100%) had the highest rate of “yes” responses.
Academic, Law Libraries (95%), Academic General Libraries (94%), and State Libraries (92%) also had high
response rates.

Figure 11: Yes/No Response Rate by Depository Type and Library Type

Depository Type Library Type

Regional Academic General 25 96% 1 4% 26 100%
Public Library 2 100% 0 0% 2 100%
State Library 13 100% 0 0% 13 100%
Regional Total 40 98% 1 2% 41 100%
Selective Academic General 393 94% 26 6% 419 100%
Academic, Community 29 85% 5 15% 34 100%
College
Academic, Law Library 104 95% 5 5% 109 100%
Federal Agency Library 14 78% 4 22% 18 100%
Federal Court Library 6 100% 0 0% 6 100%
Highest State Court 23 88% 3 12% 26 100%
Library
Public Library 96 84% 18 16% 114 100%
Service Academy 2 100% 0 0% 2 100%
Special Library 6 75% 2 25% 8 100%
State Library 23 92% 2 8% 25 100%
Selective Total 696 91% 65 9% 761 100%
Grand Total 736 92% 66 8% 802 100%
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Page 10

Figures 12 and 13 illustrate number of “yes” responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library
type for all 802 respondents.

Among Regional libraries, Academic General Libraries had the highest number of “yes” responses with 25,
followed by State Libraries with 13. Among Selective Libraries, Academic General Libraries had the highest
number of “yes” responses with 393, followed by Academic, Law Libraries with 104, and Public Libraries
with 96.

Figure 12: Regional Yes Responses by Library Type

Academic General 25

Public Library 2

State Library 13

Fiigure 13: Selective Yes Responses by Library Type

Academic General — 393

Academic, Community College . 29

Academic, Law Library [ 104

Federal Agency Library 14
Federal Court Library 6
Highest State Court Library 23
Public Library - 96
Service Academy | 2

Special Library | 6

State Library P 23
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PRESENTATION OF QUALITATIVE RESULTS

439 libraries elaborated on whether or not resources made available by the FDLP are an important source
of tangible or digital authenticated government information. All respondents had the opportunity to
elaborate on their responses regardless of whether they responded “yes” or “no.” The following figures
depict the results of the qualitative analysis and the findings of the individual open-ended responses.

Individual open-ended responses totaled 766 observations (individual elaborations specified). Observations
were grouped into 12 over-arching categories for reporting purposes:

1. All Formats Important refers to responses which indicated that each/all/various/multiple formats
are important, used, or preferred. Examples of responses include: FDLP resources are an important
source of tangible and digital information, whether it is tangible or electronic is irrelevant; items in
both formats get used regularly; and our patrons use both tangible and digital formats.

2. Authentication Important refers to responses which indicated that authentication is important,
used, or preferred, regardless of format of Federal depository resources. Examples of responses
include: the authenticated government information assures our users that the information they are
accessing and using is truly from the government and is information that is authoritative, credible,
and reliable; authentication of these documents is a must when researchers, faculty, students cite
them in research papers, publications, and reports for scholarly research; and for the legal
community, digital government information must be authenticated.

3. Authentication Not Important refers to responses which indicated that authentication is not
important or necessary. Examples of responses include: the uses our patrons have for the materials
do not require that they be authenticated; our users have not expressed a specific need for official
authentication; and we are not concerned about digital authentication or a signature.

4. Digital Preferred refers to responses which indicated that digital formats are important, used, or
preferred. Examples of responses include: digital only as we have discontinued all but a handful of
tangible titles; the digital resources are more important than the tangible ones; and only the digital
is important to our particular library, and our patrons prefer digital.

5. Non-FDLP Sources Preferred refers to responses which indicated that other sources of government
information (instead of Federal depository materials) are important, used, or preferred. Examples
of responses include: West is considered authenticated information and is also seen as being easier
to use; most of the resources my patrons and community members want can be found
electronically outside of a traditional FDLP; patrons use commercial resources; we have other
databases with the same information; and we do not rely on FDLP for our access to govt.
information.

6. Not Important refers to responses which indicated that FDLP or other government information (or
some type of content) is not important, used, or preferred. Examples of responses include: not for
most of our users; GPO materials get little usage; and most documents are not heavily used.

7. Other refers to responses that did not specifically relate to the question or other responses not
categorized. Examples of responses include: we catalog digital websites; we do not have dedicated

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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staff to properly promote, curate, and use the collection; both tangible and digital are available
through our OPAC; patrons have access to a wide range of resources; and we're in a law school.

8. Specific Content Important refers to responses which indicated that specific publications or topics
are important, used, or preferred. Examples of responses include: print resources or agency
websites that have statistical data and tables are very useful; especially the Federal Register,
Congressional Record, and Code of Federal Regulations; the most valuable FDLP resources are the
Basic and Essential collection titles; and users rely heavily on business, social science, health
science, and legal information and data provided by the government.

9. Specific Users Prefer refers to responses which indicated that specific users use or prefer tangible
and digital authenticated Federal depository government information resources (over other types
of government information content). Examples of responses include: especially useful for Criminal
Justice, History, and Political Science students; for faculty in teaching & research and students in
their course work and research; and in support of Information gathering course taught by Mass
Communication department.

10. Tangible Not Preferred refers to responses which indicated that tangible formats are not used or
preferred, or their use is decreasing. Examples of responses include: the importance of tangible is
decreasing rapidly; our patrons don't use tangible resources very often; and tangible resources are
less popular.

11. Tangible Preferred refers to responses which indicated that tangible formats are important, used,
or preferred. Examples of responses include: more tangible than digital for usability; and yes
[important] for tangible but not digital.

12. Yes Important refers to responses which indicated that tangible and digital authenticated Federal
depository government information resources are important, used, or preferred. Examples of
responses include: resources from FDLP are critical to conducting federal research; information not
available elsewhere; government documents are important to us especially during these tight
budget years when purchasing funds are being reduced; and essential for cultivating an informed
democracy.

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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Of the total number of observations reported by respondents, 19% reported “Specific Content Important,” 18% reported “Yes, Important,” 11% reported “All Formats Important,” 10% reported “Specific Users Prefer,” 7% reported

“Authentication Important,” 4% reported “Digital Preferred,” 3% reported “Authentication Not Important,” 2% reported “Tangible Preferred,” 2% reported “Non-FDLP Sources Preferred,” 2% reported “Not Important,” 1% reported
“Tangible Not Preferred,” and 20% reported “Other.”

Figure 14: Importance of FDLP Resources: Responses by Category

Non-FDLP Specific
Sources Not Important Content
Preferred Important

All Formats Authentication | Authentication Digital
Important Important Not Important Preferred

Specific Users Tangible Not Tangible

Prefer Preferred Preferred Yes, Important (i

Total Total
Freq %

Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq %

Total 87 11% 57 7% 26 3% 32 4% 17 2% 14 2% 145 19% 79 10% 5 1% 12 2% 139 18% 153 20% 766 100%

Figure 15: Importance of FDLP Resources: Responses by Category

m All Formats Important Authentication Important m Authentication Not Important
= Digital Preferred H Non-FDLP Sources Preferred ® Not Important

m Specific Content Important = Specific Users Prefer Tangible Not Preferred

B Tangible Preferred H Yes, Important Other
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For the purpose of focusing on the most frequent and specific observations about the importance of tangible
and digital authenticated government information FDLP resources, all categories that received less than 33
observations and the “Other” responses have been removed from the following data figures, which has
reduced the number of observations to 507.

Figures 16 and 17 illustrate the importance of FDLP resources by library type.

As reflected in the data:
e Responses from Academic General Libraries; Academic, Community College Libraries; and State
Libraries most often observed “Yes, Important.”
e Responses from Academic, Law Libraries; Federal Agency Libraries; Highest State Court Libraries;
Public Libraries; and Special Libraries most often observed “Specific Content Important.”
e Most responses from Federal Court Libraries observed “Authentication Important.”

Figure 16: Importance of FDLP Resources by Library Type
Specific
Content

All Formats Authentication Specific Users

Yes, Important

Important Important Prefer
Important

Library Type Freq %
2‘2‘1‘:::” 47 17% 23 9% 65 24% 51 19% 83 31% | 269 | 100%
Academic,
Community 1 8% 1 8% 0 0% 5 38% 6 46% 13 | 100%
College
f::ld;:;'r':;y 16 17% 15 16% 30 31% 11 11% 24 25% 96 | 100%
Federal
Agency 2 20% 0 0% 5 50% 1 10% 2 20% 10 | 100%
Library
{iebi::;' LG 20% 2 40% 1 20% 0 0% 1 20% 5 100%
gc',guh:sﬁ::::: 2 13% 4 25% 7 44% 1 6% 2 13% 16 | 100%
Public Library | 11 19% 4 7% 26 46% 6 11% 10 18% 57 | 100%
fi‘l’;‘::: 2 20% 2 20% 4 40% 1 10% 1 10% 10 | 100%
State Library 5 16% 6 19% 7 23% 3 10% 10 32% 31 | 100%
Grand Total 87 17% 57 11% | 145 | 29% 79 16% | 139 | 27% | 507 | 100%
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Figure 17: Importance of FDLP Resources by Library Type
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Academic General

Academic, Community College

Academic, Law Library

Federal Agency Library

Federal Court Library

Highest State Court Library

Public Library

Special Library

State Library

m All formats Important

m Specific Users Prefer

17% 9% 24% 19% 31%

8% 8% 38% 46%

17% 16% 11%

20% 50% 10% 20%

20% 40% 20% 20%

13% 25% 44% 6% 13%

19% 7% 46% 11% 18%

10% 10%

16% 19% 23% 10% 32%

= Authentication Important 1 Specific Content Important
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Figures 18 and 19 illustrate importance of FDLP resources by library size.
In examining the results by library size, Large Libraries had a high frequency of “Yes, Important”
observations (59, 30%). Small Libraries had a high frequency of “Specific Content Important” observations

(32, 33%), as did Medium Libraries (64, 30%).

