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Introduction 
The Statistics Working Group was formed in fall 2016, reporting to CARL’s Assessment 
Committee, and convened its first meeting on November 30, 2016. The chief mandate of the 
group is to review CARL’s annual statistics questionnaire, the Statistical Survey of Canadian 
Academic and Research Libraries, and make recommendations for changes so as to ensure that 
reliable, useful, and practical statistics are collected. See Appendix 5 for the working group’s 
complete mandate and terms of reference. 

The members of the group, according to the mandate, are members of the Assessment 
Committee along with five to seven library professionals from CARL libraries. The following 
have been the working group members: 

▪ Wayne Jones (Chair, Carleton University) 
▪ Kathy Ball (McMaster University) 
▪ Myriam Dupont (Université Laval) 
▪ Natalie Gick (Simon Fraser University) 
▪ Katharine Hall (Concordia University) 
▪ Joyline Makani (Dalhousie University) 
▪ Christine Shaw (University of Manitoba) 
▪ Dana Thomas (Ryerson University) 
▪ Sherri Vokey (University of Manitoba) 
▪ Ron Ward (University of Guelph) 
▪ Shahira Khair (CARL, December 2016-May 2018) 
▪ Katherine McColgan (CARL, October-November 2016) 

The group met by teleconference seventeen times before submitting this report. Its meetings 
and other activities have been carried out as a plenary, but three subgroups were formed along 
the way to carry out specific tasks on behalf of the whole: 

▪ drafting the CARL Director Survey: Natalie Gick, Katharine Hall, Shahira Khair, Christine 
Shaw, Sherri Vokey 

▪ administering the survey: Ron Ward 
▪ initial drafting of this report: Wayne Jones, Shahira Khair, Joyline Makani, Ron Ward 

However, all group members took the opportunity to review and contribute to the survey and 
report, and this report has the unanimous endorsement of all members of the working group. 

Apart from working group meetings, the other significant input into these recommendations is 
the results of a CARL Director Survey that was released September 20 and closed late 
November 2017. The text of the survey may be found in Appendix 3 of this report, and a 
summary of responses in Appendix 4. The Statistics Working Group thanks the CARL directors 
and their assessment personnel for their very valuable contributions. 

In addition to a detailed examination of the CARL questionnaire, one factor that the group has 
been mindful of in its work and deliberations – and in the presentation of this report – is the 
benefit of aligning, when appropriate and possible, the content of the CARL questionnaire with 
the questionnaires of other associations which gather similar library statistics. We have focused 
particularly on the Association of Research Libraries (ARL) in this regard, as 16 CARL members 
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are also members of ARL, and in our examination of every question in the CARL questionnaire 
we have tried to be careful to make recommendations that are, to the extent possible, 
comparable or compatible with the ARL questions. In doing so, though, we are aware that ARL’s 
own statistics program will also be reviewed as part of the overall revisioning exercise that the 
association is undergoing. 

There are other surveys and authorities as well, and of course it is unlikely that CARL could be 
consistent with all of them since they are not consistent among themselves. Some of the ones 
that came up in the responses from the surveyed libraries are BCI’s Quebec Universities 
Libraries General Statistical Survey, CAUBO’s Financial Information of Universities and Colleges, 
the reports of the Government of Canada’s Research Support Fund, and those of various 
provincial agencies. More specialized surveys were also cited, such as those by the Association 
of College & Research Libraries, the Association of Academic Health Sciences Libraries, the 
Association of Faculties of Medicine of Canada, and the Standardized Statistical Measures and 
Metrics for Public Services in Archival Repositories and Special Collections Libraries. 

Part of the mandate of the Statistics Working Group included addressing the following three 

issues, and either making recommendations on them or referring them to a subsequent 

working group. For numbers 2 and 3, we recommend the latter; as for number 1, see section 

2.6.1.3 in Appendix 2: 

1. Assess the need for metrics within institutional repositories, digital collections, and 
repositories generally. 

2. Review technical standards (e.g., version 5 of the COUNTER Code of Practice). 

3. Examine the use of Google Analytics as a tool to collect data. 

This report is organized into two main sections. The first section discusses the current 
questionnaire as a whole and presents some general recommendations. It goes on to discuss 
the questionnaire in more detail, presenting its full text and interpolating discussion and 
recommendations at specific points. Some of these recommendations revert to 
recommendations in a version of the questionnaire even earlier than the current one. The 
second main section (Appendix 2) of this report presents a reorganization and rewriting (as 
necessary) of the questionnaire, based on the preceding discussion and recommendations.  
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The Current CARL Questionnaire 
General 
This section discusses and makes recommendations about some general aspects of the 
questionnaire. Comments and recommendations about specific questions follow in the next 
section. A list of all recommendations is compiled in Appendix 1. 

RECOMMENDATION 1 
CARL should increase the openness of its annual statistics data, and adopt tools that enable 
report generation and the creation of a data visualization dashboard, in order to increase the 
utility and accessibility of the data for member institutions. 
 
It would be a great benefit to member libraries if they were able to easily download time-series 
data for their own and peer institutions, as well as generate reports and data visualizations 
from the statistics that CARL collects, by means of a convenient, user-friendly platform. We 
recognize that there would be a cost associated with implementing such a service, but we do 
feel that there are great benefits to be derived, and that CARL should further investigate the 
feasibility. This view is also echoed in responses submitted to the survey sent to CARL directors 
and their assessment personnel (see Appendix 3), who urged CARL to do more to disseminate 
and promote this valuable information in a digestible way for stakeholders.  
 
CARL’s current questionnaire is based on MySQL, for which there are many reporting and data 
visualization tools that could be integrated. In addition, CARL should deposit its time series 
dataset on an annual basis into an open repository, a Dataverse instance for example, to ensure 
wide and sustainable access to the data. 
 
CARL can take advantage of the work already done by the Continuing Education Working 
Group’s Dashboards and Data Visualization Toolkit Project, which has been working on this 
issue in general terms, and is developing a LibGuide on various aspects of the topic (to be 
released in fall 2018). 
 
RECOMMENDATION 2 
CARL should improve the technical facility of the online submission form, including: 

● adding levels of permission so that more staff at libraries may input data 
● enabling direct upload of salary data 
● allowing historical data to be revised or updated as appropriate 
● allowing notes to be input in direct association with specific survey questions 
● allowing separate surveys to be done for law and medical libraries 

The Director Survey included some specific recommendations for improving some technical 
aspects of the submission form in order to make it easier and more convenient. 

Some libraries, however, commented negatively on the logistics around entering the notes. The 
text field for the notes is located at the bottom of the data entry page, so that respondents 
must scroll up and down the web form to enter them. As a result of how notes are compiled in 
the statistical reports that CARL produces, the data and notes are not easily connected, which 
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puts the burden on the reader to go back and forth between the two and sometimes scroll 
through a long list of notes. It would be better if, in the web template, each note was 
associated directly with the appropriate question. 

RECOMMENDATION 3 
CARL should implement strategies to increase the rate of on-time submissions of the CARL 
questionnaire. 

The typical reporting season for CARL statistics opens in October, when access to the current 
year’s survey reporting instrument is granted, with a submission deadline set for mid- to late 
December of the same year. Based on a review of responses to the Director Survey, as well as 
the experiences of CARL staff who run the annual reporting process, many CARL members face 
difficulties in meeting this annual submission deadline.  

The reasons most frequently cited for the delays include changes in human resources, systems, 
and competing priorities. In response to the questionnaire, some institutions noted conflicts 
between the current CARL deadline and institutional budgetary deadlines. However, many 
others also commented about how time-consuming it is to collect the statistics, no matter what 
the actual deadline might be. This is because the individual responsible for coordinating the 
gathering of the information in any particular institution generally has to consult with 
colleagues in many departments, and often at a busy time of year when other deadlines have to 
be met before the end-of-year break. 

CARL should therefore take concrete steps to alleviate the reporting pressures placed on 
institutions as one means of improving the rate of on-time response. Some strategies and 
actions could include: 

1. CARL should survey members for important and recurring reporting deadlines they 
already face that could impede on-time response to the CARL questionnaire, and 
determine whether a more convenient deadline can be found.  
 

2. Regardless of when the reporting deadline is set, a longer reporting period should be 
provided. Data submitted to CARL is based on institutional fiscal years, which end in 
either March or April for all CARL institutions. It is therefore not necessary to wait until 
the fall to grant access to the reporting instrument. Rather, access should be granted in 
the spring or summer, so that members have the opportunity to submit their data when 
it is most convenient for their diverse schedules.  
 

3. While many institutions collect their data over the fiscal year well in advance of the 
announcement of CARL’s survey being open, many others do not. CARL should also 
consider compiling best practices in gathering and reporting institutional data to share 
with its members for their consideration and adoption. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 4 
The questionnaire template should be modified to allow for providing clearer guidance for 
reporting year-over-year anomalies in the notes. 
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Virtually all of the libraries responding to the Director Survey said that there were no major 
procedural problems with data entry in the online survey template. Several respondents 
commented on challenges faced justifying large changes year over year in reported values. For 
example: ”ARL provides specific percent tolerance allowances for year-to-year data variances 
for each item measured (these are based on historical variances calculated for each item across 
ARL members).” In its own validation processes, CARL does follow question-specific guidance 
for tolerances in year-over-year changes, above which it follows up with respondents to request 
further investigation. CARL should make this document widely available to respondents, and 
investigate whether this information can be integrated directly into the online survey template. 

