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é,AéSTRACT

Traditional academ1c lwbrary acquwswtxons formulas stress absolute need

A [

for a g1ven 1nst1tut1on based upon nombers of faculty, students, and degree .
¢ programs. Budgetary constra1nts have caused appropriating agenc1es to seek
processes which equxtably allocate state monies to 1nst1tut1ons of thheP \
~education. ‘ . ) : | - Lo | S
A s%éte—1evel Tibrary acquisitibns mode} is descr?b$d, and the results of
a two year impTementation by the state aﬁbropriatihg agencieé ére analyzed.
The model employs a simultaneous quantitative (two digit HEGIS) approx1mat1bn

. ~ of campus role and mTSSTOH w1th respect to the roles and m1sswons of all other
campuses in the state. Acquisition costs are determmned and a ﬁ}ocess is
developed for full or partial funding of ‘each campus' need w1thout disrupting
the over~a11 relative needs of all campuses. . |

A method of maintaining the model is presented.

e




I. BACKGSOUND |
f . In 1978 thé‘Co1ofado Aééociatien d; §§b1ic:CoTIeges and University
Presidents (APCUP). began organ1z1ng a series of task forces whose charge
was to deve?op ratwonal processess for budget requests and appropriat1ons
‘among the 1nst1tut10ns of h}gher educatton Th7se task forces, whxch reported

-to the voluﬁtary pres1dents assoc1at1on on a per10d1c basis, ana]yzed several

- I4

_+budget categories:
8 Instruction . r :
Admipistratjon

Student services

Library opekations and acqui itions -

Phys1ca1 plant 0ps ratlons

e. Capital outlay (m veable equ\pment)
J; .
jﬁe “formuTa Tibrary" task force rece1ved a charge very similar to the

T

charge given the other task groups

i

' "Deve]op a funding process which is (as appropriate):

Simple and readily explainable.

Permits -diversity in programming and instructional ~
styles.

5ef?ects variations in student abil1tv, prepara-
tion, and program preferences.

Encotirages equitable distribution of resources
among institutions and programs."”

The Tibrary budgeting committee was organized and consisted of:
8 Three university librarians §
é

8 One,tecﬁnica1 service librarian

8 Two institutional researchers w1th strong budetary
backgrounds ~ - e

0 A\director of planning at a two-year collegg

8 A two-year college’ librarian



<) e A combuterfsystemé ;halyst

- .
¢ A col]ege business vwce president (charrpersen of '
of commi ttee)

? 4

The commtttee attempted two tasks.s1multaneously the dévelopmenf of a
S staffxng formula and a 11brary acquisitions. process The 'library -acquisi- -

-

_"( - ;1 tions model is discussed in this report.

-

' II. DEVELOPMENT-QOF THE LIBRARY'ACQUISITIOQS MODEL
- - The model was deve?oped by focu51ng on two main probTems which had to
5 o . be so]ved if equitable d1str1but10n of resources was'to be realized:
A} © “ 8 How were collection standards for éach campus to
. be determined? The problem was further compl1-
“ ¢ated by the necessity to relate one- campus'’
collectxon standards to all other campuses.

. - ﬂ How were campus acqulst1on needs to be presented «*
P , ~ such that ﬁo]e d\fferen%jat1on was displayed?

The approach-taken by the committee was both general and detailed:

1. -General Approach .

£ach camp&s role and mission-was descr1bed in genkral terms
based’ upon

0 Campus statements existent in the current state-
' level higher educat1on master plan.

a State coordinating agency qata on academic program
offerings and degrees conferred by each institu-
tion.

~

0 Existing collegction size (by campus) by academ1c

discipline.
& Institutional self- eva}uatxons developed by the .ot
\campus 11brar1ans .

~

8. Current approved campus master plans.
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2 'Dexéiied'AQpnoach

L

The geneﬁal discription was converted to a detailed presen-

‘tation of 11brary colﬁect1ons at the two djgit HEGIS level.