Figure 18: Importance of FDLP Resources by Library Size

All formats Authentication Rl Specific Users
Content Yes, Important
Important Important Prefer
Important

Library Total
Size e Freg %
Large 34 17% 23 12% 49 25% 33 17% 59 30% 198 100%
Medium 41 19% 24 11% 64 30% 31 15% 53 25% 213 100%
Small 12 13% 10 10% 32 33% 15 16% 27 28% 96 100%
Grand
Total 87 17% 57 11% 145 29% 79 16% 139 27% 507 100%

Figure 19: Importance of FDLP Resources by Library Size

Large Medium Small
m All Formats Important 1 Authentication Important = Specific Content Important
m Specific Users Prefer M Yes, Important
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Figures 20 and 21 illustrate importance of FDLP resources by depository type.
In examining the results by depository type, Regional Libraries had a high frequency of “Yes, Important”
observations (13, 34%) while Selective Libraries had a high frequency of “Specific Content Important”

observations (135, 29%).

Figure 20: Importance of FDLP Resources by Depository Type

All Formats Authentication S P ] R Specific Users
Content Yes, Important
Important Important Prefer
Important

Depository Total
Regional 4 11% 6 16% 10 26% 5 13% 13 34% 38 100%
Selective 83 18% 51 11% 135 29% 74 16% 126 27% 469 100%
Grand

Total 87 17% 57 11% 145 29% 79 16% 139 27% 507 100%

Figure 21: Importance of FDLP Resources by Depository Type

Regional Selective
m All Formats Important @ Authentication Important = Specific Content Important
m Specific Users Prefer M Yes, Important
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Figures 22, 23, and 24 illustrate the importance of FDLP resources cross-tabulated by depository type and
library size.

In examining the results cross-tabulated by depository type and library size, Large Regional Libraries had a
high frequency of “Yes, Important” observations (12, 35%). Large Selective Libraries also had a high
frequency of “Yes, Important” observations (47, 29%). Both Medium Selective Libraries (63, 30%) and Small
Selective Libraries (32, 33%) had high frequencies of “Specific Content Important” observations.

Figure 22: Importance of FDLP Resources by Depository Type and Library Size

All Formats Authentication  Specific Content Specific Users
Yes, Important
Important Important Important Prefer
.I::::snory ;'i':;ary Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq %
Regional Large 4 12% 5 15% 9 26% 4 12% 12 35% 34 100%
Medium 0 0% 1 25% 1 25% 1 25% 1 25% 4 100%
::f;f"a' 4 11% 6 16% 10 26% 5 13% 13 34% 38 | 100%
Selective Large 30 18% 18 11% 40 24% 29 18% 47 29% 164 100%
Medium 41 20% 23 11% 63 30% 30 14% 52 25% 209 100%
Small 12 13% 10 10% 32 33% 15 16% 27 28% 96 100%
iz't:t“’e 83 18% 51 11% | 135 | 29% 74 16% | 126 | 27% | 469 | 100%
Grand
Total 87 17% 57 11% 145 29% 79 16% 139 27% 507 100%

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov



Figure 23: Importance of FDLP Resources for Regional Libraries by Library Size
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Figure 24: Importance of FDLP Resources for Selective Libraries by Library Size

All Formats Important

Authentication Important

Specific Content Important

33%

Specific Users Prefer

Yes, Important

HlLarge = Medium ®Small
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Figures 25, 26, and 27 illustrate importance of FDLP resources cross-tabulated by depository type and
library type.

In examining the results cross-tabulated by depository type and library type, Regional Academic General
Libraries had the highest frequency of “Yes, Important” observations (8, 42%).

For Selective Libraries:
e Academic, Community College Libraries had a high frequency of “Yes, Important” observations (6,
46%).
e Federal Agency Libraries (5, 50%), Public Libraries (26, 46%), and Highest State Court Libraries (7,
44%) all had high frequencies of “Specific Content Important.”

Figure 25: Importance of FDLP Resources by Depository Type and Library Type

All Formats Authentication  Specific Content Specific Users Yes. Important
Important Important Important Prefer » 1IMp
_?:::Sltory Library Type Freq ‘ % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq %
Regional 2:‘:?:;” 0 0% 2 11% 5 26% 4 21% 8 42% 19 | 100%
Public Library 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100%
State Library 3 17% 4 22% 5 28% 1 6% 5 28% 18 | 100%
::f;f"a' 4 11% 6 16% 10 26% 5 13% 13 34% 38 | 100%
Selective ‘G\Ce?:‘::;'c 47 19% 21 8% 60 24% 47 19% 75 30% | 250 | 100%
Academic,
Community 1 8% 1 8% 0 0% 5 38% 6 46% 13 | 100%
College
t\::vdE:::;y 16 17% 15 16% 30 31% 11 11% 24 25% 9 | 100%
Federal
Agency 2 20% 0 0% 5 50% 1 10% 2 20% 10 | 100%
Library
:fb‘::::;' Cont 1 20% 2 40% 1 20% 0 0% 1 20% 5 100%
zéiﬁfsﬁs:::f 2 13% 4 25% 7 44% 1 6% 2 13% 16 | 100%
Public Library | 10 18% 4 7% 26 46% 6 11% 10 18% 56 | 100%
fi’:)i‘:ra; 2 20% 2 20% 4 40% 1 10% 1 10% 10 100%
State Library 2 15% 2 15% 2 15% 2 15% 5 38% 13 | 100%
iz't:t“’e 83 18% 51 11% | 135 | 29% 74 16% | 126 | 27% | 469 | 100%
f;f:.d 87 17% 57 11% | 145 | 29% 79 16% | 139 | 27% | 507 | 100%
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Figure 26: Importance of FDLP Resources for Regional Libraries by Library Type
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Figure 27: Importance of FDLP Resources for Selective Libraries by Library Type

Acadermic Generl
Academic, Community College — 8% | 8% 38% 46%
Academic, Law Library — 17% 16% 31% 11% 25%
Federal Agency Library _ 10% 20%
Federal Court Library _
Highest State Court Library —
Public Library | 18% 7% 46% 11% 18%
Special Library | 20% 20% 10% 10%
State Library — 15% 15% 15% 15% 38%
H All Formats Important 1 Authentication Important 1 Specific Content Important
m Specific Users Prefer M Yes, Important
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FDLP Forecast Study Data Report
Library Forecast Question 9

JUNE 17,2013

Question 9 of the Library Forecast Questionnaire asked depository libraries: “Do patrons use commercial

resources (Examples include Westlaw and Lexis/Nexis) to access Federal government information in your
library?” This report documents the data gathered from this question. Please note: totals may not always
equal 100% due to rounding.

The results are presented by:

e Library Type
0 Academic General
Academic, Community College
Academic, Law Library
Federal Agency Library
Federal Court Library
Highest State Court Library
Public Library
Service Academy
Special Library
O State Library
e Library Size
0 Large => 1,000,000 volumes
0 Medium = 250,000 - 1,000,000 volumes
0 Small =< 250,000 volumes
e Depository Type
0 Regional
0 Selective
e Cross-tabulated by Library Size and Depository Type
e Cross-tabulated by Library Type and Depository Type

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0Oo

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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PRESENTATION OF QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

Question 9 asked, “Do patrons use commercial resources (Examples include Westlaw and Lexis/Nexis) to
access Federal government information in your library?” The response options were:

1) no
2) yes (Please identify these sources)

Of the 802 respondents to Library Forecast Question 9, 636 (79%) responded “yes,” while 166 (21%)
responded “no.”

Figure 1: Overall Yes/No Response Rate

B Yes mNo
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Figure 2 illustrates response rates by library type for all 802 respondents.
Service Academies had the highest “yes” response rate (100%), followed by Academic, Law Libraries (99%).

Figure 2: Yes/No Response Rate by Library Type

Library Type

Academic General 390 88% 55 12% 445 100%
Academic, Community College 19 56% 15 44% 34 100%
Academic, Law Library 108 99% 1 1% 109 100%
Federal Agency Library 14 78% 4 22% 18 100%
Federal Court Library 4 67% 2 33% 6 100%
Highest State Court Library 24 92% 2 8% 26 100%
Public Library 44 38% 72 62% 116 100%
Service Academy 2 100% 0 0% 2 100%
Special Library 5 63% 3 38% 8 100%
State Library 26 68% 12 32% 38 100%
Grand Total 636 79% 166 21% 802 100%

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov



Figure 3 illustrates “yes” responses by library type.

Page 4

Academic General Libraries had the highest number of “yes” responses, with 390, followed by Academic,
Law Libraries with 108 and Public Libraries with 44.

Figure 3: Yes Responses by Library Type

Academic, Community College

Academic, Law Library

Federal Agency Library

Federal Court Library

Highest State Court Library

Public Library

Service Academy

Special Library

State Library

Academic General — 390

B 19

A 108

14

24

44

26
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Figure 4 illustrates response rates by library size for all 802 respondents.

Large Libraries had the highest “yes” response rate (88%), with 249 of the 283 total Large Libraries in the
FDLP.

Figure 4: Yes/No Response Rate by Library Size

Library Size

Large 249 88% 34 12% 283 100%
Medium 268 80% 68 20% 336 100%
Small 119 65% 64 35% 183 100%
Grand Total 636 79% 166 21% 802 100%

Figure 5 illustrates “yes” responses by library size for all 802 respondents.
Medium Libraries had the highest number of total “yes” responses (268 out of 636 responses).