RECOMMENDATION 5 

CARL should task a working group to develop guidance documentation for member libraries 

about the collection and use of CARL statistics to evaluate operations and demonstrate value. 

Several respondents to the Director Survey related that they did not use CARL statistics at all to 

demonstrate value because they are simple input or output numbers that do not show how the 

library is directly valuable to the university. While it may be true that CARL statistics do not 

collect “value” statistics directly, the outcome values that are collected can be used to 

formulate value statements with internal benchmarks, goals and/or comparisons with similar 

institutions.  

Moreover, an issue that was clearly articulated by a number of respondents was that there is a 

lack of continuity in the generation and collection of the CARL statistics in the member 

institutions. The organization and process of collecting the CARL statistics and salary data were 

often passed from person to person as if it were an unsavoury but obligatory task. These 

attitudes and behaviours result in a belief that these data are unimportant, vestigial, or useless. 

Creating a data collection system that lacks personal responsibility, accountability, and 

continuity leads to compounded difficulties in quality control during collection and hence to 

poor or unreliable data. 

To bridge these gaps, CARL should undertake to: 

● Develop materials, processes, and software to assist in the collection of the measures 

● Develop materials and processes to assist in the utilization of data collected to 

demonstrate value 

● Provide web-based member access to all contributing CARL members’ data for use in 

generating comparisons or calculating local/regional/national norms 

RECOMMENDATION 6 

CARL should eliminate the current Emerging Trends section from the questionnaire, 

incorporating these questions into the appropriate section elsewhere in the questionnaire. We 

propose the development of a process to identify emerging trends and develop their metrics. 

This section of the CARL questionnaire is currently used to collect data in the areas of archives 

and special collections, digital collections, and e-publishing – and it has been used for that 
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purpose since 2012/2013. It is clear to the working group that the broadly defined activities are 

no longer “emerging” and that CARL unnecessarily appears anachronistic and out of touch by 

characterizing them as such when of course they are intuitively considered quite mainstream. 

Still, no survey of statistics can or should remain static. CARL needs to be agile and adaptive in 

tracking library activities in the face of new technologies, pedagogies, and approaches to skills 

development. We suggest the development of a defined framework that utilizes a phased 

approach for identifying, tracking, measuring, and evaluating any issue which is not currently 

part of the questionnaire. Any issue deemed worthy of statistical measure would ultimately be 

incorporated into the appropriate section of the questionnaire, instead of being segregated in a 

separate “emerging trends” section, and would become subject to the same evidence-based 

process of evaluation and assessment – as all parts of the questionnaire would – to determine 

whether it should continue to be collected at all. The framework processes would be 

implemented and reviewed by a standing working group under the guidance of CARL’s 

Assessment Committee: 

● Phase 1: Identification 

○ Identify new or emerging issues or trends of relevance to libraries 

○ Measure the presence/absence of the issue or trend for at least two years 

 

● Phase 2: Relevance 

○ Initially track the relevance and development of the issue or trend 

○ Capture details of the related activities 

○ Assess whether or not it ties to or furthers goals for libraries 

 

● Phase 3: Metric Development 

○ Create measures that capture the breadth and scope of activities 

○ Test, review, and revise measures as necessary to improve the generalizability, 

validity, and reliability 

 

● On-Going Through All Phases 

○ Apply rigorous, evidence-based evaluation and assessment criteria and 

processes to all CARL Statistical Survey measures so that they remain relevant to 

the complex environment in which all academic and research libraries operate 

Comments and Recommendations on Individual Questions and Instructions 
 
This section provides discussion and suggestions for revisions to individual questions and 

instructions in the current CARL questionnaire. We provide a rationale or explanation here, and 

the actual rewritten question or definition is presented in Appendix 2. Suggestions made result 

from deliberations held during working group meetings, as well as from suggestions and 
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comments submitted by CARL directors and their assessment personnel in response to the 

Director Survey. 

RECOMMENDATION 7 

Revise the questions and instructions of the current CARL questionnaire, and reorder and 

renumber them, as shown in Appendix 2. 

Several surveyed libraries noted that overall the questions and instructions are often unclear 

and hard to interpret. Most of the work done by the working group revolved around rewriting 

the questions and instructions. This was not just an exercise in style. We consider it essential to 

make this text as full and clear as it needs to be in order to ensure to the extent possible that all 

libraries understand and interpret instructions in the same way. This sentiment is echoed by 

comments from the survey: ”The questionnaire would be enormously improved with better 

instructions. This would ensure better data collection and assurance that all collect well. 

Comparisons between libraries would be much more reliable.” 

The text in the section below makes comments and recommendations on individual questions 

and instructions. In general, if there is no comment or recommendation, then the working 

group is not recommending any change to that question or instruction. Citations of specific 

sections and subsections generally refer to Appendix 2. 

 

Expenditures, Establishment and Collections 

I. Titles held (all formats) 

 

RECOMMENDATION 8 

Report four values: titles owned or licensed (electronic resources), titles owned (all other 

formats), titles to which a library has access, and local digital collections. 

The current statistic, as the name indicates, counts all titles rolled up into a single number, and 

with a long definition specifying inclusions, exclusions, and other details. If all libraries are 

counting the same items in the same way, then it could be argued that a single number such as 

this does provide a simple means of comparison among libraries. One of the issues though is 

that the number is likely to be skewed one way or another depending on its collection and what 

it is counting. Smaller numbers of titles held are simply subsumed in the larger number. For 

example, it’s not unusual for even a medium-sized library to have access to several hundred 

thousand ebook titles, or for a large library to hold well over a million printed books. Simply 

adding those together, and with the relatively small numbers of, say, ejournals, may have the 

effect of obscuring the numbers and types of titles that the library actually does have. 

We recommend that there be slightly more granular numbers, so that at least the very 

important category of electronic resources is distinguished from physical collections. This is 
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critical so that directors may see important trends in collection development and its impact on 

library space. Another important category is titles to which a library has access, in addition to 

titles they might own or license, by virtue of shared collections or memberships in organizations 

such as the Center for Research Libraries. 

RECOMMENDATION 9 

The definition of “title” should be rewritten more clearly, unambiguously, and succinctly, with 

inclusions and exclusions simply listed. 

The current text of the instructions is lengthy, a bit rambling, and not in any rigorous order that 

we can perceive. This is an important statistic of course, and perhaps the definition has just 

grown organically over the years as successive changes have been made. The current definition 

of “title” relies on an ANSI/NISO standard which itself references the Anglo-American 

Cataloguing Rules. The current definition of “title” in the questionnaire also does not clearly 

and consistently specify whether a title needs to be catalogued or otherwise made accessible 

before it is included in this statistic. 

II. Expenditures 

2. Library materials 

2.1 One time resource purchases 

2.2 Ongoing resource purchases 

RECOMMENDATION 10 

Count a title as “ongoing” or “one time” based on the bibliographic nature of the resource, not 

on the type of fiscal funding. 

The current definition apparently intends to refer to the nature of the resource and not to the 

nature of the expenditure when it refers to “one time” and “ongoing.” In 2.2 especially, there 

are references to expenditures for types of resources or services which either do not exist 

anymore or are extremely rare in modern libraries (e.g., “online searches of remote databases,” 

or CD-ROM serials). 

Since some libraries are now purchasing some of their ongoing resources with one-time (fiscal) 

funds due to cautious non-committal budget allocation from their universities, it is important to 

make this clear in the definition. For example, a resource which is licensed year to year should 

be counted in “ongoing” even if the library purchases it with “one time” funding year after year. 

2.3 Collection support 

There are several terms listed in the definition which are unclear or outdated (e.g., “literature 

searching,” “security devices” (tattle tape?)), and which should be clarified or removed. It is 

also unclear whether courier fees are to be included in this statistic. 

RECOMMENDATION 11 

Record fees for Center for Research Libraries publications as “ongoing resource purchases” 
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(5.1.2), and count the publications that the CRL membership provides as “titles to which the 

library has access” (1.3). 

The inclusion of “memberships for the purpose of publications” here as an example expense 

should be reviewed and rationalized, as the end result of such memberships is often just an 

ongoing resource that should simply be counted as such. Some publishers do not offer their 

publications without a membership, but this should not mean that expenses towards these 

publications should be counted in a separate category. Similarly, we recommend that the fees 

for Center for Research Libraries (CRL) publications not be included in this statistic, but that the 

publications to which libraries have access due to their CRL memberships be counted in 

“ongoing resource purchases.” 

2.4 Total library materials 

3 Salaries and Wages 

RECOMMENDATION 12 

Use the same categories of employees in the Salaries and Wages section (5.2) as are used in the 

Personnel section (3). 

We recommend that the same categories of employees be used here as are used in the 

Personnel section, and “other professionals” should not simply be rolled into some other 

category. Libraries need to be able to track the presence of non-librarian professionals who 

work in support positions – a growing trend. “Casual staff” (3.3) should be defined to include 

not only students but also staff brought in for particular assignments. 

