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Executive Summary

The current Policies and Standards for CSU Campus Libraries have been in place since 1991.  Reaffirmed in the 1996 document, Information Resource Facilities for the 21st Century, the standards are largely quantitative in nature and are based on the last edition (1995) of the ACRL Standards for College Libraries before the quantitative measures were abandoned to be replaced by the current guidelines which advocate local needs assessment and peer benchmarking.

The content of recently constructed facilities and generally perceived campus needs suggests that the 1991 Policies and Standards may be somewhat off the mark.  A white paper by Michael Gorman (2007) suggests that the expectations for CSU Libraries in the 21st Century far exceed the Policies and Standards.  

A deficit analysis conducted in 2008 based on 2007 data shows that few CSU Libraries meet the 1991 standard or the 1998 SUAM 9164 ASF/FTE (assignable square foot per full time equivalent student) space allocation. Only the most recently constructed facilities meet or exceed the space standard and even with the new facilities under construction in 2008, there will remain a substantial space deficit in the CSU Libraries with half of the CSU Libraries below the ASF/FTE standard. In spite of substantial construction of library space in the past ten years (over 300,000 assignable square feet) the deficit remains over 600,000 square feet.
In addition to the space deficit, CSU campuses suffer from aging libraries facilities, escalating student and faculty expectations, and spaces designed to deliver library services to smaller student populations in accord with service models that are more than 20 years old.   In short, they are trying to do more with less for a larger audience.
In general, stacks have trumped reader seats for available space and new program requirements such as learning labs, collaborative workspaces, smart classrooms, and other community spaces have been carved out of user spaces.  One can only guess how few of the older facilities currently provide seating for 20% of the enrollment.  In 1996 Bakersfield opened with seating for 15% of the student FTEs. Today it seats 13%.  The program for the renovation and addition of San Francisco State calls for 3,900 reader seats or 16% of the FTEs.  San Marcos seats 23%; Sonoma seats 13%.  Northridge and San Jose both seat less than 10% of the FTEs.   

The 1996 Framework provides for the inclusion of integrated instructional resources at a rate of 20% of traditional library space.  Recent projects show that the actual inclusion of these spaces likely exceeds the 20% recommended allocation. The array of new spaces includes community cultural space, galleries, smart classrooms, math and writing labs, distance learning, cafes, hands-on training centers, volunteer organization book stores, and 24 hour study lounges.
Review of prior work shows that the space and resource deficit has increased and that more CSU Libraries are “below the line” than were in 1999.  Most (all but one) fall short of the guidelines on staff and all fall “below the line” on collections.  In addition to the collection deficit is the current expectation that CSU Libraries will support added graduate level programs and its required research including independent doctorates; support advanced faculty research based on CSU goals to attract a higher level of faculty; and support grant development research.  This, on top of the requirements to support teaching faculty, support student centered learning, and to teach information literacy skills to students at the earliest possible opportunity, have further stretched the resources and facilities of the CSU facilities.  
Gorman suggests that remote access to extended resources is less preferable to locally physically held resources and the ability to “browse” the collections. The locally held collections debate, in some ways, rebukes the benefits of system membership, rapid delivery of resources campus to campus, ASR, and once again opens the debate to how much material must be immediately available and how much should be “just in case” or “just in time.”  Recent collection usage data, which shows CSU Sonoma
 with the highest FTE circulation rate, suggests that physical availability of collections bears less correlation to actual collection use than expected.  System wide the circulation per FTE for 2006 – 2007 was 7.2 circulations per FTE; the circulation at Sonoma was 27.6 per FTE.  
In a time of diminished resources and rapidly escalating construction costs, choices must be made wisely.  Balancing the long term costs and return on investment of an ASR against open stacks vs. the need to find space for smart classrooms, meeting rooms and comfortable seating can change the library’s ability to deliver its services for another 50 years to come.  The substantial amount of space currently allocated in the Standards (40% of print collection open stack storage space) for multimedia and special 
 storage may be excessive with the advent of digital music easily downloaded, electronic access to the universe of periodical literature
 and the virtual disappearance of pamphlet literature
.  New information formats have gotten smaller or become entirely virtual.   Preference for on-line sources vs. print is no longer generational and as the reader becomes the author, the demand for the paper copy continues to decline. 
Construction costs are so high now and the opportunities to “get it right next time” are so far off, that it is critical that CSU Library planners move forward with the best possible base of information to guide their decisions and the best possible “Framework” to guide their choices.  

Many of these decisions can only be made on a campus by campus basis.  A new student center on campus with collaborative workrooms suggests that the library may not need as many of these group study spaces.  A smaller campus with a smaller library facility and collections may not be able to justify the costs of an ASR or justify putting such a high percentage of their collections into an ASR or even compact shelving.  Later in this document we will explore the implication of the application of the standards on the wide variety of campus sizes of the California State University.  