Figure 5: Yes Responses by Library Size

M Large © Medium = Small
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Figure 6 illustrates response rates by depository type for all 802 respondents.

Regional Libraries had a higher “yes” response rate (93%) than Selective Libraries (79%).

Figure 6: Yes/No Response Rate by Depository Type

Page 6

Depository Type Total %
Regional 38 93% 3 7% 41 100%
Selective 598 79% 163 21% 761 100%
Grand Total 636 79% 166 21% 802 100%

Figure 7 illustrates “yes” responses by depository.
Selective Libraries had a higher number of total “yes” responses (598 of 636 responses).

Figure 7: Yes Responses by Depository Type

W Regional M Selective

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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Figures 8, 9, and 10 illustrate responses and “yes” responses cross-tabulated by depository type and
library size for all 802 respondents.

37 of 40 Large Regional Libraries responded “yes” to Question 9. In addition, the one Medium Regional
Library also responded “yes.”

212 of 243 Large Selective Libraries responded “yes,” 267 of 335 Medium Selective Libraries responded

“yes,” and 119 of 183 Small Selective Libraries responded “yes.”

Figure 8: Yes/No Responses by Depository Type and Library Size

Total

Depository Type Library Size‘ ‘ Freq Total %
Regional Large 37 93% 3 8% 40 100%
Medium 1 100% 0 0% 1 100%
Regional Total 38 93% 3 7% 41 100%
Selective Large 212 87% 31 13% 243 100%
Medium 267 80% 68 20% 335 100%
Small 119 65% 64 35% 183 100%
Selective Total 598 79% 163 21% 761 100%
Grand Total 636 79% 166 21% 802 100%

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP)

beta.fdlp.gov
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Large Libraries had a higher number of total “yes” responses (37 of 38 responses).

Figure 9: Regional Yes Responses by Library Size

M Large = Medium

Medium Libraries had the highest number of total “yes” responses (267 of 598 responses).

Figure 10: Selective Yes Responses by Library Size

HlLarge = Medium = Small
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Figure 11 illustrates response rates cross-tabulated by depository type and library type for all 802

respondents.
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Of Regional Libraries, Academic General Libraries (96%) had the highest rate of “yes” responses, followed
by State Libraries with a “yes” rate of 92%, and Public Libraries with a “yes” rate of 50%.

Of Selective Libraries, Service Academies (100%) and Academic, Law Libraries (99%) had the highest rate of

“yes” responses.

Figure 11: Yes/No Response Rate by Depository Type and Library Type

Depository Type Library Type

Regional Academic General 25 96% 1 4% 26 100%
Public Library 1 50% 1 50% 2 100%
State Library 12 92% 1 8% 13 100%

Regional Total 38 93% 3 7% 41 100%

Selective Academic General 365 87% 54 13% 419 100%
2;:’:":{'1;‘, Colae 19 56% 15 44% 34 100%
Gii:f:“c’ Law 108 99% 1 1% 109 100%
Efbi‘:‘;",' Agency 14 78% 4 22% 18 100%
tfb‘:::";‘,' Court 4 67% 2 33% 6 100%
:i::ﬁit State Court |, 92% 2 8% 26 100%
Public Library 43 38% 71 62% 114 100%
Service Academy 2 100% 0 0% 2 100%
Special Library 5 63% 3 38% 8 100%
State Library 14 56% 11 44% 25 100%

Selective Total 598 79% 163 21% 761 100%

Grand Total 636 79% 166 21% 802 100%

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP)

beta.fdlp.gov
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Figures 12 and 13 illustrate number of “yes” responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library
type for all 802 respondents.

Among Regional libraries, Academic General Libraries had the highest number of “yes” responses with 25,
followed by State Libraries with 12. Among Selective Libraries, Academic General Libraries had the highest
number of “yes” responses with 365, followed by Academic, Law Libraries with 108 and Public Libraries

with 43.

Figure 12: Regional Yes Responses by Library Type

Academic General

Public Library

State Library

1

25

Figure 13: Selective Yes Responses by Library Type

Academic, Law Library

Academic General — 365

Academic, Community College . 19

Federal Agency Library 14

Federal Court Library 4

Highest State Court Library 24

Public Library - 43

Service Academy 2

Special Library I 5

State Library P 14
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PRESENTATION OF QUALITATIVE RESULTS

636 libraries indicated their patrons use commercial resources to access Federal government information,
and were given the opportunity to identify those sources. Respondents were not limited to the number of
sources they could identify. The following figures depict the results of the qualitative analysis, and the
findings of the individual open-ended responses.

Individual open-ended responses totaled 1,455 observations that identified many sources:

e Bernan

e Bloomberg

e BNA

e Cambridge University Press
e CCH

e Columbia University Press

e Congressional Information Service (CIS) (formerly)
e Congressional Quarterly (CQ)

e Department of Energy, Hanford

e EBSCO or EBSCOhost

e ExLibris

e Fastcase

e Gale

e Geographic Research, Inc.
e Geolytics

e Google / Yahoo / Bing, etc.
e GPO

e Hein or HeinOnline

e Infogroup, Inc

o lexisNexis

e |LMC

e MARCIVE

Newsbank

NTIS

OCLC

Oxford University Press
Paratext

ProQuest / LexisNexis®

e Readex

e Ross Publishing

e Thomson Reuters RIA

e Various resource publishers
e Vendor or source unspecified
e West or Westlaw

e Wolters Kluwer

e Other

! It was frequently mentioned that ProQuest now owns some resources that were previously from LexisNexis.

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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For the purpose of focusing on the more prominent responses, various less-frequent responses (less than
5%) were grouped together as “other” for reporting purposes.

Figure 14: Commercial Resources Used by Patrons

Hein or LexisNexis ProQuest/ West or
HeinOnline LexisNexis Westlaw

Total Total
Freq %

Total 168 12% 444 31% 280 19% 261 18% 302 21% 1,455 | 100%

Figure 15: Commercial Resources Used by Patrons

M Hein or HeinOnline m LexisNexis ™ ProQuest/LexisNexis M West or Westlaw m Other
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Figures 16 and 17 illustrate commercial resources used by patrons used by library type.

As reflected in the data, respondents in all types of libraries reported patrons using some type of
commercial resource to access Federal government information. Choices varied among library types, with
no strong preference coming to the surface.

e Responses from Academic General Libraries indicted their patrons use LexisNexis most often, as did
Academic, Community College Libraries; Academic, Law Libraries; Federal Agency Libraries; and
Service Academies.

e Federal Court Libraries reported an even split between LexisNexis and West or Westlaw resources.

e Public Libraries and State Libraries indicated most often that “Other” commercial resources were
used by patrons.

e Special Libraries most frequently reported their patrons used West or Westlaw.

Figure 16: Commercial Resources Used by Patrons by Library Type
Hein or ProQuest/ West or

LexisNexis

HeinOnline LexisNexis Westlaw
Library Type Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq %
(YRRl 72 9% 282 | 34% | 187 | 23% | 101 | 12% | 187 | 23% | 829 | 100%
General
Academic,
Community 0 0% 14 52% 1 4% 8 30% 4 15% 27 | 100%
College
ﬁiﬁ:fym'c' taw | ¢, 18% 9% 27% 56 15% 95 26% 51 14% | 362 | 100%
{fb‘:::;' Agency | 15% 11 28% 8 21% 7 18% 7 18% 39 100%
{fb‘::‘:;' ot 1 9% 4 36% 0 0% 4 36% 2 18% 11 100%
Egih,fit..ff::j 11 21% 16 31% 2 4% 19 37% 4 8% 52 100%
Public Library 1 2% 8 12% 14 21% 15 23% 28 42% 66 | 100%
ii::::ny 1 20% 2 40% 1 20% 0 0% 1 20% 5 100%
Special Library 2 14% 4 29% 0 0% 5 36% 3 21% 14 | 100%
State Library 10 20% 7 14% 11 22% 7 14% 15 30% 50 | 100%
Grand Total 168 | 12% | 444 | 31% | 280 | 19% | 261 | 18% | 302 | 21% | 1,455 | 100%

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov



Figure 17: Commercial Resources Used by Patrons by Library Type
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Academic General A 34% 23% 12% 23%

Academic, Community College | 70 30% 15%

Academic, Law Library 18% 27% 15% 26% 14%
Federal Agency Library _ 15% 28% 21% 18% 18%
Federal Court Library _ 9% 36% 36% 18%
Highest State Court Library _ 4%

Public Library [0 2%

21%

Service Academy 20%

Special Library 29%

State Library 20% 14% 22% 14%

M Hein or HeinOnline m LexisNexis ™ ProQuest/LexisNexis M West or Westlaw M Other
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Figures 18 and 19 illustrate commercial resources used by patrons by library size.

In examining the results by library size, no strong preference surfaced. Large Libraries more often reported
their users chose “Other” sources for access to Federal government information, while Medium and Small
Libraries more often reported access through LexisNexis.

Figure 18: Commercial Resources Used by Patrons by Library Size
Hein or ProQuest/ West or

HeinOnline ‘ LexisNexis LexisNexis Westlaw Other
W Freq % ’m % Freq % Freq % Freq %
Large 78 13% 142 23% 160 26% 75 12% 165 27% 620 100%
Medium 65 11% 219 35% 98 16% 132 21% 103 17% 617 100%
Small 25 11% 83 38% 22 10% 54 25% 34 16% 218 100%

Grand Total 168 12% 444 31% 280 19% 261 18% 302 21% 1,455 | 100%

Figure 19: Commercial Resources Used by Patrons by Library Size

13%

Large Medium Small

M Hein or HeinOnline  LexisNexis ™ ProQuest/LexisNexis M West or Westlaw M Other

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov



Page 16

Figures 20 and 21 illustrate commercial resources used by patrons by depository type.