3.1 Professional staff 

3.2 Support staff 

3.3 Casual staff 

3.4 Total staffing expenditures (add lines 3.1 to 3.3) 

4 Other 

4.1 Fringe benefits 

RECOMMENDATION 13 

Use the term “benefits” and not “fringe benefits” (see 5.2). 

The term “fringe benefits” is outdated. We recommend using simply “benefits.” 

4.2 Other operating expenditures 

RECOMMENDATION 14 

Operating expenditures that are library-controlled should be distinguished from operating 
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expenditures which are used on or for the library but are controlled by the university or the 

research administration. 

The rationale for some of the inclusions and exclusions in the definition needs to be more 

clearly defined. Are expenditures for buildings and maintenance not included because they are 

often expenses that come from the university’s and not the library’s budget? If so, would the 

same logic apply to renovations? What about furniture? Supplies? 

4.3 Total library expenditures 

III. Personnel 

5 FTE 

The definition should clarify whether positions that are funded by grants or other external 

sources should be included in this count. The value reported should allow specificity to two 

decimal places. 

5.1 Librarians FTE 

The definition already implies this, but it should state explicitly that positions in which an 

incumbent is a librarian, but for which the qualifications do not require a library degree, should 

not be counted here. 

5.2 Other professional FTE 

5.3 Total professionals FTE 

5.4 Support Staff FTE 

5.5 Casual staff FTE 

5.6 Total staff FTE 

IV. Local Characteristics 
 

6 Fringe benefits are included in expenditures for salaries and wages 

7 Law library statistics are included 

8 Medical library statistics are included 

9 List all libraries included 

10 Enrolment 

10.1 Number of undergraduate FTE 

10.2 Number of graduate FTE 
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RECOMMENDATION 15 

Measure student FTE numbers by providing the figures tracked and made available by 

Universities Canada (see 6.1). 

The definition should be clear on whether FTE or head count is to be recorded in this statistic. 

Some CARL institutions record one, some the other. Some institutions take their part-time head 

counts and divide by 3 or 3.5 in order to estimate FTE. The result of these different 

understandings and practices is numbers that may not be really comparable across institutions. 

The ARL and ACRL statistics request head counts, for both full-time and part-time students. We 

recommend this practice: simply record the figures tracked and made available widely by 

Universities Canada, which will make the calculation of FTEs easier and more consistent. 

Emerging Trends 

As discussed in Recommendation 6, the current Emerging Trends section should be entirely 

removed from the questionnaire, and its relevant parts distributed into an appropriate other 

section. 

I. Research Services 

1. Archives and Special Collections 

 

Even with the distinction made in 1.2.1 between subject archives and the university archives, 

there is still some ambiguity in the term “archives” that should be clarified. What about cases 

where an archive is housed in the physical space of the library or university, but managed and 

reporting administratively elsewhere (e.g., a truth and reconciliation archive)?  

2. Digital collections 

 

RECOMMENDATION 16 

CARL should thoroughly review the question about local digital collections to decide which items 

and metrics should be included, e.g.: 

● whether items in the institutional repository should be counted separately from all other 

digital collections 

● whether searches, views, downloads, and uploads should be counted 

● whether to count additional items, practices, and activity (e.g., open educational 

resources, virtual exhibits, DOIs minted, citations, platforms, metadata standards used, 

licensing practices) 

● whether “local collections” necessarily implies that they be stored on local servers 

The text of the definition needs to be fully rewritten to make it better organized and clearer. 

The focus in this statistic seems to be on local digital collections, as opposed to the digital 

collections that a library provides access to by way of license agreements with vendors, and so 
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the section should be renamed and restated as such. That said, all local digital collections 

should be counted here, not just those that are in the institutional repository. Some libraries 

include only special kinds of local digital resources in their IR’s and/or include local digital 

resources outside of their IR’s. 

There should be some measurement of the use of these resources, just as there is for other 

electronic resources. Which types of data might be both of interest to libraries and measurable 

with Google Analytics? Some examples are accesses to a library’s website and to the catalogue 

or discovery layer in particular. The former could serve as a “virtual visitor count” which could 

supplement the gate counts that are already collected for the CARL statistics. 

2.1 Total number of digital objects 

Guidance in the definition is too spare, and none of the three instructions provided is all that 

clear. We are not sure what exactly is meant by: “Use unique bibliographic entities to 

determine the number of objects.” Only objects for which there is a metadata record of some 

kind should be counted (and only once)? Or: “Objects stored on a shared server for which 

access is purchased should be recorded as one (1) object for the entire collection.” As for the 

instruction that multi-page items should be counted as one object, clarification is needed. Is a 

dataset a single object, or should its size or the number of files be counted? The survey should 

also distinguish between different types of digital objects, which could help break apart the 

large numbers reported, and make more consistent the objects that are being considered and 

reported. 

2.2 Size of digital objects 

2.3 Total number of items in the institutional repository 

It is important to remember that the items in the IR are not the only indication of digital 

collecting or storage activity in a library. It is also often assumed that articles, theses, and other 

objects are all in the IR, which is not the case for all libraries. To take just a single example of a 

type of resource, libraries should be able to declare the number of their theses regardless of 

their being in the IR or not. 

3. E-publishing 

3.1 Does your library store faculty research data? 

This definition should be updated to reflect the current focus on a range of issues around 

research and research data management (RDM). A question should be added about data 

management plans and about library staffing in support of any RDM services offered. 

The word “store” should be clarified. We recommend that its definition not be limited only to 

data which the library is storing on local servers: this would exclude important new services 

such as Dataverse, some instances of which are not local. (See Recommendation 16.) 
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3.2 Does your library manage an author’s fees fund? 

RECOMMENDATION 17 

Report all ways in which support is provided for Open Access, including but not limited to 

subsidizing article processing charges (APC), paying for subscriptions/memberships in OA 

journals, or any other financial support. 

The definition is premised on subsidizing author’s fees being the only way in which a library 

supports Open Access (OA). This is not the case, of course: one typical model is that a library 

uses its Open Access fund in a hybrid fashion, partly to help fund the payment of article 

processing charges, and partly to pay for memberships/subscriptions to OA journals. We 

recommend that the question be rephrased to ask about the library’s support for OA more 

generally and broadly.  

Libraries may use this definition of Open Access journals to guide them in what to record here: 

“journals that use a funding model that does not charge readers or their institutions for access” 

with “free availability on the public internet, permitting any users to read, download, copy, 

distribute, print, search, or link to the full texts of these articles … or use them for any other 

lawful purpose” (Directory of Open Access Journals, and Budapest Open Access Initiative). 

3.2.1 Number of grants awarded 

Support other than grants for APCs should be recorded here. 

3.2.2 Total amount of funds awarded 

3.2.3 % of funds dedicated to open access publishing 

This is a very important statistic. The calculation can be left to CARL, which already has the 
acquisitions numbers.  

Use, Facilities and Services 

I. 

1. Electronic Resources 

 

RECOMMENDATION 18 

Provide the statistics from all the library’s holdings which are covered by COUNTER reports. 

We feel strongly that this statistic currently derived from a sample of selected e-resources is of 

very dubious value. Some other metric should be implemented. One of the surveyed libraries 

said that it is “very difficult” to answer these questions about e-resources ”because there is no 

single tool to track statistics across all of the vended platforms.” The working group did not 

arrive at any options which are fully satisfactory. One option is to simply show all (and only) the 

holdings available through COUNTER: some of them may be unreliable, but they are some of 
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the best available to a broad audience. Another option is to simply record the CRKN statistics. 

Packages purchased through CRKN vary by institution, but at least the source can be easily 

traced backwards and CRKN does the work in providing the data. 

One other thing to note, as was pointed out in some of the responses from the Director Survey, 

is that the e-resource statistics tend to focus on journals and textual databases, ignoring other 

important types of material, such as geospatial and numeric-based e-resources, and even 

e-books. One commented: “as an e-book preferred institution, we are spending a substantial 

amount of our collections budget on e-books.” 

1.1 Number of sessions (logins) to databases or services 

Some surveyed libraries commented that this statistic is problematic, either because the 

sessions are calculated differently by the different vendors or because fewer and fewer vendors 

even supply them at all. One commented that the data are too large to be meaningful: 

“aggregating user patterns to such a macro-level will reveal patterns in behaviour, but will not 

really help us make local decisions. It would be better if we could quantify which constituencies 

were actually responsible for driving up our traffic to e-resources.” 

Another important issue here and for the “Number of searches (queries)” statistic below (1.2) is 

that some institutions’ discovery processes use federated searching as the default and other 

institutions do not. This fact renders comparisons impossible since one institution’s values are 

dramatically inflated. 

1.2 Number of searches (queries) in databases or services 

We suggest that what should be counted here is the COUNTER Platform Report 1 (PR1) 

numbers. Instead of providing just a total, this report dedupes across databases on a single 

platform (so that, for example, a search on one platform that searches five databases is 

counted only once and not five times). See 2.6.1.1. 

1.3 Number of successful full-text article requests 

2. Collections Use 

 

2.1 Number of initial loans 

RECOMMENDATION 19 

Count reserve loans and discretely for a range of types of materials: physical items, e-reserves, 

and technology items. 

Traditional practice has been to exclude reserve loans from this number, but since these have 

become a much more substantial aspect of many libraries’ service, especially as electronic 

reserves have increased in recent years, the concept of “initial loans” should be broadened to 

incorporate reserves as well. We recommend that reserve loans be counted discretely (that is, 

with the number not simply rolled up into the number for other loans). 
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Some libraries count laptop loans here, as well as loans of other technology (e.g., Raspberry Pi). 

