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Preface

This evaluation plan for the Library of Texas was developed by Dr. Charles R. McClure under contract with the Z Texas Implementation Component of the Library of Texas (ZLOT) Project. The development included discussions with a range of people involved with the Library of Texas and the ZLOT staff.

1.
Background

This aspect of the Z Texas Implementation Component of the Library of Texas (ZLOT) Project began in April, 2002 and had the following objectives:

· Review project documents, focus group results, and related information provided by the ZLOT Project Principal Investigator and others regarding the evaluation of the Library of Texas (LOT);

· Conduct interviews and meetings (via telephone) with selected key stakeholders regarding the LOT to identify intended service roles, requirements, anticipated goals and objectives, etc.;

· Produce an evaluation plan for the LOT that includes evaluation methods, metrics, and a timeline.

The intent of the evaluation plan is to provide a practical and useful means for evaluating the LOT, assist LOT staff and others assess the overall quality of the LOT and continuously improve LOT services and resources.  Additional information about the ZLOT Project can be found at <http://www.unt.edu/zlot/> and about the LOT at <http://castor.tsl.state.tx.us/lot/>.

2.
Importance of Evaluation in the LOT Project

Ongoing evaluation efforts are essential for the LOT project for a number of reasons.  Perhaps most importantly, evaluation provides project developers with information about how well the project is proceeding; how well the project meets intended goals, objectives, and outcomes; the degree to which the LOT is meeting user needs; and if resources being committed to the LOT are producing the desired results. In addition, evaluation data provide a basis for project managers to report and communicate to the broader library, user, and political communities about the progress and success of the LOT.

Generally, most evaluation plans include formative and summative evaluation strategies.  Formative evaluation is intended to monitor project activities and provide information to decision makers to help them improve the project while it is being implemented – formative evaluation is ongoing.  Summative evaluation usually takes place at the end of the project, or at specific time periods, and is intended to prove the degree to which goals and objectives were accomplished and if the resultant outcomes were, in fact, realized.

While evaluation data are important and necessary to assist decision makers in managing and planning for the LOT, they are not sufficient in and of themselves.  All evaluation takes place in a political context in which different stakeholder groups (state officials, public librarians, local government officials, state library staff, users, academic librarians, and so forth) have different – and sometimes competing – expectations of what the project should be doing and what the results should be.  Despite the development and implementation of a high quality evaluation plan, different stakeholder groups can interpret evaluation data differently.  Nonetheless, the evaluation data that result from this process provide baseline information that can inform decision makers as they discuss project activities and results.

The LOT presents interesting challenges from an evaluation perspective.  The LOT currently comprises four components, each subject to evaluation:

· Resource Discovery Service:  a set of tools for searching multiple and diverse resources including online library catalogs, TexShare databases, and the Texas Records and Information Locator (TRAIL).

· TexShare Databases: A set of commercial online databases licensed and available to all participating public, academic, and libraries of clinical medicine in Texas and their registered patrons.

· Electronic Depository Program:  A program for systematic collection and preservation of state government electronic publications and for making these resources searchable.

· Training Opportunities for Librarians:  A program for training Texas librarians to effectively use the resources and services of the LOT.

In addition, the LOT may evolve to include other services, content, and programs.  At this time, however, these four components are the focus of the evaluation plan proposed in this document.

3.
Refining Project Component Evaluation Criteria

Each of the components has an informal or formal working group that is responsible for developing, designing, or deploying the component. A Texas State Library and Archives Commission (TSLAC) staff member serves as a primary contact for each working group. Between April and August, 2002 the consultant reviewed various project documents and engaged in an iterative process with individuals involved in the four components of the LOT to better refine project goals, objectives, and outcomes. In the development of these activities the consultant proposed a common vocabulary for key terms:

Goal:
A long range (2-3 year), general declarative statement describing a desired condition or future state.

Objective: 
Short range (one year) statements that describe a result (one result – not numerous results) to be achieved in a specific period of time.  They are measurable, begin with an action verb, describe what is to be done not how it will be done, and are linked to a particular goal. 