A survey of the CSU Library Directors will help to identify satisfaction with current facilities; the variety of current configurations; trends for new facilities, additions or renovations; and an overview of the issues facing the CSU Libraries.

Background
The purpose of this study is to review the many documents pertaining to the California State University (CSU) Libraries; to review existing library planning standards adopted by either individual educational institution systems or professional organizations; to assess the current CSU Library planning standards, how well the current facilities are meeting these standards, to prepare a space deficit analysis; and to survey the CSU Library Directors to identify trends.  This research will be used to prepare revisions to Framework for Planning (1996) and craft a document that can be used by the California State University as it plans future library facilities and renovations to existing facilities in the coming xxx years.  These draft recommendations will be presented to the Council of Library Directors at their meeting in San Jose in November. 

Planning documents and vision statements published in the past 17 years that have addressed the future of the CSU Libraries include:  Advancing Together: 21st Century Strategies for the CSU Libraries, 2005; Working Together: a Strategic Plan for the CSU Libraries, 2000; Restructuring Campus Capacities CSU Capital Planning, 1998; Information Resource Facilities for the 21st Century: a Framework for Planning, 1996; Transforming CSU Libraries for the 21st Century: a Strategic Plan of the CSU Council of Library Directors, 1994; Policies and Standards for CSU Campus Library Facilities, SUAM 9605/9608, 1991; libraries@calstate: Newsletter of the California State University Libraries, and Libraries of the California State University: Planning for Growth and Development, 2007 written by Michael Gorman for the CSU Libraries.  In addition the various space use analyses relating to the CSU Libraries prepared by Gordon Smith in the late 1990s will be updated using currently available information.  A complete list of sources is included as an Appendix to this document.
In culling through the data and reviewing benchmarks, it is critical to note that some CSU documentation and standards utilize assignable square footage (ASF) and others cite gross square footage (GSF) to define facility square footage.  The GSF is considerably larger (up to 33% more square footage) than the ASF and includes non-programmable spaces such as lobbies, elevators, stairwells, rest  rooms, corridors, shafts, ducts, telecommunications and electrical closets, mechanical spaces, and the thickness of walls.  The GSF is the amount of space that must be built (and paid for) but the ASF is frequently the number utilized in benchmarking.  Additionally some standards are based on FTEs and others are based on enrollment.  Again the variance between these two numbers at some campuses can be as much as 25%
.  In addition several prior studies used the campus master plan enrollment to project space deficits.  Others utilize the current enrollment figures.  Where different options are available, data will be selected consistently and ASF vs., FTEs vs. Enrollment, and Current FTEs vs. Master Plan FTEs will be clarified.  Comparative tables in this documents use FTEs (current not master plan) and ASF figures.
Systemwide Space Use Analysis 
The CSU Libraries currently occupy 5,846,768 gross square feet (GSF) or the equivalent of 4,039,276 assignable square feet (ASF).  With the library construction projects
 currently underway, the total GSF will be over 6.45 million square feet of library space by 2009.  As the ACRL notes in Standards for University Libraries, the library represents one of the largest cumulative capital investments on any campus.  This library space inventory represents a tremendous asset
 to the CSU system, its faculty and its students; however, much of the space is nearing the end of its useful life and is stretched further by changing use patterns, escalating customer expectations, new formats, new and increased technology requirements, and changing learning styles. Campuses have struggled to bring facilities up to current standards with renovations or additions to original facilities; many are out of space and must make difficult decisions to add new services or collections.
The median age of current library facilities including both original buildings and additions is 27 years old if the facilities scheduled to open in 2008 are included.  If they are not included, the median age is 30 years old.  91% of the library facilities are more than 10 years old; 58% are more than 20 years old.  Nine of the older facilities were renovated in 1995.  The J. Paul Leonard Library at San Francisco State University enjoys the honor of being the oldest building.  At 55 years old, it benefited from a modest renovation 13 years ago.  Other CSU Libraries built in the 1950s; Fresno State’s original library and Northridge’s original library, have been replaced with newer facilities.  The original Humboldt State Library was built in 1962 and an addition was constructed in 1976.

In addition to aging facilities and changing program requirements, the libraries have struggled to keep pace with growing enrollment at the CSU campuses which increased nearly 40% from 1980 to 2007 and 25% in the past five years alone.
Campus Space Inventory

Systemwide CSU libraries account for 14.3 percent of nonresidential CSU ASF inventory
.  Campus to campus this number varies from a high of over 25.2 percent (SJSU) to a low of 3.8 percent (CSUM).  Campuses with a higher percentage of library space have a lower percentage of office, classroom and instructional support space.  