We recommend that for libraries with this service, the number be counted here, and again 

discretely, not rolled up. 

3. Library Instruction and Facilities 

 

3.1 Number of library presentations to groups 

The criteria for what is counted in this statistic need to be updated and revised to better reflect 

the way that modern instruction happens. The wording in the definition shows that what is 

included is just the traditional in-class presentations, orientations, tours, and the like, but 

presentations given online (including video) are not explicitly provided or accounted for. Some 

guidance should also be offered about duration. Are very short instruction sessions to be 

counted here? ACRL has crafted guidance for measuring prep time, but the working group feels 

that it would be difficult to track this and to do so consistently across libraries. ARL also 

specifies that all presentations that were prepared as group presentations should be counted, 

even if only one participant attends. 

3.2 Number of total participants in group presentations 

This is a useful statistic but it should be recognized that it is often likely an estimate and not a 

precise tally. For example, a librarian might estimate the number of students in a class for the 

instruction session, but may not do an exact head count. 

3.3 Total number of reference transactions 

RECOMMENDATION 20 

CARL should further consider how research consultations could be counted consistently and 

discretely from reference interactions, and consider tracking them as an emerging trend using 

the framework outlined in Recommendation 6. 

Reference interactions can be difficult to count given the considerable variability in the 

intensity and time devoted to these activities. Simple email questions may be easy to count, but 

reference interviews may involve numerous individual questions. Should the latter be counted 

as just one interaction? And would it be practical for the librarian to count each and every 

question in an interaction? Limiting this count to reference interactions omits the important 

category of research consultations, which might take a significant portion of the librarian’s 

time. Some libraries roll these research consultations into their count for reference 

interactions, but this combination obscures their importance. 

There should be a separate category and count for research consultations, which should clarify 

that they may or may not happen at the reference desk (and of course not all libraries now 

follow a model which has a reference desk at all). They could possibly be defined by time, with 

a reference interaction being less than, say, 15 minutes and a consultation being 15 minutes or 
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more. But how would consultations lasting many hours be counted? Should each meeting or 

contact with the librarian count as a consultation? Any definition should further specify 

whether prep time should be factored into any count, and what criteria would be used to 

define what counts as prep time (see also 3.1 for library instruction). Another method would be 

to use some kind of intensity measure, such as the READ Scale or the Warner Model, but all 

libraries would have to agree and be trained for consistency sake. One surveyed library 

recommends that in-person interactions be distinguished from remote ones – “this may show 

the difference in trends for face-to-face vs. remote, most likely increasing use of remote 

reference services while in-person interactions decline” – but this is not a universal view. 

Overall, the working group had difficulty making any specific recommendation that would 

distinguish research consultations in a consistent way that could be expected to be adopted by 

all or most CARL libraries. The break point could be at 15 minutes, but some libraries might 

already be keeping local statistics at, say, 20 minutes: they would then either have to change 

their local practice, or mix their 20-minute numbers in with CARL’s 15-minute ones. The result 

would be a mishmash of statistics that it would be difficult to draw any conclusions from. 

If an intensity measure were recommended, it would similarly likely be difficult for all libraries 

to adopt. As an example, the Warner Model consists of four levels of questions: 

● Level I (non-resource-based): questions that do not require a resource to answer (e.g., 
“How late are you open on Friday?”) 

● Level II (skill-based): questions that require a demonstration to answer; the same 
question should always get the same answer (e.g., “How can I find a video in your 
catalogue?”) 

● Level III (strategy-based): questions that require the formulation of a strategy to locate 
an answer and require selection of resources (e.g., “I need to find resources on cancer 
and nutrition”) 

● Level IV (consultation): longer encounters, with the librarian researching 
recommendations or preparing reports (e.g., “Can you recommend a list of websites 
about evidence-based medicine?”) 

Meserve et al. call Levels I and II “simpler” questions, and Levels III and IV “more complicated,” 
which would suggest that the former might be considered a reference interaction and the latter 
a research consultation. However, other libraries might justifiably consider Level III to be a 
typical simple interaction as well, and so would want to count it as such. Some libraries might 
also consider a Level I question to be directional, and so not to be counted at all as a reference 
interaction. If all libraries did not adopt the same practice, again the result would be statistics 
that would not be dependable as any kind of accurate measure of the same thing. 

3.4 Turnstile count 

3.5 Number of seats 
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RECOMMENDATION 21 

Count seats in the library more granularly: open seats, lab seats, and seats in group study 

rooms. 

We recommend that the count of all seats not simply be rolled up into a single number, but 

that some level of distinction between kinds of seats be implemented. Three obvious categories 

are open seats, lab seats, and seats in group study rooms. One surveyed library suggests that 

since this is generally not a number that fluctuates annually unless there are renovations or 

expansion, the statistic might be collected only once every two or three years. 

We also recommend that the square footage of the library be added as a statistic (as BCI does 

in its survey), that the distinction or specification between gross and net feet be recorded, and 

in addition that the square footage of the different kinds of spaces in the library be specified to 

correspond to seat types. See 4.5. 

4. Document Delivery Traffic 

Salary 

RECOMMENDATION 22 

CARL should provide fuller data about personnel and salaries, revising the instruction, and 

including in the survey: 

● whether the person is a woman, an Aboriginal, a person with a disability, or a member of 
a visible minority 

● the average salary of the library and of each position category 
● the annual professional expense allowance for each librarian 
● the annual professional development or training expense allowance for each 

non-librarian staff member  
● years of professional experience of each individual, both at the institution and over the 

person’s entire career 
● for librarians, the rank of each individual, and an outline of how rank is defined, with 

accompanying scales, floors, and ceilings, as appropriate 
● the position title of each salary provided 
● advanced degrees held (above bachelor’s) 

Several of the surveyed libraries indicated that they do use the salary data for benchmarking 

and comparison. They also identified some problems with the current data and suggested some 

ways to improve. One of the main issues is that there should be clear definitions provided for 

the various categories of personnel. Without being confident that all libraries are counting the 

same things in the same boxes, comparisons are either impossible or compromised. As for 

enhancements, suggestions included: 

● ability to customize the data for comparative analysis purposes 
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● providing average or mean salaries for institutions (perhaps broken down by CRKN 

band) 

● providing an outline of librarian ranks, with definitions (e.g., experience required), 

accompanying scales, and floors and ceilings 

● providing salary classes by employment category, salaries by employment category, 

average annual monetary benefit provided to professional or other staff, average and 

median years of experience, as well as an indicator of gender in order to facilitate 

analysis for a gender gap in salaries 

The instruction should be revised and clarified. Clarify also that all staffing counts should be 

FTE, not head count. CARL should adopt the ARL practice of providing the position associated 

with each salary. The ARL question also provides more detail in the job titles: CARL should do 

similarly.  
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Appendix 1: List of Recommendations 
RECOMMENDATION 1 
CARL should increase the openness of its annual statistics data, and adopt tools that enable 
report generation and the creation of a data visualization dashboard, in order to increase the 
utility and accessibility of the data for member institutions. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 2 
CARL should improve the technical facility of the online submission form, including: 

● adding levels of permission so that more staff at libraries may input data 
● enabling direct upload of salary data 
● allowing historical data to be revised or updated as appropriate 
● allowing notes to be input in direct association with specific survey questions 
● allowing separate surveys to be done for law and medical libraries 

RECOMMENDATION 3 
CARL should implement strategies to increase the rate of on-time submissions of the CARL 
questionnaire. 

RECOMMENDATION 4 
The questionnaire template should be modified to allow for providing clearer guidance for 
reporting year-over-year anomalies in the notes. 

RECOMMENDATION 5 

CARL should task a working group to develop guidance documentation for member libraries 

about the collection and use of CARL statistics to evaluate operations and demonstrate value. 

RECOMMENDATION 6 

CARL should eliminate the current Emerging Trends section from the questionnaire, 

incorporating these questions into the appropriate section elsewhere in the questionnaire. We 

propose the development of a process to identify emerging trends and develop their metrics. 

RECOMMENDATION 7 

Revise the questions and instructions of the current CARL questionnaire, and reorder and 

renumber them, as shown in Appendix 2. 

RECOMMENDATION 8 

Report four values: titles owned or licensed (electronic resources), titles owned (all other 

formats), titles to which a library has access, and local digital collections. 

RECOMMENDATION 9 

The definition of “title” should be rewritten more clearly, unambiguously, and succinctly, with 

inclusions and exclusions simply listed. 
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RECOMMENDATION 10 

Count a title as “ongoing” or “one time” based on the bibliographic nature of the resource, not 

on the type of fiscal funding. 

RECOMMENDATION 11 

Record fees for Center for Research Libraries publications as “ongoing resource purchases” 

(5.1.2), and count the publications that the CRL membership provides as “titles to which the 

library has access” (1.3). 

RECOMMENDATION 12 

Use the same categories of employees in the Salaries and Wages section (5.2) as are used in the 

Personnel section (3). 

RECOMMENDATION 13 

Use the term “benefits” and not “fringe benefits” (see 5.2). 