Outcome:  
A desired impact or result of the program activities on various stakeholder groups involved in the project. This could be a change in the behavior, knowledge, attitude, or skills of those individuals targeted by the activities of the program

The process of refining existing goals, objectives, and outcomes resulted in evaluation statements for each of the following component parts:

· Resource Discovery Service (see Appendix A);

· TexShare Databases (see Appendix B);

· Electronic Depository Program (see Appendix C); and

· Training Opportunities for Librarians (see Appendix D).

The individuals in each of the four working groups (as well as others) spent considerable time and effort working with the consultant and TSLAC staff to develop these statements. This effort was significant as it clarified expectations of what each component would do and how project personnel would know if they were successful.

The proposed measures, indicators, and assessment techniques listed in Appendices A-D should be seen as evolutionary. That is, once the various components are implemented project developers may determine that some of these measures, indicators, and techniques should be expanded, modified, or eliminated. The measures and indicators suggested in these Appendices are extensive and there may not be adequate resources to collect data to address all those that are currently listed. Thus, it is important for the project developers to keep an open mind on what data to collect and how useful the data are for decision making throughout the evaluation effort.

4.
Evaluation Framework

In developing the evaluation plan a number of issues have to be addressed. A first issue is the level of effort available to conduct the evaluation. At this time it is unclear how much time, personnel, and resources will be available to commit to the evaluation effort. Clearly, a much more detailed assessment can be done with greater time, personnel, and resources than with fewer resources. Thus, the evaluation plan offers a “recommended” level of effort for the evaluation and a “basic” level of effort.

A second issue affecting the evaluation framework is recognizing the stage at which libraries in Texas are in terms of early, middle, and late technology adoption. Analysis of recent survey findings by Murray and Moen determined that roughly one-third of libraries surveyed were each early, middle, and late technology adopters.
 The implication of this finding for the evaluation effort is that one can reasonably expect different levels of performance on the various measures and outcomes outlined in Appendices A-D given the degree to which a library is an early, middle, or late technology adopter. Thus, care needs to be taken in making direct comparisons among evaluation findings across these types of libraries since libraries may be in different states of “readiness” to adopt and use information technology. 

A third issue is the organization and management of the evaluation effort. At this writing the organization responsible for the evaluation is not entirely clear. This evaluation plan assumes that there will be a coordinator for the evaluation effort from the TSLAC. This coordinator will have some staff support to implement and manage the evaluation process and to organize and analyze evaluation data. There will be a chair for each of the working groups for the four project components who will be actively involved in the evaluation. The degree to which the working groups will have responsibility for administration of data collection instruments, analysis of data, etc. is not clear at this time. Thus, the manner in which the organization and management of the evaluation evolves will affect the evaluation plan itself. Decisions about overall governance of the LOT may clarify roles and responsibilities for evaluation activities.

A fourth issue concerns the degree to which the TSLAC will have adequate time and resources to conduct the evaluation. This issue is related to the preceding one. The options for committing time and resources for conducting the evaluation include:

· The TSLAC conducts the evaluation;

· The TSLAC conducts the evaluation with assistance from participating libraries;

· The TSLAC manages the evaluation with primary work being done by participating libraries with assistance from contractors; and

· The TSLAC manages the evaluation with primary work being done by contractors.

In short, the TSLAC can consider which evaluation activities it will conduct, manage, or outsource. For example, the TSLAC might conduct one aspect of the evaluation, manage another aspect, and outsource another evaluation activity. A range of options is available. The degree of involvement will affect the overall budget necessary to conduct the evaluation.

A fifth issue relates to the management, analysis, and reporting of the evaluation data. Project developers can expect a significant amount of data to be collected as part of the evaluation effort. But in addition to the data collected as a result of the LOT evaluation, there are other datasets that are likely to be useful in the LOT evaluation:

· National Center for Education Statistics <http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/SurveyGroups.asp?Group=5>

· State of Texas library statistics, for example:

<http://www.tsl.state.tx.us/ld/pubs/pls/index.html>

· Other library statistical databases such as those from the Association of Research Libraries, Association of College and Research Libraries, Association of Academic Health Science Library Directors, etc.