§
s+ < The convers1on was described as one of four levels of

collection "quality" for each two-digit HEGIS discipline
foq eéch campus: |

@ Collection of excellence (40% to 60% of estimated .
annual publications in the discipline:- only one
. such des1gnat1on per HEGIS code.) .
. ’ 7 &
® Collection of high quality (20% to 40%; two or
- more‘code\215~constituted a code 1.) , .
0 General collection (5% to 20%; sufficient to = '
maiptain basic cpllection.) . -

® Minimum collection (0 to 5% small, representa- ,

tive sample.)
State-wide meetings were held with campus ]ibrarigns to .
- negotiafe the co]lectioﬁ quality code for eaéh-two—digit
"HEGIS. ' | '
. The re§p1ts of thé c;?lection éoge analysis were Eonvérted éofpercenfage§

and arrayed in the matrices éhowp in Tables 1 and 2.  Examples of the decision-
making process for three disciplines are shown below:

B Agriculturgf Institution two has.the premier agriculture

and land management program$ in the state A1l other
1nstitut1ons requ1re onTy basic or minimum collect1on
except: ' ' j

0 Institution three has collection needs related to .
’ minihg.engineering. - - ot

@ Institution eight has’'a stronﬁ-uhdergraduate

. . . feeder program for‘institution two.
-8, Inst1tut1on ten has a deyeloping agri- busxness )
( ' o program. . g
R t ’ ) ot "
".'4" v " , ) 3 3

8.




2. éngineefing/Cdmpufer Scfencé: InsﬁitdfionS’éﬁe, two, fgur
have-&ignificant cbmmitments in engineer?ng and computer
scignce. 5§~g_ggggg, “they’ require a c&l?ection of
exCellence in all specialties of the discipline.

3. Education: Institution three has a broad base profes- - - ‘ o —~
scucazion ; - :
sional education commitment with institutions one and :

two possessing limited professfggal education programs

throqu the terminal degree. .
The collection percentages were designed to provide a maintenance Tevel
acquisitions budget. "Catch up” fo? deficient collections or "accelerated
§ta¥t up“ for new programs Jéﬁe accommodated by awarding (tempoférify) a
higher’collec;ﬂons percentage for a given di§cibling %han_a cdl]ections
percentage Fé; a mvinteqanc;5T§veT budgef. The temporary percentagés are

~ identified by an astﬁiisk. /

Atfentioh was then focused upon estimating the world's annual publication
figures and'arraﬁing.these,figure§ by two-digit! HEGIS. Determination of
published volumes was accomplished by: |

-8 Analyzing the most recent data present in basic
reference documents such as the Library Journal :
and Publishers Weekly. : ‘ ‘ -

# Detailed annual domestic publications figures were
pro-rated upward to estimates of total world-wide
annual publication figures. ) .

8 The technical services Tibrarians and the university T
bibliographer then allocated the total world-wide = ;
estimate across the two-digit HEGIS disciplines v
for college and university acquistions need analysis.

- Vd : .

¢ Annual domestic publications figures were arrayed
across the HEGIS disciplines for two-year college -
acquisitions analysis (Tables } and 2).

{ s



IT1. “BASIC ACQUISITIONS REQUEST .

-~

For each discipline, the percentage derived,from the cgl?ection code is .

| mu!tip]ied(by the estimated annual production for the dngipLiﬁe to yield

. . . & "
the acquisitions request for the discip]ine.( The discipline requests are
summed togethEr to yield the totéf acquisitions, request”for the campus.

Example: In§tituﬁion Three'(TabTe.lD‘

" Total

Agriculture Architecture E'.Bio. Sciences ... N\. Non Book Velumes

F

t

(8000) (.01) + {4000y {.01) + (s00%) (.o1) ! .

IV; CONVERSION OF VOLUME REQUEST TO DDLLAR REQUEST
A. DeveIOpmeht of‘Average Unit Costs |
' Campus budget requests made to state dpproprTatxng gencies must be ,
_stated in dollars as well as volumes. An averageyynTt c::;‘;:ziéﬂk ‘ [
developed each fiscal year based on most recent actual data-and app11ed to
the "formula v01ume" count stng the resu]ts of . sectlon I, if 1nst1tut10n
| three realized an average un1t cost of $21 78 full fundIng of the- fermu]a
would yield an apptopr1at1on of': )
39,740 volumes»X $21.78/v0]uqe = $865,537