RECOMMENDATION 14 

Operating expenditures that are library-controlled should be distinguished from operating 

expenditures which are used on or for the library but are controlled by the university or the 

research administration. 

RECOMMENDATION 15 

Measure student FTE numbers by providing the figures tracked and made available by 

Universities Canada (see 6.1). 

RECOMMENDATION 16 

CARL should thoroughly review the question about local digital collections to decide which items 

and metrics should be included, e.g.: 

● whether items in the institutional repository should be counted separately from all other 

digital collections 

● whether searches, views, downloads, and uploads should be counted 

● whether to count additional items, practices, and activity (e.g., open educational 

resources, virtual exhibits, DOIs minted, citations, platforms, metadata standards used, 

licensing practices) 

● whether “local collections” necessarily implies that they be stored on local servers 

RECOMMENDATION 17 

Report all ways in which support is provided for Open Access, including but not limited to 

subsidizing article processing charges (APC), paying for subscriptions/memberships in OA 

journals, or any other financial support. 

RECOMMENDATION 18 

Provide the statistics from all the library’s holdings which are covered by COUNTER reports. 
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RECOMMENDATION 19 

Count reserve loans and discretely for a range of types of materials: physical items, e-reserves, 

and technology items. 

RECOMMENDATION 20 

CARL should further consider how research consultations could be counted consistently and 

discretely from reference interactions, and consider tracking them as an emerging trend using 

the framework outlined in Recommendation 6. 

RECOMMENDATION 21 

Count seats in the library more granularly: open seats, lab seats, and seats in group study 

rooms. 

RECOMMENDATION 22 

CARL should provide fuller data about personnel and salaries, revising the instruction, and 

including in the survey: 

● whether the person is a woman, an Aboriginal, a person with a disability, or a member of 
a visible minority 

● the average salary of the library and of each position category 
● the annual professional expense allowance for each librarian 
● the annual professional development or training expense allowance for each 

non-librarian staff member  
● years of professional experience of each individual, both at the institution and over the 

person’s entire career 
● for librarians, the rank of each individual, and an outline of how rank is defined, with 

accompanying scales, floors, and ceilings, as appropriate 
● the position title of each salary provided 
● advanced degrees held (above bachelor’s)  

Page 25 of 50 
 



 

Appendix 2: Recommended Revised Text of CARL Questionnaire and 
Instructions 
Please fill in the box in each section. If an exact figure is not available or if you do not want to 

supply one, enter “U/A.” If the statistic is not applicable to your library, enter “N/A.” Consult 

the instructions for detailed guidance and definitions. Supply a note in any case where a 

supplied answer requires explanation or clarification. 

1 Collections 
INSTRUCTION: 

Use the definition of “title” in the ANSI/NISO Z39.7-2013 standard as the basis for titles 
reported in all categories. It states in part: 

The designation of a separate bibliographic whole, whether issued in one or 
several volumes, reels, discs, slides, or other parts … This definition applies 
equally to print, electronic, audiovisual, and other library materials. For 
unpublished works, the term is used to designate a manuscript collection or an 
archival record series … 

To use the terminology of IFLA’s Functional Requirements for Bibliographic Records, a 
title is generally a “manifestation” – it “represents all the physical objects that bear the 
same characteristics, in respect to both intellectual content and physical form.” 

Do not count the same title in more than one category. 

Titles may be in any format, including but not limited to: 

● cartographic material 
○ globe, map 

● electronic resource 
○ computer card, chip cartridge, disc, disc cartridge, tape cartridge, tape 

cassette, tape reel, online 
● kit 
● microform 

○ aperture card, microfiche, microfiche cassette, microfilm cartridge, 
microfilm cassette, microfilm reel, microfilm roll, microfilm slip, 
microopaque 

● motion picture 
○ film cartridge, film cassette, film reel, film roll 

● musical score 
● object 
● projected graphic 

○ filmslip, filmstrip, filmstrip cartridge, overhead transparency, slide 
● sound recording 

○ audio cartridge, cylinder, disc, sound track reel, roll, wire reel, 
audiocassette, audiotape reel 
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● text 
○ books, integrating resources, serials (manuscript, printed, tactile) 

● videorecording 
○ video cartridge, videocassette, videodisc, videotape reel 

A title doesn’t need to be catalogued or otherwise have metadata associated with it to 
be included in this count, but it should be available or accessible or capable of being 
made so. Examples include a map with a record in the catalogue, a journal whose 
articles are accessible through a link resolver, an uncatalogued book in a backlog, a 
fonds with an archival description – and much more. 

Inclusions:  

● titles in different formats (e.g., a journal in print and the same title in electronic 
format count as two titles) 

● titles in different editions or versions (e.g., the first and second editions of a 
monograph count as two titles) 

● titles which the library has digitized (e.g., a printed book which the library has 
also digitized and made available on its own website counts as two titles) 

1.1 Titles Owned or Licensed (Physical)  

1.2 Titles Owned or Licensed (Online)  

 Exclusions: 

● multiple additional copies of the same ejournal available through different 
providers (they all count as only one title) 

1.3 Titles to Which the Library Has Access  

INSTRUCTION: 

Include both physical and online titles. 

Inclusions: 

● titles in a demand-driven acquisition arrangement which have not yet been 
purchased through initiation by a user 

● titles to which the library has access through a preservation agency, but which 
the library did not digitize directly (e.g., titles from HathiTrust, the Center for 
Research Libraries, and the Internet Archive) 

● titles in a collective/union collection available through the library’s catalogue or 
discovery layer 

1.4 Local Digital Collections  

1.4.1 Local theses and dissertations  
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1.4.2 Articles  

1.4.3 All other titles  

INSTRUCTION:  

Report here all titles in digital format that are managed locally. 

Inclusions: 

● items in an institutional repository 
● online resources maintained on local servers 

1.5 Archives and Special Collections  

1.5.1 Manuscripts and archives  

1.5.2 Managed by the library (“Yes” or “No”)  

1.5.3 Includes university records (“Yes” or “No”)  

INSTRUCTION: 

Report in linear metres.  

Report “Yes” if the unit responsible for each of subject-based archives, the university’s 
corporate archives or records, and special collections reports administratively to the 
library. Add a note if there is any archive located in the library or in the university which 
is not administered by either (e.g., a truth and reconciliation archive). 

2 Services 
2.1 Loans 

INSTRUCTION: 

Report loans of three categories of resources by the library: regular materials, materials 
on reserve, and technology items. 

Count the number of loans, not the number of borrowers (e.g., if a single borrower has 
loans for ten books, then count as ten loans). 

Exclusions: 

● renewals (i.e., do not count a user’s renewal of a resource as another loan) 
● transfers of library resources from one branch or facility of the library for 

technical processing or relocation reasons 

2.1.1 Loans of Regular Materials  

Inclusions: 
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● loans from storage facilities to the main library 

2.1.2 Loans of Materials on Reserve  

INSTRUCTION: 

Count the loans of materials on reserve. Distinguish between physical reserve items and 
electronic reserve (count downloads or views for the latter). 

2.1.2.1 Loans of Physical Items on Reserve  

2.1.2.2 Loans of E-Reserve Items  

2.1.2.2.1 Licensed articles  

2.1.2.2.2 Licensed ebooks  

2.1.2.2.3 Open Access resources  

2.1.2.2.3 Locally digitized resources  

2.1.2.3 Number of courses using reserves  

2.1.2.3.1 Number of total courses offered  

2.1.2.4 Copyright permissions 

2.1.2.4.1 Number of permissions received  

2.1.2.4.2 Amount spent  

2.1.3 Loans of Technology Items  

INSTRUCTION: 

Count the loans of technology items (e.g., laptops, single-board computers for teaching 
purposes such as Raspberry Pi, charging cords, videogames). 

2.2 Document Delivery 

INSTRUCTION: 

Count both items loaned (sent) and items borrowed (received). 

2.2.1 Loaning 

2.2.1.1 Number of requests received  

2.2.1.2 Number of requests filled  
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2.2.1.3 Number of originals sent  

2.2.1.4 Number of copies sent  

2.2.2 Borrowing 

2.2.2.1 Number of requests sent  

2.2.2.2 Number of requests filled  

2.2.2.3 Number of originals received  

2.2.2.4 Number of copies received  

2.3 Instruction 

INSTRUCTION: 

Report here any presentation by library staff in any mode, live, posted, or recorded. The 
presentation may be of any length and for any purpose, including not only information 
literacy instruction, but also cultural, recreational, orientational, promotional, or any 
other educational purpose. 

2.3.1 Presentations to Groups
 

INSTRUCTION: 

Report the total number of presentations, whether in-person or not (e.g., include also 
the number of online instruction sessions), and whether given on the library premises or 
not. 

If the same presentation is offered to the same class, but divided up because of the size 
of the class, count each session as one (e.g., if a class of 90 is given a presentation in a 
room that holds only 30 at a time, count as 3 presentations). 

Inclusions: 

● in-class presentations 
● orientations 
● tours  

Exclusions: 

● training for library staff 
● personal one-to-one instruction (count in 2.4 as appropriate) 

2.3.1.1 Number of Participants  
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INSTRUCTION: 

Report the total number of participants in the presentations as reported in 2.3.1. For 
online or virtual sessions, provide the number of participants logged in or the number of 
accesses, not the total of participants registered for the class. 