The total California State University ASF attributed to Library
 Space Type in 2005 was 3,120,978
 assignable square feet or approximately 79% of the total available space in all CSU libraries.  Individual facilities range from a low of 54% (SO) coded as Library Space Type in a new facility to 90% coded to Library Space type in older facilities (SLO & LA).  The remainder of spaces contained in CSU Libraries is classified as office space, instructional support space, classroom space or special use space, which includes audio-visual, radio-TV, exhibition, lounge, administrative and general use areas.  
Space Deficit

Library Standards in Restructuring Campus Capacities SUAM Section VII 9614 (adopted June 1998) employ a simple equation to allocate library square footage.  Based on FTEs, the assignable square feet per FTE is on a sliding scale with 15.64 ASF for smaller institutions down to 12.48 ASF per FTE for the largest institution currently.  A study by Gordon Smith in 1999 showed nine campuses to be at or above standards and eight to be below standards.

Based on SUAM 9614, the 1998 FTES enrollment the CSU Libraries required 3,717,755 ASF of library space.  A study that year showed a systemwide deficit of 620,677 assignable square feet.  Since that time, five of the campuses have exceeded their Master Plan Enrollment and enrollments have grown steadily.  In spite of the construction of over 320,000 square feet of new library space I the past ten years, the current space deficit is 610,974 ASF.

Table I:  CSU Library Space Standards:  CSU and Campus Library Space Deficits
	
	FTE
	GSF
	ASF
	Current ASF
	ASF/FTE
	ASF

	
	2006-2007
	2007
	2007
	per FTE
	Standards
	Deficit 2007

	Maritime Academy
	                   886 
	10,200
	5,847
	6.60
	15.64
	                  (8,010)

	Channel Island
	                 2,640 
	137,750
	93,549
	35.44
	15.64
	                 52,259 

	Monterey Bay
	                 3,612 
	29,022
	19,985
	5.53
	15.64
	                (36,507)

	Bakersfield
	                 6,937 
	153,400
	102,930
	14.84
	15.64
	                  (5,565)

	Humboldt
	                 6,876 
	157,043
	109,437
	15.92
	15.64
	                   1,896 

	Stanislaus
	                 6,314 
	123,319
	94,321
	14.94
	15.64
	                  (4,430)

	San Marcos
	                 7,089 
	200,530
	144,619
	20.40
	15.64
	                 33,747 

	Sonoma
	                 7,466 
	215,000
	143,878
	19.27
	15.64
	27,110                

	Dominguez Hills
	                 8,640 
	152,006
	102,111
	11.82
	14.81
	                 (25,847) 

	East Bay
	               10,979 
	248,300
	174,978
	15.94
	14.02
	                 21,052 

	San Bernardino
	               13,776 
	297,416
	202,804
	14.72
	13.85
	                 12,006 

	Chico
	               15,025 
	269,018
	210,703
	14.02
	13.80
	                   3,358 

	Los Angeles
	               16,251 
	347,287
	245,119
	15.08
	13.68
	                 22,805 

	San Luis Obispo
	               17,620 
	203,605
	157,836
	8.96
	13.68
	                (83,206)

	Fresno
	               18,845 
	200,068
	152,942
	8.12
	13.62
	(103,727)      

               103,727

               (103,727)

(103,727)

                 27,576

                 27,576 

                 27,576 

27,576 

                 27,576 



	Pomona
	               17,527 
	300,537
	161,616
	9.22
	13.62
	                (77,102)

	Sacramento
	               23,153 
	377,074
	260,122
	11.23
	13.34
	                (48,739)

	San Jose
	               23,304 
	499,221
	362,129
	15.54
	13.34
	                 51,254 

	San Francisco
	               23,950 
	282,210
	199,871
	8.35
	13.28
	               (118,185)

	Northridge
	               26,650 
	301,613
	222,720
	8.36
	13.10
	               (126,395)

	Fullerton
	               27,025 
	414,388
	288,209
	10.66
	13.06
	                (64,738)

	San Diego
	               28,920 
	526,401
	338,431
	11.70
	12.48
	                (22,491)

	Long Beach
	               28,577 
	401,360
	245,119
	8.58
	12.48
	               (111,522)

	
	
	5.846768

	4,039,276


	13.27
	
	(610,974)
               (342,965)

               (342,965)

               (342,965)

               (342,965)

               (224,488)

               (224,488)
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Chart I:  ASF/FTE 2007 Existing Space vs. Library Standards

In 1998, eight CSU campus libraries were below the SUAM 9614 Library Standard using the ASF/FTE model.  Six were above the ASF/FTE standard with two of these being significantly above the standard and two at the standard. By 2007, 11 CSU campuses are below the ASF/FTE model, three are above the standard and nine are almost exactly at the standard based on 2006-2007 enrollments.  The three libraries that are above ASF/FTE standard are the newest additions to the CSU Libraries, Sonoma State University, CSU Channel Islands and CSU San Marcos.  The Channel Islands Library is appropriately sized for a campus with more than double its current enrollment.  