Deve1op§ent of thg average unit costs précedurg?for eagh‘campﬁs was'a
technical exercise ;hich took eighteen modths to complete. ™ The major problem
encpuntéred in_determining‘bni% costs was est&b]isbing procedures and defini-
lffons édr counting differen?pkinds of library mateﬁials'purcﬁased each year,
Current budget definitions foﬁ countwng and reporting Tibrary. mater1a15 were

too vague If the definitional prob?ems wére resolved, comparable un1t cost

1nformat1on could be gathered each year.’ In sunmary the phocess For col]ect1ng

’

average unit costs each year 1is as follows: r‘\\

. -(Y5000) (.05) = 39,740

y



ERRE o C . ' ) RN _‘. ' -
) The "formula Tibrary" ‘task force appoxnts a meh&gr of the

. committee to chair a “unit cost“ subcommittee comnosed of ﬁf

Ieast one }xbrarxan from’ éach academ1c sectorg The un?t cost'~.
‘i S
subcomm1ttee is respon51b1e for review1ng the fol]owing '

l The.def1n1t1ons for countlngﬁénd report1ng ‘ - .\“ :
puﬁaﬁased library matertals. = - N
’ \ - - : : -

Q . ,. Al ,‘;
¢ Colléc ng the most recent unit coqt data. _ . . o

) Revrewan the actual unit cost 1nformat1on
to 1dent1fy any. probIem areas.

Eachinst1tut1on submits 1ts averaqe unxt cost based on the number of
units purchased and the totaT do??ars exPended for mﬂnoqradas, subscr1pt10ns,
m1crofprms and non book 1earn1ng mater}als If un1t costs vary sxgn1f1cantly-\,

_from one’ year to the next the 1nst1tut10n must Justxfy nhese changes. After

i ¢

the “unit cost” subcomm1ttee has_ resolved any 1ssues thh thé “institutional
qeta; the subcomm1ttee reports 1ts fxndans and'recommendatxons_to the~pareni
committee.. The "berary,fdrmulé"‘task force reviews the report; if it concurs .

wfth‘the.reccmmendations, the unit cost ihfoﬁﬁatioﬁ~f575ubmitteg to the
appropriate State agencies. . ‘ _ e

The procedures used by the "unit cost! subcommittee constitutes a self-

po]icing'process.' This proce§s has contributed signiffcant?ﬁ“&o the ‘internal
and external credibility of the‘}ibravy’acqqs?stions resource allocation model.
. . . - ' o

-

. . o . . ,
B. 'Display of State-wide Budget Request (see Table 3) - .

o Tébleﬂ3 summarizes a state-wide budget request, by campus, based upon the

formila volumes of Table 1 and 2 and the derived average ufiit éosts discussed
B - /
in section IV A. Formula volumes (column 2) times average unit costs (column 3),

> 4,
by campus, are summed for all’ campuses to produce a total state acqu1sit1ons -

S

2 /

need (1n dollars) N



' revxslons in the ﬁiﬁ]lcat1on %ase when appropriate.

0

with'ﬁhdéet“conStraints‘cémmon place in tﬁé 1970"s a method had’té be

devmsed to enable state approprlatxng agencies to fund the fo¥mn4a at Iess
than 100% w1thovt disrupt1ng the overall dol]ar needs re1atxon§h1p between s
campuses “To do th1s, each canpus need at 100% was compared w1th total state

-

need at IOO“ The resuTt was -a proration percéntage wh1ch could be used to

s
\

al1ocate 1ncremental new dol1ars above the current basq\(TabIe 3, columns 5 |

- - S =) . .,
“and 6). R ‘ R . .

Example? Instit&tgon Four | o
865, 537 dlvided by 8 845 920 9 78% of total state need at 100% of formula :
“11f the state dec1des to aTIocate TO% new money (8497 871) state wide, 1nst1~ _‘

tut%on four wou%d retexve 9. 78“ of the new money ($44 193) for a new acqu1s1-

t?gps budget ﬁf '$523, 422 + $44 193 $567,615. Ce T oo

’ . , . .
N . . . A . . ‘ .
v . . e .
- . v

T MAINTENANCE OF RESOURCE MODEL o L R

“p -

As noted 1n the prev1ous sect1ons, the unwt cost component of the model
is updated‘bvéry year. Unxt costs must demonstrate the most recent buy1ng :
patterns partxcuqu]y in.the present 1nféftwona%y s&tuation. | |