2.3.2 Online Educational Resources (OER) 

Inclusions: 

● library-generated OER, including: 
■ online tutorials 
■ course-specific guides 
■ recorded video presentations 
■ subject guides 

2.3.2.1 Number of views  

2.4 Reference Interactions 

2.4.1 In person  

2.4.2 Virtual  

INSTRUCTION: 

Distinguish between in-person interactions and virtual ones (e.g., email, chat). 

A library may choose to count all activity throughout the year, or may count activity 
during a sample period (e.g., a typical week during the term) and extrapolate 
accordingly. If an estimate based on sampling is provided, an explanatory note should 
be added, detailing the randomization method used. All modes of communication with 
the patron should qualify for counting (e.g., in-person, email, chat, webform, telephone, 
skype, text). 

Exclusions: 

● directional questions (unless accompanied by a reference interaction or 
consultation) 

● IT or printing questions 
● referrals (i.e., if a question received at a service point is deemed too complex 

and referred to a subject specialist or other specialized library service, this is not 
to be counted as a reference interaction) 

● interactions or transactions by non-library staff 
● interactions or transactions at non-library service points (e.g., student learning 

centre) 

2.5 Community Outreach 

INSTRUCTION: 
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These should be exhibits or events organized by the library and not simply ones held in 
the library under the auspices of the university or some external group. 

2.5.1 Number of exhibits  

2.5.2 Number of events  

Inclusions: 

● readings 
● lectures 
● presentations 

2.6 Electronic Usage and Management 

2.6.1 Usage 

2.6.1.1 Library Collections  

INSTRUCTION: 

Provide the statistics from all the library’s collections (from 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, and 1.4) which 
are covered by the COUNTER usage reports for journals, databases, books, and 
multimedia. 

Journal Report 1  

Database Report 1  

Book Report 1  

Book Report 2  

Multimedia Report 1  

Platform Report 1  

2.6.1.2 Library Website  

INSTRUCTION: 

Count the number of visits to the library’s website. 

2.6.1.3 Library Discovery Layer and Catalogue  

INSTRUCTION: 

Count the number of searches in the library’s discovery layer and catalogue. Enter “N/A” 
in the appropriate box if the library does not have either a discovery layer or a 
catalogue. 
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Discovery Layer  

Catalogue  

Total  

2.6.2 Data Management Plan (DMP) Service  

INSTRUCTION: 

Report “Yes” or “No” if your library provides services assisting with the completion of 
data management plans to researchers and students. 

2.6.3 Local Data Storage  

INSTRUCTION: 

Report “Yes” or “No” if your library provides storage for research data locally. 

2.6.4 Remote Data Storage  

INSTRUCTION: 

Report “Yes” or “No” if your library provides research data services remotely (e.g., on 
servers shared with other institutions, or accessed via subscription services, such as a 
regional Dataverse). 

2.6.5 FTE for Research Data Management (RDM)  

INSTRUCTION: 

Record FTE of library personnel that are officially responsible for providing RDM-related 
services 

2.6.6 Open Access  

INSTRUCTION: 

Report if you use funds from your library budget to support Open Access in any way, 
including but not limited to subsidizing article processing charges (APC), paying for 
subscriptions/memberships in OA journals, or any other financial support. 

Use this definition of Open Access journals as a guide for what to record here: “journals 
that use a funding model that does not charge readers or their institutions for access” 
with “free availability on the public internet, permitting any users to read, download, 
copy, distribute, print, search, or link to the full texts of these articles … or use them for 
any other lawful purpose” (Directory of Open Access Journals, and Budapest Open 
Access Initiative). 
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2.6.6.1 Number of grants awarded for article processing charges  

2.6.6.2 Number of subscriptions/memberships paid for  

2.6.6.3 Number of OA journals hosted on Online Journal Systems  

2.6.6.3 Amount allocated (dollars) to all OA activity  

2.6.6.4 Percentage of the library’s total budget dedicated to Open Access  

INSTRUCTION: Base the calculation on the library’s total budget, including both 
collections and operations. Exclude any amount that the library contributes to a 
consortium in support of OA. 

3 Personnel 
INSTRUCTION: 

Count full-time equivalents (FTE) and not head count. To calculate the FTE of part-time 
employees and casual staff, sum the total number of hours worked by them and divide 
by the number of hours considered to be full-time work. Calculate to two places after 
the decimal. 

Exclusions: 

● positions that are funded by grants or by other external sources, except in the 
case of casual staff (see 3.4) 

3.1 Librarian FTE  

INSTRUCTION: 

Report all positions requiring a library/information masters degree. 

Exclusion: 

● positions in which the incumbent is a librarian, but for which the qualifications 
do not require a library/information degree 

3.2 Other Professional FTE  

INSTRUCTION: 

Report all non-librarian positions regarded at your institution as professional due to 
specific educational requirements, a separate personnel classification from support 
staff, or separate professional salary scales. 

3.3 Support Staff FTE  

INSTRUCTION: 
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Report all support staff, who are generally all non-librarians, non-professionals, and 
non-casual staff who work in the library. 

3.4 Casual Staff FTE  

INSTRUCTION: 

Report all casual staff, who are generally paid hourly wages by the library or from funds 
from a federal or provincial work program. Library student workers are also reported in 
this category. 

3.5 Total Staff FTE  

INSTRUCTION: 

Add 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, and 3.4. 

Submit anonymized salary data for librarians as reported and defined in 3 above and for 
administrative staff: 

● Administrative Staff 
● Librarians 

INSTRUCTION: 

Include in Administrative Staff the university librarian, the associate university librarians, 
and librarian department heads, or equivalents of any of these. Use FTE and not head 
count to record each individual. Salaries should be recorded as of the beginning of the 
fiscal year which occurs during the period covered by this survey. 

4 Facilities 

4.1 Number of branches or locations in your library system  

List of libraries whose statistics are included  

Inclusion: 

● cases where there is no separate law or medical library building or collection, but 
a program in those fields whose statistics may or may not be included 

Exclusion: 

● locations that are closed to the library’s patrons, e.g., off-site storage locations 
from which materials must be requested  

4.2 Law library (“Yes” or “No”)  

4.2.1 Law library statistics included (“Yes” or “No”)  

4.3 Medical library (“Yes” or “No”)  
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4.3.1 Medical library statistics included (“Yes” or “No”)  

4.4 Number of seats in the library  

Exclusions: 

● staff seating 
● seating in the library used exclusively by another unit of the university 
● seating in hallways or common areas near but outside the library 

4.4.1 Number of seats in open spaces  

4.4.2 Number of rooms available/bookable by users for small group work  

Number of seats  

4.4.3 Number of labs/classrooms managed by the library  

Number of seats  

4.5 Area of the library and branches  

INSTRUCTION: 

Provide the measurement in square feet, specifying gross or net. 

4.5.1 Area of open study spaces  

4.5.2 Area of rooms available/bookable by users for small group work  

4.5.3 Area of labs/classrooms managed by the library  

4.5.4 Area of collections space  

4.5.4 Total area of the library  

INSTRUCTION: Provide the total area of the whole library, not just the specific spaces in 
4.5.1, 4.5.2, 4.5.3, and 4.5.4. 

4.6 Turnstile count  

INSTRUCTION: 

Report the annual count of individuals either entering or leaving the library during the 
period of the fiscal year covered by this survey. 

4.7 Hours open  

INSTRUCTION: 
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Report the total number of hours per year that the main branch of the library is open. 

4.7.1 Hours open with library staff  

4.7.2 Hours open unstaffed  

INSTRUCTION: Count here hours when access to the building is provided other than by 
library staff (e.g., private security, swipe-card access). 

4.7.3 Total hours open  

5 Expenditures 
5.1 Collections 

5.1.1 One-time resource purchases  

INSTRUCTION: 
 
Report expenditures for all library resources for which the purchase does not entail an 
ongoing license or subscription agreement. 

Inclusions: 

● backfiles of journals and other ongoing resources when acquired as a one-time 
purchase 

5.1.2 Ongoing resource purchases  

INSTRUCTION: 

Report expenditures for all library resources for which the purchase entails an ongoing 
license or subscription agreement. 

Inclusions: 

● ongoing resource purchases made with continuing funds 
● ongoing resources purchased with one-time funds 
● funds expended on an ongoing membership which is necessary in order to 

acquire an ongoing resource 
● funds expended on an ongoing membership which provides access to a 

collection of resources (e.g., Center for Research Libraries) 
● fees for accessible titles 

Exclusions: 

● supplies purchased using operating funds and not collections funds 
● document delivery/interlibrary loan charges 

5.1.3 Manuscripts and archives purchases  
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5.1.4 Collections support purchases  

INSTRUCTION: 

Report any expenditures for goods or services used to support the purchase or 
maintenance of all collections. 

Inclusions: 

● contract binding 
● supplies for physical processing of printed resources 

5.1.5 Total collections purchases  

INSTRUCTION: 

Report the total for library collections expenditures by adding 5.1.1, 5.1.2, 5.1.3, and 
5.1.4. 