The results show that Regional Libraries most commonly reported user access through “Other” commercial
sources, while Selective Libraries most often reported user access through LexisNexis resources.

Figure 20: Commercial Resources Used by Patrons by Depository Type
Hein or ProQuest/ West or

HeinOnline LexisNexis LexisNexis Westlaw (S
?;::SItOI’y Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq
Regional 22 21% 18 17% 26 25% 7 7% 30 29% 103 100%
Selective 146 11% 426 32% 254 19% 254 19% 272 20% 1,352 100%
Grand
Total 168 12% 444 31% 280 19% 261 18% 302 21% 1,455 | 100%

Figure 21: Commercial Resources Used by Patrons by Depository Type

Regional Selective

M Hein or HeinOnline 1 LexisNexis ™ ProQuest/LexisNexis M West or Westlaw M Other
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Figures 22, 23, and 24 illustrate commercial resources used by patrons cross-tabulated by depository type
and library size.

Large Regional Libraries reported their users more often chose “Other” commercial resources to access
Federal government information, while the one Medium Regional Library reported their users equally
preferred resources from LexisNexis, ProQuest/LexisNexis, and “Other” commercial sources.

Large Selective Libraries reported their users accessed government information through
ProQuest/LexisNexis and “Other” resources equally. Medium and Small Selective Libraries both reported

users selecting LexisNexis resources most frequently for access.

Figure 22: Commercial Resources Used by Patrons by Depository Type and Library Size

Hein or LexisNexis ProQuest/Lexis West or
HeinOnline Nexis Westlaw
Depository Library
Type | freqg
Regional Large 22 22% 17 17% 25 25% 7 7% 29 29% 100 100%
Medium 0 0% 1 33% 1 33% 0 0% 1 33% 3 100%
:stg:l’“a' 22 21% 18 17% 26 25% 7 7% 30 29% | 103 | 100%
Selective Large 56 11% 125 24% 135 26% 68 13% 136 26% 520 100%

Medium 65 11% 218 36% 97 16% 132 21% 102 17% 614 100%

Small 25 11% 83 38% 22 10% 54 25% 34 16% | 218 | 100%
:‘;'t:t"’e 146 | 11% | 426 | 32% | 254 | 19% | 254 | 19% | 272 | 20% | 1,352 | 100%
Grand 0, [V 0, 0, 0, 0,
oot 168 | 12% | 444 | 31% | 280 | 19% | 261 | 18% | 302 | 21% | 1,455 | 100%

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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Figure 23: Commercial Resources Used by Patrons for Regional Libraries by Library Size

Hein or HeinOnline

LexisNexis
33%

ProQuest/LexisNexis

33%

West or Westlaw

0%

29%

Other
33%

M Large ® Medium
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Figure 24: Commercial Resources Used by Patrons for Selective Libraries by Library Size

Hein or HeinOnline

LexisNexis 36%

38%

ProQuest/LexisNexis

West or Westlaw

Other

W large ® Medium ®Small

Figures 25, 26, and 27 illustrate commercial resources used by patrons cross-tabulated by depository type
and library type.

All Regional Libraries reported their users most frequently access Federal government information through
“Other” commercial resources. Regional Public Libraries were equally split reporting patrons used “Other”
resources and West or Westlaw resources.

For Selective Libraries:

e Academic General Libraries; Academic, Community College Libraries; Academic, Law Libraries;
Federal Agency Libraries; and Service Academies most often reported their users accessed Federal
government information through LexisNexis resources.

e Federal Court Libraries equally often named LexisNexis and West or Westlaw.

e |n addition, Highest State Court Libraries and Special Libraries, in nearly equal proportions, reported
their patrons mainly used West or Westlaw resources.

e Both Public and State Libraries tended to name “Other” commercial resources as their users’ way of
accessing Federal government information.

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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Figure 25: Commercial Resources Used by Patrons by Depository Type and Library Type

West or
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HeinOnline LexisNexis Westlaw
Depository | . 0 o 0 o Total
Type Library Type Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % %
Regional 2‘;‘:‘::;" 16 | 22% | 13 | 18% | 21 | 28% 2 3% 2 | 30% | 74 | 100%
Public Library 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 2 | 100%
State Library 6 22% 5 19% 5 19% 4 15% 7 26% | 27 | 100%
:stg:l’"a' 2 | 21% | 18 | 17% | 26 | 25% 7 7% 30 | 29% | 103 | 100%
Selective 2:2?;"'” 56 7% | 269 | 36% | 166 | 22% | 99 | 13% | 165 | 22% | 755 | 100%
Academic,
Community 0 0% 14 52% 1 4% 8 30% 4 15% 27 100%
College
f::ld;rb':':;y 64 | 18% | 96 | 27% | 56 | 15% | 95 | 26% | 51 | 14% | 362 | 100%
Federal
Agency 6 15% | 11 | 28% 8 21% 7 18% 7 18% | 39 | 100%
Library
{;12:3' coRt 1 9% 4 36% 0 0% 4 36% 2 18% | 11 | 100%
:;ih:ﬁlf:::: 11 | 21% | 16 | 31% 2 4% 19 | 37% 4 8% 52 | 100%
Public Library 1 2% 8 13% | 14 | 22% | 14 | 22% | 27 | 42% | 64 | 100%
i‘:‘::ny 1 20% 2 40% 1 20% 0 0% 1 20% 5 100%
fi‘:)er‘::‘; 2 14% 4 29% 0 0% 5 36% 3 21% 14 | 100%
State Library 4 17% 2 9% 6 26% 3 13% 8 35% | 23 | 100%
izlt:t“’e 146 | 11% | 426 | 32% | 254 | 19% | 254 | 19% | 272 | 20% | 1,352 | 100%
Grand
omal 168 | 12% | 444 | 31% | 280 | 19% | 261 | 18% | 302 | 21% | 1,455 | 100%

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP)
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Figure 26: Commercial Resources Used by Patrons for Regional Libraries by Library Type

Academic General 3% 30%

Public Library

State Library 19% 19% 15%

M Hein or HeinOnline m LexisNexis ™ ProQuest/LexisNexis M West or Westlaw M Other
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Figure 27: Commercial Resources Used by Patrons for Selective Libraries by Library Type
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FDLP Forecast Study Data Report
Library Forecast Question 10

Juy 17, 2013

Question 10 of the Library Forecast Questionnaire asked depository libraries: “The tangible FDLP collection
is: (Please mark all that apply.)” This report documents the data gathered from this question. Please note:
totals may not always equal 100% due to rounding.

The results are presented by:

e Library Type
0 Academic General
Academic, Community College
Academic, Law Library
Federal Agency Library
Federal Court Library
Highest State Court Library
Public Library
Service Academy
Special Library
O State Library
e Library Size
O Large => 1,000,000 volumes
0 Medium = 250,000 - 1,000,000 volumes
0 Small =< 250,000 volumes
e Depository Type
O Regional
0 Selective
e Cross-tabulated by Library Size and Depository Type
e Cross-tabulated by Library Type and Depository Type

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0Oo

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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PRESENTATION OF QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

Question 10 asked, “The tangible FDLP collection is: (Please mark all that apply.)” The response options
were:

1) A valuable information asset

2) Supportive of the library’s mission

3) Viewed as cost and/or space intensive
4) Other (Please elaborate)

Of the 802 respondents to Library Forecast Question 10, there were a total of 1,827 observations (options
selected — respondents were not limited to the number of options they could select). Of the total
observations, 626 (34%) categorized the tangible FDLP collection to be “A Valuable Information Asset,” 669
(37%) were “Supportive of the Library’s Mission,” 366 (20%) were “Viewed as Cost and/or Space Intensive,”
and 166 responses (9%) were categorized as “Other.” The “Other” responses are addressed in the
“Presentation of Qualitative Results” section of this report.

Figure 1: Overall Responses

B A Valuable Information Asset = Supportive of the Library's Mission

m Viewed as Cost and/or Space Intensive  m Other
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Because of the large number of responses from the library type, Academic General, their responses are
graphed independently from the other library types in this report.

Certain response options are also graphed independently due to their wide range of numbers.

Independent graphing by “library type” or “response option” ensures clarity and readability of all data
presented in the graphs that follow.

Figure 2 illustrates response rates by library type for all 802 respondents.

Academic General Libraries provided the highest number of responses (58%), followed by Academic, Law
Libraries (13%) and Public Libraries (13%).

Figure 2: Response Rate by Library Type

A Valuable Supportive of = Viewed as Cost
Information the Library's and/or Space
Asset Mission Intensive
Library Type Freq % Freq % Freq % T?,/tal
(1]

Academic General 353 | 56% | 359 | 54% | 244 | 67% | 106 | 64% | 1,062 | 58%
ﬁ;:';:;fty College | 22 4% 25 4% 8 2% 9 5% 64 4%
t\iﬁ:‘:ym'c' Law 89 | 14% | 100 | 15% | 34 9% 15 9% | 238 | 13%
{fb‘:g:s' Agency 12 2% 14 2% 7 2% 3 2% 36 2%
:fb‘:g:i' Court 6 1% 6 1% 1 0% 0 0% 13 1%
:Egizt State Court | 4% 24 4% 6 2% 4 2% 58 3%
Public Library 81 13% 98 15% 47 13% 19 11% | 245 | 13%
Service Academy 1 0% 1 0% 1 0% 1 1% 4 0%
Special Library 7 1% 7 1% 0 0% 1 1% 15 1%
State Library 31 5% 35 5% 18 5% 8 5% 92 5%
Grand Total 626 | 100% | 669 | 100% | 366 | 100% | 166 | 100% | 1,827 | 100%

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov



Figures 3 and 4 illustrate total responses by library type for all 802 respondents.