The pub11cat1an!base and the collection code percentages are the other

two factors which are used in determining the tota} number of Iibrary matetials

,for each institution. The pub11catxon base is reviewed. every other year. 'Itl

is rev1sed when apprbpriate, to reerct any ,changes 1n pubszhxng patterns
&

- by discipline. The collect1on code percentages are reviewed annually at a

statewide meetxng of library directors. . The collection code percentageé are
revised based upon changes in approved programs, program s1ze and -the relat1ve
fmportance of the program to the State Fach 1nst1tut10n has the opportunxty

to request changeg in- its collect1on code percentageg, as we11 as propose
<

.
]
, . -8-

« ¢



~ Because the faetors are updated frequently, the” medeT is respons1ve to a
"“""T‘ -

: chang1ng envrrpnment and neflects the “best"~1nformat10n ava11abte ‘Agaxp the

-~ .
-

self polwcrng process, adds to the credlbwlxty*of the model .

. B ‘ e
[ * R
y oo . . - K .
A - - . * R - . . -, *
~——
- “ '
. . . - -~
)

S .VI} ANALYSIS OF. LEGISLATIVE RESPGNSE T0: RESOURCE ALLOCATION MODEL
| | | The prorattoh p%ocedure d1sp1ayed 1n Table 3 was. not a part of the process
;.;, dur1ng the f1rst year the formuja was used - The Legxslatrve staff made
' recommendat1ons wh1ch caused rea]]ocatxon of ex1st1ng approprwat1on bases | .
The result;ng po]1t1cal furor was sign1f1cant Hork1ng with the staff of
the’ 11brary comm1ttee ‘the Leg1slature develqped a comprehensxve appropr1a-.
df g ’tion. The' proratton procedure was deve]oped the, fo}Towlng year and. has been
.\'ui used for two f1sca1 years. The over a?l formula has 1mp]emented support from
all of ngher Educat10n in the State and has deve]oped h1gh credib111ty with

!

-« the- approprtatlng agencres .Fmscal year 1980-81 d1sp1ayea_the full credibility
. L . _ _ O _ N
of the formala: o R - I -

Initially, the Legislathre recommended a ten percent'increase in acquisi—:

- tion budget with the incremental new do]%ars distributed according to Table 3.

)

When serious CO]]ECtTDn deficiencies at the two major comprehensive research _ .

k 15\

1nst1tut10ns were made publxc, the approprlatlon agen1ces nearTy doubled the

er191n51 recommendat1on;e1th the additional. dollars again d1str1buted according

N

to Table- 3 In th1s matter, the major 1nst1tut1ons received badly needed

S - . assistance, but the smaTIer institutions also received new resources. The over

LN
[N

-all role, mission and size relat:onsh1ps of the institutions remaTned in baTance

with respect -to acquisitons budget E . | <;

&




: "k : . . - g )
SR | o TABLE 1
A b e FOUR YEAR/UNIVERSITY SECTORS -
a : < P -. B e H‘, s— . e <
~a .. cMorldt T T INSTITUTIONS: L Y
. . ".\ - Pubhc&tzmns < & . - o R : ’
o D}SC}g}ﬁn v _ Volumes -*: 1 2 3. > 6 " 7 '8 .9 10 11
T | L — _ T - .
S ‘Agrtcu]ture S 8, oob | 03, .60 .01 .06 - .05 .01 ool .20 .01 .00 .01
"+ Architecture, . - _ { 000 = . 30 .02 .01. .01 .50 -6l 01 -..01  -0- .01 .01
N “Area Sthdieg\\ o 0 or=0- 0 U a0- S0 L S0- ~0- W0~ p- lph. -0-°  -0- -0- -0-
\Bio Sciencesy : © 80000 . T - 60- 50 .10 .05 .10: .02 .03 .05 02 10 - .05*
ousiness 7 - 13,000 o n35% 206 150 15 200 05 .11* 03 ..05  .06* . 20%
. Comuunications o =0- -, -0- . -0-  -0- -0-  -0- -0-  -0-, -0- -0- v -0- ".-Q-
" Comp ScilEngr v 800G - g0 35 od .35 20 . .10* 010 o1 " .02 10 14
Education | - 18,500 25 .25 .60, .00 . .15 .08 .12 .01 .10 03" .10
. Pine ‘Arts - . 18,000 . +-30 .15 .28% 01 15, .02- .08 .05 .10 .05 .03
Foreign Language 20,000 S0 .20 .10 005 .05 .05 .05 .03 .03 .02 .05 -
Heal th Professions 12,000 - .30 .50 .13 .01 15 .10 ..61 .02 .02 2057 .05
. Hume Economics 3,000 00 .50 .10 -0- 01 01, .01 .01 -0- 01 .01
o Law 10,000 .55 .06 .04 .03 .05 .01. .03 .02 .2 .02 .02
YL, Letters 24,000 401515 m2 15 100 12 11 10 .10 .10
' ‘Library Science 2,000 .05 - A5 a0 L0 10 « .01 .01 .01 01 . .01 01
© Math, Stat, Phys Sci 224000 25 .36 +10 .30 .10. .06%* .06 .01 _ .05 .08* .07
.. Psychology . 2,000 " .60 .30 .30 .02 .15 .02 .10 .10° .10+ 0§ ..10
Public Affairs. 7,000 . .20 .20 .15 001 .55* .01 . .05 .01 .02 .05 . ,20*
Soc Science . 22,500 - 40 .20 .20 03 25% .07 o7 .10 .07 .07 .07
Referdnce * 15,000 200 .20% L 15% 07 20%  Cg7¢  L10%  .07* 05+ . .10t .15+
Non-Gook  * 15,000 05 .02  .05° .02 .16* .10 .05* 04 o2 07% o1
Total Acquisition . _ . . ' ' CAL
Units , 235,000, " 82,065 55,805 39,740 15,602 37,830 13,935 15,875 12,015 12,525 143810 18,215 -
. .
\
14 . , | 15
4. . 5
e