Eight of the ten largest campuses have space deficits with the largest deficits at San Francisco, Long Beach, and Northridge campuses.  The total library space deficit using the ASF/FTE standard is approximately 610,974 assignable square feet (approximately 800,000 GSF).  Of the libraries with the largest space deficits, Fresno, San Francisco, Pomona, Monterey Bay and Dominguez Hills are currently planning or constructing new libraries or additions to current facilities.  
Facility Planning Standards
SUAM Section VI 9065 and SUAM Section VII 9614
The 1991 document, Policies and Standards for CSU campus Libraries (SUAM Section VI – 9065/9068), provides specific standards for space allocation relating to reader seats, collection space, and staff and support space.  These Standards were reaffirmed and retained by the Task Force on Facility Planning for Library and Information Resources in the 1996 document, Information Resource Facilities for the 21st Century: a Framework for Planning.  While maintaining the square footage allocations, the task force recommended that approximately 80% of the space be used for traditional library activities and approximately 20% be used for integrated instructional resources to support the library as an integrated information center.
  The recommendation was to allow each campus to design a campus based on local needs assessment.  In 1998, the ASF per FTE Library Space Standards (SUAM Section VII 9614) set a sliding scale of ASF Library space for campuses based on their FTEs.  The square footages derived from utilizing these formulae are very close to the cumulative totals derived using the specific space standards outlined in 1991 Policies and Standards.  Table I in this document utilizes the ASF/FTE formula to determine the space requirements for specific campuses; Table V in this document utilizes the SUAM 9065 combined space types to determine the space requirements for five basic size campus libraries.
The 1991 Policies and Standards were based closely on the 1986 ACRL Standards for College Libraries.  Changes recommended in the 1996 Framework for Planning somewhat paralleled the substantial change in the ACRL Standards for College Libraries which abandoned the prescriptive (and evaluative) quantitative guidelines in its latest version.  The new ACRL Standards recommend benchmarking with peer institutions and needs assessment on a campus by campus basis.  While the 1996 Framework for Planning did not recommend abandoning the 1991 Policies and Standards, the new approach allowed more flexibility to each campus to design a facility which meets the individual campus needs and culture.  
The 1991 Standards are based on four types of space that must be planned as part of a Capital Outlay Program Library Project.  These spaces are for collections, non-print materials, reader stations, and technical/processing/public service areas. As illustrated in Table II and Chart II, none of the CSU Libraries meet the projected volume counts for campus size and as illustrated in Table III and Chart III, only one campus comes close to the project staffing for campus size and this is SFSU which offers the highest person hours per typical week of professional reference service. Table IV indicates the number of reader stations each campus library should have based on the current enrollment.  This table also illustrates the percentage of total ASF that should be dedicated to reader stations based on the total ASF using the ASF/FTE calculations.   

Table II:  Volumes per FTE using 1991 Policies and Standards

	
	FTEs 

2006-2007
	Volumes 
	Vols. Per FTE
	1991 Standards
	Vols. Deficit

	Maritime Academy
	                      886 
	40,520
	            45.73 
	                 93,030 
	             52,510 

	Channel Island
	                   2,640 
	72,360
	            27.41 
	               277,200 
	           204,840 

	Monterey Bay
	                   3,612 
	71,997
	            19.93 
	               379,260 
	           307,263 

	Stanislaus
	                   6,314 
	37,2231
	            58.95 
	               662,970 
	           290,739 

	Humboldt
	                   6,876 
	576,058
	            83.78 
	               721,980 
	           145,922 

	Bakersfield
	                   6,937 
	484,099
	            69.79 
	               728,385 
	           244,286 

	San Marcos
	                   7,089 
	268,952
	            37.94 
	               744,345 
	           475,393 

	Sonoma
	                   7,466 
	577,780
	            77.39 
	               783,930 
	           206,150 

	Dominguez Hills
	                   8,640 
	434,328
	            50.27 
	               864,000 
	           429,672 

	East Bay
	                  10,979 
	912,913
	            83.15 
	            1,097,900 
	           184,987 

	San Bernardino
	                  13,776 
	829,486
	            60.21 
	            1,239,840 
	          410,354

	Chico
	                  15,025 
	953,632
	            63.47 
	            1,217,025 
	           263,393 

	Los Angeles
	                  16,251 
	1,206,080
	            74.22 
	            1,316,331 
	           110,251 

	Pomona
	                  17,527 
	722,573
	            41.23 
	            1,402,160 
	           679,587 

	San Luis Obispo
	                  17,620 
	775,797
	            44.03 
	            1,409,600 
	           633,803 

	Fresno
	                  18,845 
	1,062,604
	            56.39 
	            1,451,065 
	           388,461 

	Sacramento
	                  23,153 
	1,371,105
	            59.22 
	            1,690,169 
	           319,064 

	San Jose
	                  23,304 
	1,315,891
	            56.47 
	            1,701,192 
	           385,301 

	San Francisco
	                  23,950 
	1,160,869
	            48.47 
	            1,748,350 
	           587,481 

	Northridge
	                  26,650 
	1,369,375
	            51.38 
	            1,892,150 
	           522,775 

	Fullerton
	                  27,025 
	1,264,535
	            46.79 
	            1,918,775 
	           654,240 

	Long Beach
	                  28,577 
	1,116,092
	            39.06 
	            2,000,390 
	           884,298 

	San Diego
	                  28,920 
	1,701,793
	            58.84 
	            2,024,400 
	           322,607 

	
	
	18,661,070
	
	26,364,447
	8,703,377


Chart II: Volumes per FTE utilizing 1991 Policies and Standards
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The collection deficit of 8,703,377 represents 870,337 ASF utilizing open stack shelving; 248,667 ASF using moveable aisle compact shelving and 87,033 ASF utilizing an ASRS facility.