Academic General Libraries provided the highest total number of responses, with 1,062. Of these

responses, “Supportive of the Library’s Mission” (359) and “A Valuable Information Asset” (353) were

most frequently indicated.

Figure 3: Responses from Academic General Libraries
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Of the total number of responses from library types other than Academic General Libraries, Academic, Law
Libraries provided the highest number of “A Valuable Information Asset” responses, with 89 and
“Supportive of the Library’s Mission” responses, with 100. Public Libraries provided the highest number of
“Viewed as Cost and/or Space Intensive” responses, with 47.

Figure 4: Responses from Library Types Other Than Academic General Libraries

Academic, Community College

Academic, Law Library 100
Federal Agency Library
Federal Court Library
Highest State Court Library
98

Public Library

Service Academy

Special Library

State Library

B A Valuable Information Asset [ Supportive of the Library's Mission

m Viewed as Cost and/or Space Intensive m Other
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Figures 5 and 6 illustrate responses by library size for all 802 respondents.

Medium Libraries provided the highest total number of “A Valuable Information Asset” responses, with 249
and “Supportive of the Library’s Mission” responses, with 271. Large Libraries provided the highest total
number of “Viewed as Cost and/or Space Intensive” responses, with 171.

Figure 5: Responses by Library Size

A Valuable Supportive of Viewed as Cost
Information the Library's and/or Space
Asset Mission Intensive

glil:;ary Freq % Freq ) Freq %
Large 247 39% 247 37% 171 47% 75 45% 740 41%
Medium 249 40% 271 41% 137 37% 65 39% 722 40%
Small 130 21% 151 23% 58 16% 26 16% 365 20%
Grand o o
Total 626 100% 669 100% 366 100% 166 100% 1,827 100%

Figure 6: Responses by Library Size

271
247 247 249

Large Medium Small

B A Valuable Information Asset [ Supportive of the Library's Mission

m Viewed as Cost and/or Space Intensive  m Other
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Figures 7 and 8 illustrate responses by depository type for all 802 respondents.

Among Regional Libraries, “A Valuable Information Asset” had the highest number of overall responses,
with 39. Among Selective Libraries, “Supportive of the Library’s Mission” had the highest number of overall
responses, with 632.

Figure 7: Responses by Depository Type
A Valuable Supportive of Viewed as Cost

Information the Library's and/or Space
Asset Mission Intensive
Depository
Regional 39 6% 37 6% 27 7% 14 8% 117 6%
Selective 587 94% 632 94% 339 93% 152 92% 1,710 94%
Grand
Total 626 100% 669 100% 366 100% 166 100% 1,827 100%

Figure 8: Responses by Depository Type

632

Regional Selective

H A Valuable Information Asset @ Supportive of the Library's Mission

m Viewed as Cost and/or Space Intensive m Other
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Figures 9, 10, and 11 illustrate responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library size for all 802
respondents.

Large Regional Libraries provided a higher number of “A Valuable Information Asset” responses (38) than
the other response choices. In addition, the one Medium Regional Library categorized the tangible FDLP
collection to be “A Valuable Information Asset” and “Supportive of the Library’s Mission.”

Large Selective Libraries provided a higher number of “Supportive of the Library’s Mission” responses (211)
than the other response choices. Medium Selective Libraries (270) and Small Selective Libraries (151) also
provided a higher number of “Supportive of the Library’s Mission” responses than the other response
choices.

Figure 9: Responses by Depository Type and Library Size

Viewed as
Cost and/or
Space
Intensive

A Valuable Supportive of
Information the Library's
Asset Mission

Depository | Library

Freq % Freq % Freq %

Type Size

Regional Large 38 6% 36 5% 27 7% 13 8% 114 6%
Medium 1 0% 1 0% 0 0% 1 1% 3 0%

:ztg:l’"a' 39 6% 37 6% 27 7% 14 8% | 117 | 6%

Selective | Large 209 | 33% | 211 | 32% | 144 | 39% | 62 | 37% | 626 | 34%
Medium | 248 | 40% | 270 | 40% | 137 | 37% | 64 | 39% | 719 | 39%
small 130 | 21% | 151 | 23% | 58 | 16% | 26 | 16% | 365 | 20%

izltzclt"’e 587 | 94% | 632 | 94% | 339 | 93% | 152 | 92% | 1,710 | 94%

Grand

ot 626 | 100% | 669 | 100% | 366 | 100% | 166 | 100% | 1,827 | 100%
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Figure 10: All Regional Responses by Library Size
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Figure 11: All Selective Responses by Library Size
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Figures 12, 13, 14, and 15 illustrate responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library type for all
802 respondents.

Regional Libraries:
e Academic General Libraries provided a higher number of “A Valuable Information Asset” (25)
responses than the other response choices.
e Public Libraries provided equal numbers of “A Valuable Information Asset,” “Supportive of the
Library’s Mission,” and “Viewed as Cost and/or Space Intensive” (2) responses each.

e State Libraries provided equal numbers of “A Valuable Information Asset” and “Supportive of the
Library’s Mission” (12) responses each.

Selective Libraries:

e Almost all library types reported a higher number of “Supportive of the Library’s Mission” responses
than the other response choices.

e Federal Court Libraries, Highest State Court Libraries, and Special Libraries reported an equal
number of responses for “A Valuable Information Asset” and “Supportive of the Library’s Mission.”
e Service Academies reported an equal number of responses across all response choices.

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov



Figure 12: Responses by Depository Type and Library Type
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A Valuable Supportive of = Viewed as Cost
Information the Library's and/or Space
Asset Mission Intensive
Depository .
Type  dPranvType (Frea % Frea % Frea % Frea % peg Ty
Regional gce?“if:;'c 25 4% 23 3% 19 5% 11 7% 78 4%
Public o o 0 o o
Dt 2 0% 2 0% 2 1% 0 0% 6 0%
State o o o o o
- 12 2% 12 2% 6 2% 3 2% 33 2%
:stg:l’"a' 39 6% 37 6% 27 7% 14 8% 117 6%
selective ’G\Z?ii:;'c 328 | 52% | 336 | 50% | 225 | 61% 95 57% | 984 | 54%
Academic,
Community | 22 4% 25 4% 8 2% 9 5% 64 4%
College
Academic, 89 14% | 100 | 15% 34 9% 15 9% 238 | 13%
Law Library
Federal
Agency 12 2% 14 2% 7 2% 3 2% 36 2%
Library
Federal
Court 6 1% 6 1% 1 0% 0 0% 13 1%
Library
Highest
State Court 24 4% 24 4% 6 2% 4 2% 58 3%
Library
:i:l:::y 79 13% 9% 14% 45 12% 19 11% | 239 | 13%
Selvice 1 0% 1 0% 1 0% 1 1% 4 0%
Academy
Special 7 1% 7 1% 0 0% 1 1% 15 1%
Library
State o o o o o
- 19 3% 23 3% 12 3% 5 3% 59 3%
ii't‘:t“’e 587 | 94% | 632 | 94% | 339 | 93% | 152 | 92% | 1,710 | 94%
?;::Id 626 | 100% | 669 | 100% | 366 | 100% | 166 | 100% | 1,827 | 100%
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Figure 13: All Regional Responses by Library Type
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Figure 14: Responses for Selective Academic General Libraries
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Figure 15: Responses for All Selective Library Types Other than Academic General Libraries
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PRESENTATION OF QUALITATIVE RESULTS

166 libraries answered “Other” to the statement “The tangible FDLP collection is:” and were given the
opportunity to elaborate. Respondents were not limited to the number of topics they could indicate. The
following figures depict the results of the qualitative analysis, and the findings of the individual open-ended
responses.

Individual open-ended responses totaled 255 observations (individual elaborations). Observations were
grouped into six over-arching categories for reporting purposes:

Collection Management refers to library explanations that pertain to the management of the
tangible collection. Examples of responses include: FDLP procedures and policies, or issues with the
Program, either positive or negative; cataloging by either GPO or the library, either positive or
negative; a preference for, or transition to mainly electronic collections; past, present, or future
reduction or weeding to reduce collection size; and future or current evaluation of collection scope.

Library Operation Issues refers to operational library issues associated with the tangible collection.
Examples of responses include: resource issues, including time, labor, and staff; storage or space
issues; and issues with support or commitment to the tangible collection.

Negative Value includes responses that indicate that in one way or other the library’s tangible
collection is negatively valued. Examples of responses include: negative cost impact; is decreasing in
value; is not valued by some stakeholders; or is not a valuable information asset.

Positive Value includes responses that indicate that in one way or other the library’s tangible
collection is positively valued. Examples of responses include: the tangible collection is part of the
library’s overall mission or commitment to users; is a valued format; is a valuable source of
information; has varying degrees of value among stakeholders; or is valued for its cost to the library.

Usage Issues refers to library explanations that indicate that there are issues with the tangible
collection’s usage or access. Examples of responses include: low or uncertain usage; declining
usage; or barriers to access, whether physical barriers, barriers to usage, or lack of awareness.

Other refers to all other Library elaborations about the tangible collection and responses that were
unclear or provided additional information about a libraries response. Examples of responses
include: “not relevant” and “no answer.”

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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Of the total number of observations reported by respondents, 23% elaborated on the topic of “Collection
Management,” 14% elaborated on topics concerning “Library Operation Issues,” 11% elaborated on topics
concerning “Usage Issues,” 8% elaborated on topics concerning “Negative Value,” 31% elaborated on topics
concerning “Positive Value,” and 13% elaborated on topics concerning “Other.”