Diécipline

Agriculture
Architecture

_Aréa Studies "

Bio Sciences '
Business

~ Communications

Computer-Science

_Education -

Enyincering Tecnologies
Fine Arts

Foreign Langudges

. Health Professions

R4

Home Fconomics
Law (Paralegal)

- Letters

Library Science -
Math-Physicdl Sciances

- Military Scxence

Psychology .
Public Affairs.

- Social Scienchks

-

Theolagy
Reference S
Other Nen-Book:

Total. Yolumes | R

16

i.q ’

BQSe - Total

“Publication 'x

8,000
4 qoo_

8,000
“13,000

1,000 -
18,500 .
© 75000
18,000
20,000
12,000
3,000
10,000

24,000 *
22,000
5,000
7,000
22,500

15,000
15,000

238,000

2

5

TABLE 2

_TH0_ SYEAR SECTOR

Rublication ) Institution ,
Base - 2\vear 12 13 : 14 “ 15
2,527 01 .10 .02 .20
1,264 ‘10 .15 » .10 o
. 2.527 | .10 .20 .20 . .10
4,107 .10 .30 .25 .02
316 .15 20« . .95 .05
5,844 .02 .10 .05 .01
2,211 .20 .25 530 L15%
5,686 . .10 25 f15 .10 -
6,318 10 .15 1520, .10
3,791 .20 . .25 G O 15
948 .001 .01 .10 .15
© 2,159 .20 .10 .15 .01
7,582 17 .30 15 15
632 .001 05 - -
6,950 .05 .30 15 .05
1,580 1o . .30 - .20 .10
2,211 02 20 .10 01"
7.108 10 - .30 .10 .10
- - - "u.. - -
4,739 05 .15 .15 .05
4,739 .18 .60 .35 .03
74,239 7,654 - 18,016 11,796 5,945
1_7’ -
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TABLE

3

‘Récowmgnded Implementation for Library
¢ » Acguisitions for 1980-81 Request Year

' -

Y]

e,
¢

* ¥

New.

New Formula
. Unit, ~-Dollars
. - Costs " 6 100%
$27.45 . $2,252,684
30.69 1,712,655

21.78 865,537
33.22 . . 518,298
19.65 . 743,359
20.94 291,799
17.58 279,083
22.69 272,620
19.04 238,476
15.20 225,112
22.39 407,834
17.79 136, 65
32.21 - 436,167
26.16 308,583
11.75 69,854
- 31,342

- 3 30,195
- _ 19,008

-- 7,15

{

$8)845, 920

.

18

.

*

-

z -

. Total . .
, Formula

-

A .?9 T

-~

* . i {

518,710

.
Pro-Rated -
New Dollars

~with’ +10% - -

~ Increment

$ 115,092,
87,482 |
44,193
26,480
37,957
14,912
14,234
13,917
12,201
11,478
20,831

6,959
-22,277

" 15,770
3,570
1,627
1,536
994

. 361

+$ 451,871

-~
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