These sources are not intended as a comprehensive list of such statistical sources. However, the degree to which the TSLAC can analyze and report useful findings related to the evaluation of the LOT will depend on (1) the degree to which it can collect, organize, manipulate, analyze, and report the evaluation data suggested in this plan, and (2) integrate that data into other data sources such as those outlined above. Thus, an integrated management information system of evaluation data from the LOT and other sources should be designed early in the project.

5.
Key Evaluation Tasks

For the evaluation of the LOT to be successful, a number of key tasks and activities can be identified and described.  These tasks include (in a general sequential process):

1. Evaluation management.  Clarify who is responsible for overall management of the evaluation effort, the roles and responsibilities of others (including the working groups) working on the evaluation, the budget for the evaluation, timeline and tasking, and the development/design of the management information system.

2. Agreement on measures and indicators.  The evaluation manager and others involved in the effort will need to agree on the measures and indicators that will be used in the various data collection activities (a menu of which are outlined in Appendices A-D) and revise them if needed.

3. Finalize and pretest data collection instruments.  Although some example data collection instruments will be offered in this report, additional instruments are likely to be needed and all data collection instruments should be pre-tested prior to actual use.

4. Administration of the data collection instruments.  Once a schedule and clarification of roles and responsibilities for whom and how the data collection instruments will be administered is completed, the actual administration of the various data collection activities should be implemented.

Since it is likely that the data collection administration and analysis will be a “rolling process,” (i.e., different instruments administered at different times), these efforts need to be scheduled and sequenced in a practical and doable approach.

5. Report Generation.  As the various data collection activities and analyses are completed, reports targeted at general audiences or specific stakeholder groups will need to be produced.  These reports should be professionally done, have high impact, use clear and understandable graphics, and be short and concise. 

6. Dissemination and Explanation.  In completing the evaluation of the LOT, project developers should consider establishing a carefully planned approach to insuring that the appropriate individuals and organizations receive the appropriate reports and that there is a means for the TSLAC to explain and answer questions regarding the information contained in the reports.

Other key tasks may be identified as the evaluation manager implements the evaluation effort.  But project developers should be aware that the easiest part of the effort may be the data collection, as opposed to other tasks outlined above.

6.
Data Collection Approaches

There are a number of approaches that can be recommended for data collection.  The first, the Integrated and Coordinated Approach would attempt to minimize overall costs and logistics during the evaluation by administering fewer total data collection instruments that obtain data from as many target audiences as possible for as many project component activities as possible.  The second approach is the Component Based Approach in which data collection instruments and related activities are implemented for the four project components on a component-by-component approach.  A third approach is a Combined Approach where those easy and straightforward data collection efforts are combined across project components and for different stakeholder groups. Those efforts that cannot be combined are treated as individual Component Based data collection activities.

The Coordinated Approach is likely to be more efficient in total costs and overall level of effort but will be extremely difficult to manage and operate, as it will require significant coordination from all four project component areas.  The Component Based Approach would be easier to mange and organize but it may result in an excessive number of data collection instruments being administered to various stakeholder groups – who could become quite tired of completing these data collection instruments and thus, not provide the needed data. The Combined Approach is a pragmatic means to leverage both the Coordinated and the Component Approaches.  Which approach is best may not be known until the project developers agree on the organization, responsibilities, and actual data collection instruments.

The data collection instruments are likely to focus on the following individuals, areas, and/or organizations:

· LOT users

· Patrons (remote or in-library users)

· academic

· public

· medical

· other

· Library Staff

· academic

· public

· medical

· other

· Organizations

· TSLAC

· Libraries

· academic

· public

· medical

· other

· Other specific groups (e.g., state government staff who are users of the Electronic Depository Program component)

The degree to which the data collection activities can be combined across these groups will not be clear until more is known about project implementation plans. Also, some groups may use one but not other LOT components.

7.
Data Collection Methods

There are numerous data collection methods that can be used successfully in the evaluation process to obtain the data to describe the measures and indicators outlined in Appendices A-D. Quantitative and qualitative data may be needed for evaluation and the methods described below can be use to collect one or both types of data:

· Online surveys including pop up surveys:  These are surveys that are administered as part of the online services and some that randomly “pop-up” on a screen and are completed by users. This approach has as a benefit in that data can be immediately coded and organized into a database or structured files.