The 1991 Policies and Standards  collection appear to be close to national benchmarks.  A study of the ARL “Big 8” and “Big 10” Schools conducted a number of years ago showed an average of 120 volumes per FTE.  

Table III: FTE Staff Current vs. Standards Utilizing 1991 Policies and Standards
	
	FTE 2006-2007
	Standards
	Current

	Maritime Academy
	                      886 
	10
	7

	Channel Island
	                   2,640 
	35
	17.5

	Monterey bay
	                   3,612 
	40
	16.21

	Stanislaus
	                   6,314 
	65
	35.9

	Humboldt
	                   6,876 
	65
	42.5

	Bakersfield
	                   6,937 
	65
	29

	San Marcos
	                   7,089 
	65
	52.85

	Sonoma
	                   7,466 
	65
	57.25

	Dominguez
	                   8,640 
	67
	33.5

	East Bay
	                 10,979 
	73
	47.2

	San Bernardino
	                 13,776 
	81
	58.71

	Chico
	                 15,025 
	93
	69.8

	Los Angeles
	                 16,251 
	93
	60

	Pomona
	                 17,527 
	115
	55.34

	San Luis Obispo
	                 17,620 
	115
	60.95

	Fresno
	                 18,845 
	115
	95.45

	Sacramento
	                 23,153 
	130
	116.73

	San Jose
	                 23,304 
	130
	117.42

	San Francisco
	                 23,950 
	130
	126.1

	Northridge
	                 26,650 
	160
	137.05

	Fullerton
	                 27,025 
	160
	98.88

	Long Beach
	                 28,577 
	160
	89.87

	San Diego
	                 28,920 
	160
	139.15


Chart III: FTE Staff utilizing 1991 Policies and Standards
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The FTE staff deficit or 627 FTE Staff represents an additional 141,075 space deficit systemwide.  

Table IV:  Reader Seats as % of ASF Using ASF/FTE (SUAM 9614)  

	
	FTE

2006-2007
	Reader Seats

Recommended
	ASF

Reader Seats
	ASF per ASF/FTE
	% of ASF  Readers

	Maritime Academy
	                      886 
	                177 
	                   4,692 
	13,857
	34%

	Channel Island
	                   2,640 
	                528 
	                 13,981 
	41,290
	34%

	Monterey Bay
	                   3,612 
	                722 
	                 19,129 
	56,492
	34%

	Stanislaus
	                   6,314 
	             1,263 
	                 33,439 
	98,751
	34%

	Humboldt
	                   6,876 
	             1,375 
	                 36,415 
	107,541
	34%

	Bakersfield
	                   6,937 
	             1,387 
	                 36,738 
	108,495
	34%

	San Marcos
	                   7,089 
	             1,418 
	                 37,543 
	110,872
	34%

	Sonoma
	                   7,466 
	             1,493 
	                 39,540 
	116,768
	34%

	Dominguez Hills
	                   8,640 
	             1,728 
	                 45,757 
	127,958
	36%

	East Bay
	                 10,979 
	             2,196 
	                 58,145 
	153,926
	38%

	San Bernardino
	                 13,776 
	             2,755 
	                 72,958 
	190,798
	38%

	Chico
	                 15,025 
	             3,005 
	                 79,572 
	207,345
	38%

	Los Angeles
	                 16,251 
	             3,250 
	                 86,065 
	222,314
	39%

	Pomona
	                 17,527 
	             3,505 
	                 92,823 
	239,769
	39%

	San Luis Obispo
	                 17,620 
	             3,524 
	                 93,316 
	239,984
	39%

	Fresno
	                 18,845 
	             3,769 
	                 99,803 
	256,669
	39%

	Sacramento
	                 23,153 
	             4,631 
	                122,618 
	308,861
	40%

	San Jose
	                 23,304 
	             4,661 
	                123,418 
	310,875
	40%

	San Francisco
	                 23,950 
	             4,790 
	                126,839 
	318,056
	40%

	Northridge
	                 26,650 
	             5,330 
	                141,138 
	349,115
	40%

	Fullerton
	                 27,025 
	             5,405 
	                143,124 
	352,947
	41%

	Long Beach
	                 28,577 
	             5,715 
	                151,344 
	356,641
	42%