Figure 16: Tangible Collection Topic Elaborations: Responses by Category
Library
Operation
Issues

Collection

Negative Positive
Management

Usage Issues
Value Value &

Total Total
Freq %

Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq %

Total 59 23% 36 14% 21 8% 79 31% 28 11% 32 13% 255 | 100%

Figure 17: Tangible Collection Topic Elaborations: Responses by Category

H Collection Management = Library Operation Issues m Negative Value

M Positive Value m Usage Issues B Other
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For the purpose of focusing on relevant responses, the “Other” responses have been removed from the
following data figure, which has reduced the number of observations to 223.

Figures 18 and 19 illustrate tangible collection topic elaborations by library type.

As reflected in the data, results are slightly dependent on library types.

e State Libraries elaborated most on the topic of Collection Management.

e Federal Agency Libraries elaborated equally on topics of Collection Management, Negative Value,
and Positive Value.

e Service Academies elaborated most on topics of Library Operation Issues and Positive Value.

e Academic General Libraries; Academic, Law Libraries; Highest State Court Libraries; and Public
Libraries elaborated most on the topic of Positive Value.

e Academic, Community Libraries elaborated most on the topic of Negative Value.

Figure 18: Tangible Collection Topic Elaborations by Library Type

Collection L|brar.y . -
Management Operation Negative Value Positive Value Usage Issues
g Issues
‘Library Type Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq %
‘G\:‘:‘::I"c 42 28% 28 19% 12 8% 48 32% 19 13% | 149 | 100%
Academic,
Community 3 20% 3 20% 4 27% 3 20% 2 13% 15 | 100%
College
f::vdggl':;y 3 17% 1 6% 1 6% 12 67% 1 6% 18 | 100%
Federal
Agency 1 33% 0 0% 1 33% 1 33% 0 0% 3 100%
Library
z;gu':‘:itls:::: 1 20% 1 20% 1 20% 2 40% 0 0% 5 100%
E‘::::y 5 24% 1 5% 2 10% 9 43% 4 19% 21 | 100%
i‘z::z;y 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 2 100%
State Library 4 40% 1 10% 0 0% 3 30% 2 20% 10 | 100%
Grand Total 59 26% 36 16% 21 9% 79 35% 28 13% | 223 | 100%

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov



Figure 19: Tangible Collection Topic Elaborations by Library Type
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M Positive Value H Usage Issues

M Collection Management ™ Library Operation Issues ™ Negative Value

Academic General 28% 19% 8% 32% 13%
Academic, Community College | 20% 20% 27% 20% 13%
Academic, Law Library | 17% ©%6% 67% 6%
Federal Agency Library _
Highest State Court Library _
Public Library | 24% 5% 10% 43% 19%
Service Academy | 50% 50%
State Library | 40% 10% 30% 20%
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Figures 20 and 21 illustrate tangible collection topic elaborations by library size.

In examining the results by library size, no strong preference surfaced. All library sizes provided the greatest
response rate for elaborations on the topic of Positive Value.

Figure 20: Tangible Collection Topic Elaborations by Library Size
Collection Library Operation
Management Issues

Negative Value Positive Value Usage Issues

Library
Size R e e e

Large 32 31% 14 14% 7 7% 36 35% 13 13% 102 100%
Medium 20 23% 16 18% 8 9% 33 38% 11 13% 88 100%
Small 7 21% 6 18% 6 18% 10 30% 4 12% 33 100%
Grand

Total 59 26% 36 16% 21 9% 79 35% 28 13% 223 100%

Figure 21: Tangible Collection Topic Elaborations by Library Size

Large Medium Small

M Collection Management i Library Operation Issues i Negative Value

M Positive Value M Usage Issues
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Figures 22 and 23 illustrate tangible collection topic elaborations by depository type.

The results show that Regional Libraries elaborated the most on the topic of Collection Management, while
Selective Libraries elaborated the most on the topic of Positive Value for tangible collections.

Figure 22: Tangible Collection Topic Elaborations by Depository Type
Collection Library

. Negative Value Positive Value Usage Issues
Management Operation Issues
Depository Total
e Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq ‘ % Freq % %
Regional 9 43% 4 19% 0 0% 5 24% 3 14% 21 100%
Selective 50 25% 32 16% 21 10% 74 37% 25 12% 202 100%
Grand Total 59 26% 36 16% 21 9% 79 35% 28 13% 223 100%

Figure 23: Tangible Collection Topic Elaborations by Depository Type

Regional Selective

H Collection Management = Library Operation Issues = Negative Value

M Positive Value m Usage Issues

Figures 24, 25, and 26 illustrate tangible collection topic elaborations cross-tabulated by depository type
and library size.
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Large Regional Libraries elaborated the most on the tangible collection topic concerning Collection
Management, while the one Medium Regional elaborated the most on the topic concerning Positive Value.

Large, Medium, and Small Selective Libraries elaborated the most on the tangible collection topic
concerning Positive Value.

Figure 24: Tangible Collection Topic Elaborations by Depository Type and Library Size
Library
Operation
Issues

Negative
Value

Collection

Positive Value Usage Issues
Management g

Depository Library

 Type  Size | ° - . Freq %

Regional | Large 9 | 45% 4 20% 0 0% 4 20% 3 15% | 20 | 100%
Medium | 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 | 100% | o0 0% 1 | 100%

:ztg:l’"a' 9 | 43% 4 19% 0 0% 5 24% 3 14% | 21 | 100%

Selective | Large 23 | 28% | 10 | 12% 7 9% 32 | 39% | 10 | 12% | 82 | 100%
Medium | 20 | 23% | 16 | 18% 8 9% 32 | 37% | 11 | 13% | 87 | 100%
Small 7 | 21% 6 18% 6 18% | 10 | 30% 4 12% | 33 | 100%

izltzclt“’e 50 | 25% | 32 | 16% | 21 | 10% | 74 | 37% | 25 | 12% | 202 | 100%

Grand

ot 59 | 26% | 36 | 16% | 21 9% 79 | 35% | 28 | 13% | 223 | 100%
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Figure 25: Tangible Collection Topic Elaborations for Regional Libraries by Library Size

[+)
Collection Management — 45%

0%
()
Library Operation Issues _ 20%
0%
. 0%
Negative Value
g 0%

. 20%
P Val
osttive Yalue _ 100%

o,
Usage Issues - 15%

0%

HlLarge H Medium (1 respondent)

Figure 26: Tangible Collection Topic Elaborations for Selective Libraries by Library Size

Collection Management

Library Operation Issues

Negative Value

39%

Positive Value 37%

Usage Issues
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Figures 27, 28, and 29 illustrate tangible collection topic elaborations cross-tabulated by depository type
and library type.

Both Regional Academic General Libraries and Regional State Libraries elaborated the most on the tangible
collection topic of Collection Management.

For Selective Libraries:

Figure 27: Tangible Collection Topic Elaborations by Depository Type and Library Type

Academic General Libraries; Academic, Law Libraries; Highest State Court Libraries; and Public
Libraries elaborated the most on the tangible collection topic of Positive Value.

Academic, Community College Libraries elaborated the most on the tangible collection topic of
Negative Value.

Federal Agency Libraries equally elaborated the most on the topics of Collection Management,
Negative Value, and Positive Value.

Service Academies elaborated equally on the topics of Library Operation Issues and Positive Value.
State Libraries elaborated equally on the topics of Collection Management and Positive Value.

Collection LRI

Operation Negative Value Positive Value Usage Issues
_Management e
Depository | Library o o 0 o 0
Type Type Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq \ )
oS T Racaasrs 7 44% 3 19% 0 0% 4 25% 2 13% 16 | 100%
General
State 2 40% 1 20% 0 0% 1 20% 1 20% 5 | 100%
Library
::tg:"a' 9 43% 4 19% 0 0% 5 24% 3 14% | 21 | 100%
e || AR 35 | 26% | 25 19% | 12 9% a4 | 33% | 17 13% | 133 | 100%
General
Academic,
Community | 3 20% 3 20% 4 27% 3 20% 2 13% | 15 | 100%
College
Academic, 3 17% 1 6% 1 6% 12 | 67% 1 6% 18 | 100%
Law Library
Federal
Agency 1 33% 0 0% 1 33% 1 33% 0 0% 3 100%
Library
Highest
State Court | 1 20% 1 20% 1 20% 2 40% 0 0% 5 100%
Library
Public 5 24% 1 5% 2 10% 9 43% 4 19% | 21 | 100%
Library
Sl 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 2 100%
Academy
State 2 40% 0 0% 0 0% 2 40% 1 20% 5 | 100%
Library
iilti‘;t“’e 50 | 25% | 32 | 16% | 21 | 10% | 74 | 37% | 25 | 12% | 202 | 100%
‘:;:‘:Id 59 | 26% | 36 | 16% | 21 9% 79 | 35% | 28 | 13% | 223 | 100%
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Figure 28: Tangible Collection Topic Elaborations for Regional Libraries by Library Type
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Figure 29: Tangible Collection Topic Elaborations for Selective Libraries by Library Type
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FDLP Forecast Study Data Report
Library Forecast Question 11

JUNE 17,2013

Question 11 of the Library Forecast Questionnaire asked depository libraries: “If your library does not view
the tangible FDLP collection positively, please explain.” This report documents the data gathered from this
question. Please note: totals may not always equal 100% due to rounding.

The results are presented by:

e Library Type
0 Academic General
Academic, Community College
Academic, Law Library
Federal Agency Library
Federal Court Library
Highest State Court Library
Public Library
Service Academy
Special Library
O State Library
e Library Size
O Large => 1,000,000 volumes
0 Medium = 250,000 - 1,000,000 volumes
0 Small =< 250,000 volumes
e Depository Type
O Regional
0 Selective
e Cross-tabulated by Library Size and Depository Type
e Cross-tabulated by Library Type and Depository Type

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0Oo
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PRESENTATION OF QUALITATIVE RESULTS

Question 11 did not have a yes/no (quantitative) component. Responses were entirely open-ended
(qualitative).