· Print-based surveys:  These surveys would be administered via the mail or at selected organizational meetings or other settings where the target audience is available. Once collected, data would be keyed and entered to produce a database or file for subsequent analysis.

· Individual and group interviews:  Individuals conducting the evaluation may choose to meet with targeted groups (i.e., users of the online services) and ask them directly a range of assessment questions related to the measures described in Appendices A-D.

· Focus group interviews:  Focus groups are composed of a set of individuals typically from one target audience and the discussion “focuses” on a pre-determined set of issues facilitated by a knowledgeable focus group leader.

· Log file analysis:  All servers in the online environment maintain transaction log files that track a range of information about the users of the files on that server, the time such use was made, the pages on a website most frequently accessed, etc.  Software can be purchased and installed on the server to provide summary reports and graphics.

· Activity logs:  These are self-maintained logs of librarians, users, or others regarding specific services and programs within the LOT.  Individuals are provided with the log and asked to maintain a record of their activities, views, or problems encountered and then to provide the log to the evaluator.

This list of data collection approaches is illustrative only – additional strategies and issues related to these approaches can be found in standard social science research textbooks.
  Selection of which data collection method is “best” for a particular measure depends on the likelihood of obtaining a response from the target population, type of data needed, cost to collect and analyze data, quality of data obtained, ease of administration, and degree to which the data can be captured in databases or structured files for subsequent analysis.

A number of the measures described in Appendices A-D will require data related to the use of components of the LOT. This usage data will need to be collected, minimally, in terms of: type of user, setting in which the user made use of the service or program, frequency of such use, and the demographics of that user. To the extent possible, the various programs and services to be provided within the four components should be designed to automatically collect this data as part of the service or program. Thus, designers of the services and programs need to consider technical approaches to build such data collection into the services and programs themselves.  There is unlikely to be adequate time, personnel and other resources to provide extensive surveys, interviews, and personal log maintenance. Finally, usage as an indicator of impact and success of the LOT will be critical for obtaining continuing support for the project.

8.
Recommended and Basic Data Collection Efforts

The recommended data collection efforts for objectives and outcomes are those outlined in Appendices A-D.  The implementation of the evaluation, in the best-case scenario should include methods to produce data addressing all the objectives and outcomes as listed in these Appendices. The consultant suggests that basic data collection efforts are those that will produce information to address the objectives and outcomes highlighted in red on Appendices A-D.  Individuals on the various working groups should review these recommendations and may wish to revise those identified as basic after additional discussion in light of a final project implementation plan and in light of revised evaluation statements from Appendices A-D.

9.
Formative and Summative Evaluation Efforts

The consultant recommends that formative evaluation take place every six months for selected objectives and outcomes as described in Appendices A-D during project implementation.  Each of the four working groups should determine the most important objectives and outcomes for which formative evaluation should be done.  In identifying the objectives and outcomes that are most important for formative evaluation, priority should be given to those activities that require the greatest resource commitment, those that have the greatest potential impact on users of the LOT, and those from which the most useful information could be obtained to “fine tune” that particular project component.

Summative evaluation will need to be done at the completion of the project or at a designated benchmark point (say two years after formal project implementation) to assess the overall progress on each of the goals identified for each of the components. Every effort should be made to use data from the formative evaluation process to inform the summative evaluation.  For each goal, the summative evaluation should:

· Describe the degree to which progress has been made in realizing that goal

· Identify the factors that contributed to realizing the goal and the factors that inhibited realizing the goal

· Suggest how this goal and its accompanying objectives need to be modified in the future.

Based on this summative assessment, project developers will want to review the various summative and formative results and determine how best to proceed with LOT development, implementation, and evaluation.  Section 11 below discusses a schedule for evaluation activities.

10.
Example Data Collection Instruments

There are numerous types of data collection instruments that can be developed to obtain the necessary data required in the evaluation statements in Appendices A-D.  This section offers a number of examples that can be modified and developed for use in the LOT evaluation effort.  As examples, they are intended to suggest possible instruments to collect the data.  Depending on the evaluation approach agreed upon, these can be used as a beginning point for developing, pre-testing, refining, and implementing various instruments.