5.2 Salaries and Wages 

5.2.1 Librarians  

5.2.2 Other Professional Staff  

5.2.3 Support Staff  

5.2.4 Casual Staff  

5.2.5 Total Salaries and Wages  

5.2.6 Benefits (except for casual staff)  

INSTRUCTION: 

If salaries and wages cannot be separated into the employee categories in 5.2 above – 
or if the library prefers not to distinguish them – then “U/A” should be recorded on each 
line, and the total for salaries and wages entered in 5.2.5. 

Report the salaries and wages, as well as the benefits, of casual staff even if funded by 
grants or by other external sources. In all other cases, exclude benefits. 

If benefits are not paid from the library budget, provide an estimate using your 
institution’s official designated percent. For example, if the library budget for salaries 
and wages is $2,000,000 and the official designated percent is 30%, multiply $2,000,000 
by 0.3 and report the estimated amount of $600,000. As another example, if the official 
designated percent is 30% for professional staff and 20% for support staff, estimate the 
dollar amount by multiplying the salaries for professional staff and the salaries for 
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professional staff with the appropriate percent, and add the totals. Add a note if the 
amount is estimated, or if the library is not able to separate benefits from salaries. 

Exclusion: 

● one-time expenditures (e.g., severance pay) 

5.3 Professional Development  

INSTRUCTION: 

Provide the total of library expenditures on professional development for all staff, not 
including central funds from the university or as part of a collective agreement. 

5.4 Other Expenditures  

INSTRUCTION: 

Report all library expenditures that are not for collections, salaries and wages, 
professional development, or benefits. 

Inclusions: 

● one-time expenditures by the library (e.g., furniture, supplies) 
● computer hardware and software 

Exclusions: 

● one-time expenditures by the university for the library (e.g., building 
construction or renovations, building maintenance) 

5.5 Total Library Expenditures  

INSTRUCTION: 

Add 5.1.5, 5.2.5, 5.3, and 5.4. 

6 Institutional Information 

Institution  

Name  

Title  

Telephone  

Email  

Fiscal year start (YYYY-MM-DD)  
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6.1 Student Enrolment 

6.1.1 Full-time undergraduate  

6.1.2 Full-time graduate  

6.1.3 Part-time undergraduate  

6.1.4 Part-time graduate  

6.1.5 Total enrolment  

INSTRUCTION: 
 
Report the numbers of full-time and part-time undergraduate and graduate students as 
provided to Universities Canada and published on its website. 
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Appendix 3: CARL Director Survey 
Questionnaire to Respondents of the Statistical Survey of Canadian Academic and Research 

Libraries 

Preamble 

Introduction This survey has been developed by the CARL Statistics Working Group to solicit 

feedback from CARL member institutions on their experiences completing the annual Statistical 

Survey of Canadian Academic and Research Libraries. The survey consists of 14 principal 

questions covering a range of subjects related to the collection of survey data, survey 

completion and submission, survey question content, and survey question use. 

We request that this survey be completed collaboratively with all those involved in collecting, 

inputting or using CARL’s survey data at your institution. For instance, a single survey may be 

completed and submitted by multiple respondents, or multiple surveys may be completed and 

submitted by members of a single institution.  We request that you complete this survey by 

Friday October 20th, 2017. 

If you have any questions or comments about the survey, please send an e-mail to Shahira Khair 

(shahira.khair@carl-abrc.ca), who will forward your communication to the CARL Statistics 

Working Group.      

To facilitate a group discussion, we have provided access to a PDF version of the survey. 

Identification 

D1 Your Name 

D2 Your Institution  

Current Processes 

For your convenience, we’ve provided links to a PDF version of the survey and the instructions 

below. Click on the description below to open the file in a new tab on your browser. 

A1 What procedural challenges, if any, have you experienced when collecting statistics for 

submission to Canadian Association of Research Libraries (CARL), Association of Research 

Libraries (ARL) or other organizations? 

A2 Have you found that different surveys use different definitions for similar metrics or 

measures that require you to amend your reporting practices? If yes, please specify which 

surveys, measures and metrics. 

A3 What procedural challenges, if any, have you experienced when submitting statistics to 

CARL, ARL or other organizations? 
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A4 Are there any statistics/metrics on the current CARL Statistical or Salary surveys that you 

think are no longer useful? 

Value 

The development of accountability or demonstrating value has become an important analytic 

dimension for libraries in many jurisdictions. We would like you to comment on this element for 

your library in the questions below. 

B1 How do you use statistics/metrics to communicate value to stakeholders? 

B2 Which statistics/metrics on the current CARL Statistical or Salary surveys do you use to 

assess/convey value? 

B3 Are there any statistics/metrics that you would like to see added to the CARL Statistical or 

Salary surveys to measure value? 

Digital Collection Measurements 

C1 Are the current metrics for digital collections found in the CARL Statistical survey meaningful 

to your organization? 

(Please see Emerging Trends item 2 in the instructions for detailed descriptions). 

Please rate the meaningfulness of the current questions below on a following scale of 0 to 100, 

where 0 equals absolutely not meaningful, and 100 equals extraordinarily meaningful.  

Utility 

2.1 Total Number of digital objects (1)  

2.2 Size of digital files (TB) (2)  

2.3 Total # of items in Institutional Repository (3)  

2.3.1 Number of articles (4)  

2.3.2 Number of theses and dissertations (5)  

2.3.3 Number of other items (6)  

 

C2 What metrics would your institution find meaningful for digital collections? 
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Open Access 

C3 Are the current metrics for support for open access authorship found in the CARL Statistical 

survey meaningful to your organization? 

(Please see Emerging Trends item 3 in the instructions for detailed descriptions) 

Please rate their meaningfulness of the current questions below on a following scale of 0 to 

100, where 0 equals absolutely not meaningful, and 100 equals extraordinarily meaningful. 

Utility 

3.2 Does your library manage Author’s Fees fund? 

(yes/no) (1) 

 

3.2.1 Number of grants awarded (2)  

3.2.2 Total amount of funds awarded (3)  

3.2.3 Percent (%) of funds dedicated to open access 

publishing (4) 

 

 

C4 What metrics would your institution find meaningful for open access authorship? 

Salary Survey 

E1 Do you use the data or summaries from the detailed Salary survey from CARL?  

❍ Yes (1) 

❍ No (2) 

 

Display This Question: 

If Do you use the data or summaries from the detailed Salary survey from CARL? Yes Is Selected 

E2Y You indicated you use the data or summaries from the Salary survey. a) What current 

details are most useful? b) What additions or changes would make it more useful to you? 

Display This Question: 

If Do you use the data or summaries from the detailed Salary survey from CARL?   No Is Selected 

E3N You indicated you do not use the data or summaries from the Salary survey. What 

information or summaries would make these data more useful to you? 
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Final Question 

F1 If you have any other comments on either the process or content of the Statistical or Salary 

surveys from CARL please feel free to add them in this space.  

Page 44 of 50 
 



 

Appendix 4: Summary of Responses from the CARL Director Survey 
Background 

The CARL Director Survey was emailed to CARL library directors on September 20, 2017, and 

closed in November 2017. The survey consisted of 14 principal questions, most open-ended, 

that related to the collection of the CARL questionnaire data, completion and submission of the 

questionnaire, question content, and question use. Twenty-seven responses were received 

representing a response rate of 93%. 

Summary of Responses 

Current Processes 

A1: What procedural challenges, if any, have you experienced when collecting statistics for 

submission to Canadian Association of Research Libraries (CARL), Association of Research 

Libraries (ARL) or other organizations? 

Difficulties in managing data providers was the most commonly mentioned challenge by 

respondents, followed by difficulties in reporting e-resource usage and year-to-year changes to 

the survey. Since the CARL survey has not changed since 2012-13 it is assumed that 

respondents who cited year-to-year changes may be referring to changes in how questions 

were being interpreted, or changes in data collection procedures/personnel or simply incorrect 

recollection on the part of the respondents. Other difficulties identified by respondents include 

timing of the survey, difficulties in generating the data, year-to-year consistency with their data, 

definition quality, and the inputting of footnotes. 

A2: Have you found that different surveys use different definitions for similar metrics or 

measures that require you to amend your reporting practices? If yes, please specify which 

surveys, measures and metrics. 

The most commonly mentioned survey with different definitions was the ARL Statistical Survey. 

Some respondents indicated that the CARL survey should align with Financial Information of 

Universities and Colleges (a joint CAUBO/Statistics Canada survey) as well as with provincial 

bodies, e.g., the Council of Post Secondary Library Directors. Respondents provided examples of 

different measures and definitions, e.g., volumes vs titles; headcounts vs FTEs; circulation data 

that includes/excludes renewals, reserves, or in-house loans; instructional presentations; 

separate surveys for law and medical libraries vs a single, combined survey. 

A3: What procedural challenges, if any, have you experienced when submitting statistics to 

CARL, ARL or other organizations? 

Most respondents indicated that the survey submission process for the CARL Statistical Survey 

was straightforward. Suggestions were made to improve the process: appending the footnotes 

directly to the related questions; developing and sharing tolerances for variance in year-to-year 

changes; allowing historical data to be updated when an error is discovered; including 
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definitions in the submission form; developing a permissions process for individuals who enter 

data and updating security of the current login process; allow for uploading of salary data 

through the survey as opposed to emailing it. 

A4: Are there any statistics/metrics on the current CARL Statistical or Salary surveys that you 

think are no longer useful? 

Many respondents noted that COUNTER4 no longer collects the number of sessions/logins for 

e-resources so it was not possible to provide a response to this question in the CARL survey. 