273 libraries responded to Question 11, explaining their view of the tangible FDLP collection. The following
figures depict the results of the qualitative analysis, and the findings of the individual open-ended
responses.

Individual open-ended responses totaled 514 observations (individual views of the tangible FDLP
collection). Observations were grouped into six over-arching categories for reporting purposes:

1. Collection Management refers to Library explanations that pertain to the management of the
tangible collection. Examples of responses include: GPO or library cataloging; a preference for, or
transition to mainly electronic collections; past, present, or future reduction or weeding of
collection; and future or current evaluation of collection scope.

2. Library Support refers to Library explanations that pertain to resource and cost issues. Examples of
responses include: time, labor, and staff; storage or space issues; and issues with support or
commitment to the tangible collection.

3. Negative Value refers to Library explanations that indicate a negative value for tangible items.
Examples of responses include: the tangible collection is entirely or in part not of value, value is
uncertain, is only maintained or used because an alternative format is not available, or is not a
valuable information asset.

4. Procedural refers to Library explanations that indicate an issue with FDLP procedures and policies,
or issues with the Program. Examples of responses include: the retention and weeding policies,
Superintendent of Documents Classification system, and GPO processing of material.

5. Usage refers to Library explanations that indicate that the tangible collection has low or uncertain
usage. Examples of responses include: low usage, declining usage, and barriers to access, whether
physical barriers, barriers to usage, or lack of awareness.

6. Other refers to all other Library explanations about the tangible collection and responses that were
unclear or provided additional information about the explanations. Examples of responses include:
the collection is non-existent, “not relevant”, and “no answer.”

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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Figures 1 and 2 illustrate explanations about the view of the tangible FDLP collection.

Of the total number of observations reported by respondents, 28% provided an explanation related to
Library Support, 20% provided an explanation related to Collection Management, 7% provided an
explanation related to Negative Value, 6% provided a Procedural-related explanation, 13% provided a
Usage explanation, and 26% provided an Other explanation.

Figure 1: Explanation about View of Tangible: Responses by Category
Collection Library Negative
Management Support Value

Procedural \

Total Total

% %

Total | 102 20% 143 28% 38 7% 30 6% 66 13% 135 26% 514 100%

Figure 2: Explanation about View of Tangible: Responses by Category

B Collection Management = Library Support  Negative Value

B Procedural m Usage H Other
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For the purpose of focusing on specific explanations of Libraries’ views of the tangible FDLP collection, the
“Other” responses have been removed from the following data figures, which reduced the number of
observations to 379.

Figures 3 and 4 illustrate explanations about the view of the tangible FDLP collection by library type.

As reflected in the data, the majority of library types had a greater response rate mentioning Library
Support as an explanation about the view of the tangible FDLP collection. Federal Agency Libraries had an
equal split between Collection Management and Usage explanations, and State Libraries had and equal split
between Library Support and Usage explanations.

Figure 3: Explanation about View of Tangible by Library Type
Collection

N ETErETaT Library Support  Negative Value Procedural Usage

Library Type Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % T?,/tal
(1]

2:2‘::;” 74 29% 98 39% 21 8% 21 8% 37 15% | 251 | 100%
Academic,
Community 4 21% 7 37% 3 16% 2 11% 3 16% 19 | 100%
College
Academic, 8 28% | 11 | 38% 4 14% 4 14% 2 7% 29 | 100%
Law Library
Federal
Agency 3 30% 2 20% 2 20% 0 0% 3 30% 10 | 100%
Library
Public
Ty 11 18% 21 35% 7 12% 3 5% 18 30% 60 | 100%
ii;‘::‘:ny 0 0% 1 100% | © 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100%
f:;::ry 2 22% 3 33% 1 11% 0 0% 3 33% 9 100%
GrandTotal | 102 | 27% | 143 | 38% | 38 10% | 30 8% 66 17% | 379 | 100%
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Figure 4: Explanation about View of Tangible by Library Type

Page 5

Academic, Community College

Academic, Law Library

Federal Agency Library

Public Library

Service Academy

State Library

Academic General 29% 39% 8% 8% 15%

21% 37% 16% 11% 16%

14% 14% 7%

20% 20%

18% 35% 12% 5% 30%

100%

22% 33% 11% 33%

B Collection Management i Library Support = Negative Value M Procedural m Usage
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Figures 5 and 6 illustrate explanations about the view of the tangible FDLP collection by library size.

In examining the results by library size, all library sizes showed Library Support with the greatest response
rate as an explanation about the view of the tangible FDLP collection. However, Small Libraries had an even
split between Collection Management and Library Support.

Figure 5: Explanation about View of Tangible by Library Size
Collection

R ERTE Library Support Negative Value Procedural Usage

Library Total
Size Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq %
Large 50 28% 74 41% 18 10% 13 7% 25 14% 180 100%
Medium 32 25% 49 38% 11 8% 11 8% 27 21% 130 100%
Small 20 29% 20 29% 9 13% 6 9% 14 20% 69 100%
Grand o o o

Total 102 27% 143 38% 38 10% 30 8% 66 17% 379 100%

Figure 6: Explanation about View of Tangible by Library Size

Large Medium Small

H Collection Management @ Library Support = Negative Value ® Procedural m Usage
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Figures 7 and 8 illustrate explanations about the view of the tangible FDLP collection by depository type.

The results show that both Regional Libraries and Selective Libraries reported Library Support with the
highest response rate as an explanation about the view of the tangible FDLP collection.

Collection

Library

Figure 7: Explanation about View of Tangible by Depository Type

Negative

Management Support Value Procedural
?:::sitory Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq )
Regional 5 16% 10 31% 4 13% 6 19% 7 22% 32 100%
Selective 97 28% 133 38% 34 10% 24 7% 59 17% 347 100%
Grand Total 102 27% 143 38% 38 10% 30 8% 66 17% 379 100%

Figure 8: Explanation about View of Tangible by Depository Type

Regional

Selective

B Collection Management @ Library Support = Negative Value ™ Procedural m Usage
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Figures 9, 10, and 11 illustrate explanations about the view of the tangible FDLP collection cross-
tabulated by depository type and library size.

Large Regional Libraries reported a greater response rate for Library Support as an explanation about the
view of the tangible FDLP collection.

Most Selective Libraries, regardless of size, also reported Library Support as an explanation with the
greatest response rate. However, Small Libraries were equally split between Collection Management and
Library Support.

Figure 9: Explanation about View of Tangible by Depository Type and Library Size
Collection

A i Library Support  Negative Value Procedural \
Depository Library 0 o Total Total
Type Size i &
Regional | Large 5 16% 10 31% 4 13% 6 19% 7 22% 32 | 100%
:stg:l’"a' 5 16% 10 | 31% 4 13% 6 19% 7 22% 32 | 100%
Selective Large 45 30% 64 43% 14 9% 7 5% 18 12% 148 100%
Medium 32 25% 49 38% 11 8% 11 8% 27 21% | 130 | 100%
Ssmall 20 29% 20 29% 9 13% 6 9% 14 20% 69 | 100%
:i't:t"'e 97 28% | 133 | 38% 34 10% 24 7% 59 17% | 347 | 100%
Grand
o] 102 | 27% | 143 | 38% 38 10% 30 8% 66 17% | 379 | 100%
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Figure 10: Explanation about View of Tangible for Regional Libraries by Library Size

B Collection Management = Library Support = Negative Value B Procedural m Usage

Figure 11: Explanation about View of Tangible for Selective Libraries by Library Size

Collection Management

43%

Library Support

Negative Value

Procedural

Usage 21%

20%

W large ™ Medium ®Small
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Figures 12, 13, and 14 illustrate explanations about the view of the tangible FDLP collection cross-
tabulated by depository type and library type.

Regional Academic General Libraries reported Library Support as an explanation with the highest response
rate, and Regional State Libraries reported Negative Value as an explanation with the highest response
rate. Regional Public Libraries reported an even split between Library Support and Usage as explanations
about the view of the tangible FDLP collection.

Most Selective Library types reported Library Support as an explanation with the highest response rate.
Selective Federal Agency Libraries reported an even split between Collection Management and Usage
explanations with the highest response rate, and Selective State Libraries reported and even split between
Library Support and Usage explanations with the highest response rates.

Figure 12: Explanation about View of Tangible by Depository Type and Library Type
Collection

R Library Support = Negative Value Procedural Usage
_I::::snory Library Type Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq %
Regional 22?,‘1‘::.“‘ 5 17% 9 31% 3 10% 6 21% 6 21% 29 | 100%
E‘:)':::y 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 2 100%
State Library | 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100%
?cftg;’"a' 5 16% 10 31% 4 13% 6 19% 7 22% 32 | 100%
Selective QZiiig;lc 69 31% 89 40% 18 8% 15 7% 31 14% | 222 | 100%
Academic,
Community 4 21% 7 37% 3 16% 2 11% 3 16% 19 | 100%
College
f:;dgg':;y 8 28% 11 38% 4 14% 4 14% 2 7% 29 | 100%
Federal
Agency 3 30% 2 20% 2 20% 0 0% 3 30% 10 | 100%
Library
Public
Dt 11 19% 20 34% 7 12% 3 5% 17 29% 58 | 100%
i‘:;‘:ce‘:ny 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100%
State Library | 2 25% 3 38% 0 0% 0 0% 3 38% 8 100%
ii't:t“'e 97 28% | 133 | 38% 34 10% 24 7% 59 17% | 347 | 100%
Grand 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
- 102 | 27% | 143 | 38% 38 10% 30 8% 66 17% | 379 | 100%

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov



Figure 13: Explanation about View of Tangible for Regional Libraries by Library Type

Academic General 31% 10% 21%

Public Library 50% 50%

State Library 0 [0}7

M Collection Management = Library Support = Negative Value B Procedural m Usage

Figure 14: Explanation about View of Tangible for Selective Libraries by Library Type

Academic General 31% 40% 8% 7% 14%

Academic, Community College 16% 11% 16%

Academic, Law Library 28% 38% 14% 14% 7%

Federal Agency Library 30% 20% 20% 30%

Public Library 19% 34% 12% 5% 29%

Service Academy 100%

State Library 25% 38% 38%

B Collection Management = Library Support = Negative Value B Procedural m Usage
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FDLP Forecast Study Data Report
Library Forecast Question 12

Juy 17, 2013

Question 12 of the Library Forecast Questionnaire asked depository libraries: “In your library, is digital
government information available through FDsys an important source for federal digital government
information?” This report documents the data gathered from this question. Please note: totals may not
always equal 100% due to rounding.