	San Diego
	                 28,920 
	             5,784 
	                153,160 
	360,922
	42%


Utilizing the ASF/FTE to determine total building size and SUAM 9065 standard, the total percentage of library space allocated to reader seats if standards are met, should be between 34% and 42% of total space allocation.  In addition to an overall lower space requirement, the space allocation for reader seats is proportionately higher for larger institutions and even higher for larger institutions utilizing ARS instead of MAC shelving.  
Table V: ASF Library Facility Utilizing SUAM 9065 with Moveable Aisle Shelving
	FTEs
	#
	ASF
	#
	ASF
	ASF
	#
	Staff
	Non-Book
	Total 
	% Space
	% Space
	% Space

	
	Seats
	Seats
	Vols
	O/S
	MAC
	Staff
	ASF
	ASF
	SUAM 9065
	Readers
	Vols
	Staff

	8K
	    1,600 
	     42,368 
	    840,000 
	  40,000 
	      12,571 
	       67 
	      15,075 
	      16,000 
	         126,014 
	34%
	42%
	12%

	10K
	    2,000 
	     52,960 
	    940,000 
	  40,000 
	      15,429 
	       73 
	      16,425 
	      16,000 
	         140,814 
	38%
	39%
	12%

	15K
	    3,000 
	     79,440 
	 1,225,000 
	  60,000 
	      17,587 
	       93 
	      20,925 
	      24,000 
	         201,952 
	39%
	38%
	10%

	20K
	    4,000 
	    105,920 
	 1,500,000 
	  80,000 
	      20,000 
	      130 
	      29,250 
	      32,000 
	         267,170 
	40%
	37%
	11%

	25K
	    5,000 
	    132,400 
	 1,775,000 
	 100,000 
	      22,143 
	      160 
	      36,000 
	      40,000 
	         330,543 
	40%
	37%
	11%


Table VI: ASF Library Facility Utilizing SUAM 9065 with ASR for Institutions with Collections over 1,000,000 volumes

	FTEs
	#
	ASF
	#
	ASF
	ASF
	#
	Staff
	Non-Book
	Total 
	% Space
	% Space
	% Space

	
	Seats
	Seats
	Vols
	O/S
	ASR
	Staff
	ASF
	ASF
	SUAM 9065
	Readers
	Vols
	Staff

	8K
	    1,600 
	     42,368 
	    840,000 
	  40,000 
	      12,571 
	       67 
	      15,075 
	      16,000 
	         126,014 
	34%
	42%
	12%

	10K
	    2,000 
	     52,960 
	    940,000 
	  40,000 
	      15,429 
	       73 
	      16,425 
	      16,000 
	         140,814 
	38%
	39%
	12%

	15K
	    3,000 
	     79,440 
	 1,225,000 
	  60,000 
	       6,250 
	       93 
	      20,925 
	      24,000 
	         190,615 
	42%
	35%
	11%

	20K
	    4,000 
	    105,920 
	 1,500,000 
	  80,000 
	       7,000 
	      130 
	      29,250 
	      32,000 
	         254,170 
	42%
	34%
	12%

	25K
	    5,000 
	    132,400 
	 1,775,000 
	 100,000 
	       7,750 
	      160 
	      36,000 
	      40,000 
	         316,150 
	42%
	34%
	11%


ARL comparative data from the 1990s shows the “Big 8” and “Big 10” schools utilizing between 39% and 80% for an average of 48% of all available space for collection storage.  The CSU model falls between 34% and 42% depending on the size of the campus. 

New Facilities

The content of the new facilities under construction in Monterey Bay, Fresno, Pomona, and Dominquez Hills contain “people spaces” with areas for refreshments, collaboration, exhibition, group learning, learning commons, productivity centers, 24 hour study centers, academic classrooms, Internet cafes, and the wide array of spaces outlined by Gorman in Libraries of the California State University: Planning for growth and development.  These newer CSU Libraries will include galleries, refreshments, learning centers, collaborative computing labs, centers for faculty development, collaborative learning and group study spaces, writing centers, centers for distributed education, multicultural reading rooms, moveable aisle compact shelving or ASR facilities for collection storage, multipurpose event centers, digital viewing centers, laptop docking ports, as well as miles and miles of open stacks, thousands and thousands of reader seats and study carrels, computer labs, classrooms, archives and special collections, and many of the other auxiliary spaces that Gorman calls out.

These new components are in addition to the building blocks of reader seats, collections in open and closed stacks, study areas, classrooms, service desks, back of house support space, and special collection storage.  
Recently constructed CSU Libraries have also addressed the issue of collection growth and shelving requirements through use of a combination of open stack, moveable aisle compact shelving, and ASRS.  The latter being the most efficient use of space has allowed libraries to repurpose stack space to “people space.”  