Others questioned the usefulness of the salary survey, the circulation data, turnstile and seating 

counts, and the detailed breakdown of interlibrary loan activity. There were suggestions to 

break down reference transactions (in person vs virtual) and expenditures data (e-resources vs 

print resources). 

Value 

B1: How do you use statistics/metrics to communicate value to stakeholders? 

Many respondents reported that they use the CARL survey data and ratios to benchmark 

against peers, in presentations and annual reports and as part of their budget submissions. 

Others report using the data to determine staffing and resourcing needs and that the data 

assists with determining service effectiveness, efficiency, and demand. However, some 

respondents noted that the CARL data collects inputs and outputs, an approach that is ‘’archaic 

in terms of the value of a library” in an era where libraries have “shared repositories, e-book 

rentals, and energetic weeding programs” and therefore the survey data may only be used as a 

proxy for assessing or interpreting value. There was a suggestion that the survey should focus 

instead on bibliometrics and how a library’s collection is being used for research. 

B2: Which statistics/metrics on the current CARL Statistical or Salary surveys do you use to 

assess/convey value? 

There was much variability in the response with no common themes. 

B3: Are there any statistics/metrics that you would like to see added to the CARL Statistical or 

Salary surveys to measure value? 

Suggestions included metrics on: “virtual” visits; use of e-books; research data; hours of 

opening; space allocation; more detailed reference counts; course engagement and teaching 

materials, e.g., LibGuides, online tutorials; community outreach, e.g., lectures, exhibitions; 

space allocation by use; number of libraries on campus; opening hours. 

Digital Collection Measures 

C1: Are the current metrics for digital collections found in the CARL Statistical survey meaningful 

to your organization? 
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Respondents were asked to rate the utility of the current survey questions (listed below) on a 

scale of 0 to 100, where 0 equals absolutely not useful/utilizable and 100 equals extraordinarily 

useful/utilizable. 

2.1 Total Number of digital objects 38% of respondents rated 76 – 100; 19% rated 51 – 
75; 29% rated 26 – 50; 14% rated 0 - 25 

2.2 Size of digital files (TB) 15% of respondents rated 76 – 100; 35% rated 51 – 
75; 25% rated 26 – 50; 25% rated 0 – 25 

2.3 Total number of items in 
Institutional Repository 

59% of respondents rated 76 – 100; 32% rated 51 – 
75; 9% rated 26 – 50; 0% rated 0 – 25 

2.3.1 Number of articles 50% of respondents rated 76 – 100; 23% rated 51 – 
75; 14% rated 26 – 50; 14% rated 0 – 25 

2.3.2 Number of theses 52% of respondents rated 76 – 100; 22% rated 51 – 
75; 13% rated 26 – 50; 13% rated 0 – 25 

2.3.3 Number of other items 26% of respondents rated 76 – 100; 39% rated 51 – 
75; 22% rated 26 – 50; 13% rated 0 – 25 

 

C2: What metrics would your institution find useful for digital collections? 

Respondents indicated that greater granularity would be useful in statistics for digital 

collections, e.g., separation of institutional repository and digital collections statistics, with clear 

and explicit definitions. Suggestions for additional metrics included: number of searches, views, 

downloads, uploads; citation counts; DOIs minted; OERs; virtual exhibits; platforms used; 

metadata standards used; licensing practices; research data storage provided. 

Open Access 

C3: Are the current metrics for support for open access authorship found in the CARL Statistical 

survey useful/utilizable to your organization? 

Respondents were asked to rate the utility of the current survey questions (listed below) on a 

scale of 0 to 100, where 0 equals absolutely not useful/utilizable and 100 equals extraordinarily 

useful/utilizable. 

3.2 Does your library manage Author’s 
Fees fund? (yes/no) 

32% of respondents rated 76 – 100; 18% rated 51 – 
75; 23% rated 26 – 50; 27% rated 0 – 25 

3.2.1 Number of grants awarded 25% of respondents rated 76 – 100; 20% rated 51 – 
75; 15% rated 26 – 50; 40% rated 0 – 25 

3.2.2 Total amount of funds awarded 29% of respondents rated 76 – 100; 14% rated 51 – 
75; 24% rated 26 – 50; 33% rated 0 – 25 

3.2.3 Percent of funds dedicated to 
open access publishing 

33% of respondents rated 76 – 100; 24% rated 51 – 
75; 14% rated 26 – 50; 29% rated 0 – 25 

 

  

Page 47 of 50 
 



 

C4: What metrics would your institution find useful for open access scholarship? 

Suggestions included the number of articles generated through author support funds and the 

percentage of the acquisitions budget devoted to supporting open access. Respondents 

indicated that other open access activities also need to be captured, e.g., outreach, education, 

support (e.g., memberships, personnel). 

Salary Survey  

E1: Do you use the data or summaries from the detailed Salary survey from CARL? 

Yes: 43% 

No: 46% 

No response: 11% 

E2: You indicated you use the data or summaries from the Salary survey from CARL. 

(a) What current details are most useful? (comparisons, labour negotiations, 
benchmarking) 

(b) What additions or changes would make it more useful to you? 

E3: You indicated you do not use the data or summaries from the Salary survey from CARL. 

(a) What information or summaries would make these data more useful to you? 

Survey respondents suggested additional details to be added to the survey: professional 
development spending, advanced degrees held, gender. There were also suggestions to 
improve the reporting of the data: provide summary statistics (e.g., mean/median/range 
salaries by role and starting salary); report role ranks (e.g., Librarian I, II, etc.) and sort 
institutions by CRKN bands; provide greater granularity by province or region; increase salary 
brackets. Some respondents requested clearer definitions for professional roles and the 
elimination of the distinction between professional experience and years at institution. 

Final Question 

F1: If you have any other comments on either the process or content of the Statistical or Salary 
surveys from CARL please feel free to add them in this space. 

Comments included suggestions to improve the definitions and include them in the published 
reports, improve the methods of output for the data (e.g., better printing of surveys from the 
website and the addition of data visualization tools), and making the survey results more open. 
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Appendix 5: Statistics Working Group Mandate and Terms of Reference 
Background 

The CARL Assessment Committee was established to help advance CARL’s strategic goal of 
measuring impact. In an environment in which measures and rankings based on collection 
holdings or the number of service transactions have become outdated, there is an increasing 
need to consider how libraries might measure their contribution against the broader outcomes 
sought by universities, and the support that is required to achieve this goal. 

Objective 

The objective of the CARL Statistics Working Group (Stats WG) is to collaboratively review 
CARL’s statistics program and explore other potential measures to ensure that CARL members 
collect reliable, useful, and practical data. 

Tasks 

1. Nominate a working group Chair for the approval by the Assessment Committee. 
2. Recommend a methodological approach to the Assessment Committee to review the 

CARL annual statistics (e.g., survey, interviews, group discussion, literature review, etc.) 
and propose a timeline. 

3. Collect information and analyze results (e.g., What is useful and not useful in the current 
process or in the resulting statistics? How are the statistics used? Which ones are used 
most? Do libraries have a common understanding of the specific statistics they are 
collecting?). 

4. Present recommendations for modifying the statistics program to the Assessment 
Committee. 

5. Assist in the field-test of the updated questionnaire. 
6. Examine the costs and benefits of CARL being able to generate better reports from the 

statistics it collects (including time-series data). 

 
The Stats WG will also be asked to consider the following three tasks in addition to the review 
of the CARL statistics program, and to formulate a recommendation to the Assessment 
Committee as to their capacity/availability to undertake them as part of or in addition to the 
review of the CARL annual statistics: 

7. Assess the need for metrics within institutional repositories, digital collections, and 
repositories generally. 

8. Review technical standards (e.g., version 5 of the COUNTER Code of Practice). 
9. Examine the use of Google Analytics as a tool to collect data. 

Should the working group deem these additional tasks to exceed their capacity/availability, the 
tasks would be delegated to a different working group or postponed to a later date. 

Membership 

Membership includes a representative from the Assessment Committee and 5-7 members from 
CARL libraries. In addition to library professionals, CARL welcomes participation from others 

Page 49 of 50 
 



 

interested in supporting the assessment of research libraries. Library professionals do not have 
to be assessment librarians. 

Appointment Process 

Members of the WG are nominated by CARL or member library directors, and appointed by the 
CARL Assessment Committee. Members should have a strong interest in assessment measures 
and tools for evidence-based decision-making. 

Lines of Accountability and Communication 

● The Stats WG is accountable to the CARL Assessment Committee. 

● The Chair of the Stats WG reports on its activities and submits written recommendations 
as appropriate. 

● Minutes and reports of the Stats WG are not confidential unless determined so by the 
Stats WG. 

 
Financial and Administrative Policies 

● Service on the Stats WG is non-remunerative. 

● Travel and meeting expenses for Stats WG members are reimbursed according to the 
policies of CARL. 

● Members of the Stats WG comply with CARL Board-approved governance and 
organizational policies, including code of conduct and conflict of interest policies. 

● Insofar as it may be feasible, discussions of the Stats WG will be conducted by 
teleconference. 

 
Timeframe 

The Stats WG will commence in summer 2016 and will disband once its activities have been 
completed, subject to an annual review by the Assessment Committee. 
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