The results are presented by:

e Library Type
0 Academic General
Academic, Community College
Academic, Law Library
Federal Agency Library
Federal Court Library
Highest State Court Library
Public Library
Service Academy
Special Library
O State Library
e Library Size
O Large => 1,000,000 volumes
0 Medium = 250,000 - 1,000,000 volumes
0 Small =< 250,000 volumes
e Depository Type
O Regional
0 Selective
e Cross-tabulated by Library Size and Depository Type
e Cross-tabulated by Library Type and Depository Type

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0Oo
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PRESENTATION OF QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

Question 12 asked, “In your library, is digital government information available through FDsys an important
source for federal digital government information?” The response options were:

1) yes

2) no
Please elaborate

Of the 802 respondents to Library Forecast Question 12, 709 (88%) responded “yes” while 93 (12%)
responded “no.”

Figure 1: Overall Yes/No Response Rate

HYes HNo
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Figure 2 illustrates response rates by library type for all 802 respondents.

Federal Court Libraries and Service Academies had the highest “yes” response rate (100%), followed by
Academic, Law Libraries (93%) and Academic General Libraries (91%).

Figure 2: Yes/No Response Rate by Library Type

Library Type -I::::II Total %
Academic General 404 91% 41 9% 445 100%
Academic, Community College 29 85% 5 15% 34 100%
Academic, Law Library 101 93% 8 7% 109 100%
Federal Agency Library 15 83% 3 17% 18 100%
Federal Court Library 6 100% 0 0% 6 100%
Highest State Court Library 22 85% 4 15% 26 100%
Public Library 90 78% 26 22% 116 100%
Service Academy 2 100% 0 0% 2 100%
Special Library 7 88% 1 13% 8 100%
State Library 33 87% 5 13% 38 100%
Grand Total 709 88% 93 12% 802 100%

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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Figure 3 illustrates “yes” responses by library type for all 802 respondents.

Academic General Libraries had the highest number of “yes” responses, with 404, followed by Academic, Law
Libraries with 101, and Public Libraries with 90.

Figure 3: Yes Responses by Library Type

Academic General — 404

Academic, Community College - 29

Academic, Law Library [N 101

Federal Agency Library . 15

Federal Court Library [ 6

Highest State Court Library |l 22

Public Library 90

Service Academy | 2

Special Library 7

State Library 33
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Figure 4 illustrates response rates by library size for all 802 respondents.
Medium Libraries had the highest “yes” response rate (90%), with 301 of the 336 total Medium Libraries.

Figure 4: Yes/No Response Rate by Library Size

Library Size Total %
Large 250 88% 33 12% 283 100%
Medium 301 90% 35 10% 336 100%
Small 158 86% 25 14% 183 100%
Grand Total 709 88% 93 12% 802 100%

Figure 5 illustrates “yes” responses by library size for all 802 respondents.
Medium Libraries had the highest number of total “yes” responses (301 out of 709 responses).

Figure 5: Yes Responses by Library Size

Hlarge = Medium ®Small
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Figure 6 illustrates response rates by depository type for all 802 respondents.
Regional Libraries had a higher “yes” response rate (90%) than Selective Libraries (88%).

Figure 6: Yes/No Response Rate by Depository Type

Depository Type

Regional 37 90% 4 10% 41 100%
Selective 672 88% 89 12% 761 100%
Grand Total 709 88% 93 12% 802 100%

Figure 7 illustrates “yes” responses by depository type for all 802 respondents.

Selective Libraries had a higher number of total “yes” responses (672 of 709 responses).

Figure 7: Yes Responses by Depository Type

M Regional m Selective
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Figures 8, 9, and 10 illustrate “yes” responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library size for all 802
respondents.

36 of 40 Large Regional Libraries responded “yes” to Question 12. In addition, the one Medium Regional
Library also responded “yes.”

214 of 243 Large Selective Libraries responded “yes,” 300 of 335 Medium Selective Libraries responded
“yes,” and 158 of 183 Small Selective Libraries responded “yes.”

Figure 8: Yes/No Response Rate by Depository Type and Library Size

Depository Type  Library Size ~ Freq  Freq @ % ~ Total%
Regional Large 36 90% 4 10% 40 100%
Medium 1 100% 0 0% 1 100%
Regional Total 37 90% 4 10% 41 100%
Selective Large 214 88% 29 12% 243 100%
Medium 300 90% 35 10% 335 100%
Small 158 86% 25 14% 183 100%
Selective Total 672 88% 89 12% 761 100%
Grand Total 709 88% 93 12% 802 100%

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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Figure 9: Regional Yes Responses by Library Size

M Large W Medium

Figure 10: Selective Yes Responses by Library Size

M Large = Medium & Small
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Figure 11 illustrates response rates cross-tabulated by depository type and library type for all 802
respondents.

Of Regional Libraries, both Public Libraries and State Libraries had a “yes” rate of 100%.

Of Selective Libraries, Federal Court Libraries (100%); Service Academies (100%); Academic, Law Libraries
(93%); and Academic General Libraries (91%) had the highest rate of “yes” responses.

Figure 11: Yes/No Response Rate by Depository Type and Library Type

Depository Type Library Type

Regional Academic General 22 85% 4 15% 26 100%
Public Library 2 100% 0 0% 2 100%
State Library 13 100% 0 0% 13 100%
Regional Total 37 90% 4 10% 41 100%
Selective Academic General 382 91% 37 9% 419 100%
Academic, Community 29 85% 5 15% 34 100%
College
Academic, Law Library 101 93% 8 7% 109 100%
Federal Agency Library 15 83% 3 17% 18 100%
Federal Court Library 6 100% 0 0% 6 100%
Highest State Court 22 85% 4 15% 26 100%
Library
Public Library 88 77% 26 23% 114 100%
Service Academy 2 100% 0 0% 2 100%
Special Library 7 88% 1 13% 8 100%
State Library 20 80% 5 20% 25 100%
Selective Total 672 88% 89 12% 761 100%
Grand Total 709 88% 93 12% 802 100%

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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Figures 12 and 13 illustrate number of “yes” responses cross-tabulated by depository type and library type.

Among Regional libraries, Academic General Libraries had the highest number of “yes” responses with 22,
followed by State Libraries with 13. Among Selective Libraries, Academic General Libraries had the highest
number of “yes” responses with 382, followed by Academic, Law Libraries with 101, and Public Libraries with
88.

Figure 12: Regional Yes Responses by Library Type

Academic General 22

Public Library 2

State Library 13

Figure 13: Selective Yes Responses by Library Type

Academic General [N 382

Academic, Community College [ 29
Academic, Law Library [ 101
Federal Agency Library I 15

Federal Court Library | 6
Highest State Court Library ] 22
Public Library [ 88
Service Academy | 2
Special Library | 7

State Library [J] 20
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PRESENTATION OF QUALITATIVE RESULTS

471 libraries elaborated on their responses. Respondents were not limited to the number of elaborations
they could provide. The following figures depict the results of the qualitative analysis, and the findings of the
individual open-ended responses.

Individual open-ended responses totaled 688 observations (individual elaborations). Observations were
grouped into four over-arching categories for reporting purposes:

1. Access refers to responses which indicated themes addressing user experiences while relating to
and using FDsys. Examples of responses include: easy to navigate, central source or 1% search site
for government information, and search capabilities.

2. Authentication refers to responses which indicated themes addressing the credibility of content
found within FDsys. Examples of responses inlcude: reliable trustworthy digital copy/platform,
authentication/digitally sighed content/authoritative, and used for special collections.

3. Limitations refers to responses which indicated themes identifying drawbacks to their FDsys
experience. Examples of responses inlcude: insufficient content; undesirable search
capabilities/results; and FDsys worse than/used less than other similar resources.

4. Other refers either to responses that did not specifically relate to the question or to responses
that could not be included in the major categories above.

Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) beta.fdlp.gov
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Of the total number of observations reported by respondents, 33% reported Access, 19% reported
Authentication, 17% reported Limitations, and 32% reported Other.

Figure 14: Observations on Importance of FDsys as a Resource: Responses by Category
Access Authentication Limitations Other

Total

Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % T Total %

Total 224 33% 131 19% 116 17% 217 32% 688 100%

Figure 15: Observations on Importance of FDsys as a Resource: Responses by Category

M Access M Authentication M Limitations ™M Other
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For the purpose of focusing on specific observations about FDsys as an important source for federal digital
government information, the “Other” responses have been removed from the following data figures, which

have reduced the number of observations to 471.

Figures 16 and 17 illustrate the observations on the importance of FDsys as a resource by library type.

As reflected in the data:

e Academic General Libraries; Academic, Community College Libraries; Academic, Law Libraries;
Federal Agency Libraries; Highest St