Sonoma State University, one of the newer CSU Libraries, includes over 1,000 study seats and several hundred public use computer stations.  While shy of the recommended guidelines of over 1,400 reader stations, it includes digital labs, multimedia stations, library instruction rooms, music and graphics stations, a Writing Center, Café, and a center for Professional Development.  

The medley of spaces found in new libraries is artfully addressed in the CSU Monterey Bay website article, “What is a Library?”  

Customer Satisfaction and Library Use

In general, the CSU Libraries are rated highly by both faculty and students.  A 2002 customer satisfaction survey on library services generally showed a high level of satisfaction (over 70%).  Customers expressed dissatisfaction with library lighting and library elevators (based on a specific library), and the highest satisfaction ratings went to safety and cleanliness.  Customers expressed a moderate level of satisfaction with collections and programs at approximately 66% approval.  

In 2006-2007, the CSU libraries offered 9,670 presentations with a total attendance of 212,623.  The total recorded circulation was 4,377,940 for a turnover rate of .23 based on the total CSU Library holdings of 18,661,070 volumes.  This averaged to a circulation of 12 items per year per FTE.  CSU Libraries with the highest circulation per FTE are Sonoma State University, Humboldt State, San Marcos, Long Beach and San Jose State.  Libraries with the highest gate count were San Diego, San Francisco, San Jose, and Northridge.  San Diego students averaged over two visits to the library per week for a weekly gate count of 54,509.  

COLD Participation
Results of Survey

Next Phase of Work

Results of Interviews and Site Visits
Next Phase of Work
Trends, Benchmarks, Standards

Benchmarking

The benchmark group for the CSU Libraries would include the 582 institutions currently categorized as Master’s Colleges and Universities 1 Carnegie Classification Code with the exception of San Diego State which is classified as Doctoral/Research Intensive and Monterey Bay which is classified as Baccalaureate/ Liberal Arts.

Is there any value in this benchmark?

Institutional System Standards – Search SUNY, Ohio, other?

In Progress – NONE FOUND SO FAR (9/7/08) Still looking….some ARL data included above
Reworking the Standards

Finding a Balance

Standards vs. local control
Accountability

Seeking funding approval
Creating a Framework that Provides Flexibility  

Next Phase of Work
Thinking Out Loud:  Analysis of Policies and Standards  
SUAM 9065 -- 1991
Things to look at:
· Projected volumes more closely related to curriculum and # graduate degree programs (reaffirmation of campus self-determination SUAM 6/98)
· ARS costs vs. payback based on size of collections and facility

· % of space for non-book materials (40% of open stack) – very high could be reallocated

· More flexibility in the allocation of Reader Stations with more variety available in selection (although few may adhere to this anyway)

· Number of staff spaces vs. actual number of staff
· Ten year planning horizon and Master Plan Enrollments vs. actual (readjust growth projections)

· Interject local needs assessment 

· Renovation opportunities for campuses that are at capacity for library ASF – strategies for reuse of existing space;  (9 campuses currently at the ASF/FTE standard)  Cycle for renovation and re-evaluation

1996
· New technologies will occupy at least 20% of new and remodeled facilities.  
SUAM 9614

Recommended in 1998 for 2001 – 2001 implementation.  See below from Restructuring Campus Capacities: 

· “provide a measurement standard that will increase campus flexibility to manage space and facilities to accommodate FTE”

· “eliminate reliance on the current facility utilization reports and overly prescriptive standard”

· “simplify methods for evaluating capital outlay priorities”
· “The model assumes that space required for student access to computer workstations will be incorporated as part of library space planning in accordance with recommendations contained in ‘Information Resource Facility Planning for the 21st Century,’ (Task Force on Facility Planning for Library and Information Resources, CSU 1966.).. which suggests ‘a campus wide view of information resources which integrate the computer, telecommunications and media services, and library resources.’”
From Working Together:
Physical facilities will:

· House all needed collections and resources

· Provide space for training and instructional activities

· Provide functional space and resources for library personnel

· Provide access to collections and library resources and to training and assistance in their use

· Provide ample study space for individuals and groups in an appropriate learning environment

· Quality of space will be an important consideration in addition to Quantity.

· Integrate current, new and emerging technologies for the use of recorded knowledge, information and data 

Strategic Plan of the CSU Council of Library Directors 
· Future facilities will be planned to provide each campus with a central physical infrastructure that supports the coordination of library, media services, computing and telecommunications functions. 
· It is essential to maintain the library as a “place” promoting human interaction regarding course material, use of access technology, etc.

· An environment for individual and group study should be provided on campus.  This is particularly important for commuting students or distant learners who require places to interact with other students when they come to campus.

· Phase I: Immediate.  Continue Task Force Work to more fully develop and recommend specific planning parameters for new library facilities and additions or renovations to existing buildings.  These will incorporate coordinated technologies required to connect information resources required for teaching and learning.  

Standards for University Libraries  1989.
· Each university library is unique and therefore should determine its own criteria for performance and evaluation

· The Library represents one of the largest cumulative capital investments on any campus.  Libraries provide added value as part of all learning and research processes.  The concept of the library as an investment is basic to these standards. 
· Each institution has a unique mix of goals, programs, and expectations.  These are influenced by geographical location, obligations to other institutions, history, and mission. The library serving the institution is, as a result, unique.  The application of prescriptive measures to a group of unique institutions has been rejected as inapposite.  

Sources
ACRL.  Standards for University Libraries:  Evaluation of Performance.  www.ala.org/acrl/guides/univer.html
ACRL. Guidelines for audiovisual services in academic libraries.  ALA Standards Committee.  1988 www.ala.org/acrl/guides/avsrvcs.html
ACRL. Guidelines for media resources in academic libraries: A Draft. ACRL Media Resources Committee.  www.ala.org/acrl/guides/medresg.html
ACRL. Guidelines for the Security of Rare Book, Manuscript, and Other Special Collections.  RBMS Security Committee.  Approved by the ALA Standards Committee at the 1990 Annual Conference.   www.ala.org/acrl/guides/raresecu.html
ACRL. Standards for College Libraries.  1995 Edition.  
CSU.  2002 Customer Satisfaction Survey Report for Library Services on participating California State University Campuses.
CSU.  Libraries @ calstate.  Fall 2003.  Volume 2 No 1.  www.calstate.edu/LS
CSU.  Space and Facilities Database Management System.  Facility Report. http://www.calstate.edu/cpdc/Facilities_Planning/Space_Mgmt/Reports/Campus_Fac/2006/SJ-Fac-06.pdf  (various)
CSU. 2008 Facts about the 23 Campuses of the CSU.  
www.calstate.edu/PA/2008Facts/enrollment.shtml
CSU. Advancing Together:  21st Century Strategies for the CSU Libraries.  2005.  CSU Libraries.
CSU. Policies and Standards for CSU Campus Library Facilities.  September 12, 1991.
CSU. Task Force on Facilities Planning and Utilization.  Restructuring Campus Capacities: A report from the Task Force on Facilities Planning and Utilization.  California State University.  Effective June 1998.  
California State University.  Information Resource Facilities for the 21st Century: A Framework for Planning.  April 1966. http://www.calstate.edu/tier3/ITPA/Docs/html/Fnl_Rpt.html
CSU. Transforming CSU Libraries for the 21st Century: A Strategic Plan of the CSU Council of Library Directors.  September 23, 1994.  
CSU. Working Together:  A Strategic Plan for the CSU Libraries.  CSU Council of Library Directors.  June 2000.
Gorman, Michael. Libraries of the California State University:  Planning for Growth and Development.  Michael Gorman, University Librarian Emeritus, CSU Fresno, 2007.
Metcalf, Keyes.  Planning Academic and Research Library Buildings.  2nd ed. By Philip D. Leighton and David C. Weber. Chicago: ALA, 1986.
NCES.  Library Statistics Program.  http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/libraries/compare/ReportComparisonGroup.asp
� For two years in a row, Sonoma State showed the highest circulation per FTE of the 23 campus libraries.  NCES Library Statistics Program. Compare Academic Libraries and CSU Annual Library Statistics 2006 – 2007


http:nces.ed.gov/surveys/libraries/compare/ReportComparisonGroup.asp  


� Unbound periodicals, pamphlets, state publications, courses of study, maps per SUAM Section VI-9065.


� The number of paid periodical subscriptions (print) decreased by 14% from 27,912 in 2005-2006 to 23,992 in 2006 – 2007.  


� The number of cartographic materials held decreased from 673,234 in 2005-6 to 667,660 in 2006-7.


� In 2006 the total CSU headcount was 417,112 and the FTES was 343,199 a 21% difference.  In 2005 the variance was 25%.


� Fresno, Monterey Bay, Dominguez Hills addition, Cal Poly Pomona 


� The replacement value of this space and its furniture and equipment excluding collections and land is equal to more than $4.5Billion in 2008 dollars.    


� This includes classrooms, laboratories, research labs, offices, special and general use spaces, and instructional support space.


� Assignable Square Footage by Type of Space from Table 176. Percent Distribution of Nonresidential Assignable Square Feet by Type of Space, Fall 2005. Statistical Abstract.  


� Compare to the total assignable square footage of CSU library facilities of  4,039,276.


� California State University. Capital Planning, Design and Construction ASF per FTE Model User Guide 1998.  


� Currently the average is approximately 79% of space in library facilities is allocated to Library Space Type.  See above. 


� Based on 1991 Policy and Standard that CSU Campus Library Facility must provide seating for 20% of the student population with 88% at table seats; 10% at carrel seats, and 2% at library computer workstations.  A study of university libraries constructed in the 1990s showed an average % of student seating of 38 facilities to be seating for 19% of the student population.


� Gorman, Michael.  Libraries of the California State University:  Planning for Growth and Development.  California State University Fresno, 2007.  
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