10.1
User Survey

The first example, Appendix E is a user survey intended for electronic distribution.
  The survey addresses the TRAIL component of the evaluation.  Typically, user surveys ask about the types of uses made of a service, determines the frequency of that use, requests an assessment of the quality of that service, and obtains basic demographic information of users.  In this particular example, the entire survey could be posted electronically, parts of the survey could be used separately or sent automatically to users of TRAIL, selected questions could be used to “pop-up” on selected TRAIL pages, or the survey could be used as a basis for developing a printed survey delivered by mail.

10.2
Focus Group

Appendix F offers a set of example topics that might be used in a focus group
 setting after a training session in accessing and using TexShare databases (e.g., training offered by TSLAC staff).  Once again, the topics identified in this Appendix are typical of those that can be used with a range of instructional activities. Additional topics would be needed to obtain an assessment on specific learning activities included in the training session. This instrument could be easily modified for use as a print-based evaluation administered at the conclusion of an instructional session.  In such an instance the questions could be re-worked to obtain participants’ assessment on each criterion by using a Likert Scale (degree of agreement with a declarative statement on a scale of 1-5).  For example, the first item listed could be restated as:

Agree               

Disagree

The Instructors make the objectives                             

of the training session explicit




1
2
3
4
5

Using the general topics listed in Appendix F in a focus group setting, however, allows the evaluators to probe in follow-up areas for additional information that would not otherwise be obtained in a print-based format.

10.3
Activity Logs

Another useful data collection technique is an activity log as shown in Appendix G.  In this example, the log attempts to identify key or most important impacts that resulted from the use of TexShare.  Thus, the log asks for librarians to maintain a record of instances where users not only were successful in the use of TexShare, but where their use resulted in a significant impact or benefit.  Previous use of such an instrument by the consultant resulted in powerful anecdotal data that could not be collected as easily via other data collection techniques.

10.4
Transaction Log Files

Finally, a key data collection technique needed for the LOT evaluation plan is log analysis.
  All servers have different types of log files that keep a record of the types of transactions occurring on that server.  The raw data from server logs may be difficult to use and understand.  But software, such as the example from WebTrends
 shown in Appendix H, is an essential evaluation tool in the networked environment.  Appendix H provides a table of contents for a log server report run by WebTrends showing the expanse of summary data that is possible to obtain from an analysis of a set of webserver logs.  Appendix H also includes an example graphic of “visits over time” and an explanation of the “general statistics” provided by WebTrends.  There are other log analysis software programs available. Any such software will need to be mounted on all LOT servers that provide resources, services, and information to users. 

The data collection instruments and examples of data collection from log analysis software are illustrative only of the types of data collection instruments that can be developed for the LOT.  Clearly, there are numerous other types and flavors of data collection instruments available.   Regardless of the type of instrument developed and implemented, they should:

· Obtain data that addresses the objectives and outcomes identified in Appendices A-D;

· Be cost-efficient and cost-effective to administer;

· Be pre-tested and refined to assure that they are collecting reliable and valid data;

· Provide longitudinal data such that trends over time can be identified;

· Be feasible to implement in an easy and timely fashion; and

· Use standardized terms and definitions such that data from one data collection instrument can be compared to data from other data collection instruments.

To the extent possible, the data collection instruments should be implemented as part of the LOT service such that data are automatically collected as services are used. In addition, the data collection instruments should provide data that can be used to generate findings that are understandable and meaningful to different stakeholder groups.

11.
Schedule for Evaluation Activities

Appendix I offers a proposed schedule for evaluation activities beginning January 2003 and ending September 2004. It identifies three categories of activities:  organization, data collection and analysis, and reporting.  Within these three categories the schedule identifies a number of specific tasks and a time frame for completion of the tasks.

Some explanations regarding aspects of this proposed schedule are:

· Most of the organizational work for the evaluation should be completed by May 2003 or earlier.  Depending on the type of organization and approach taken to conduct the evaluation, this stage may be completed earlier.

· The schedule includes three waves of data collection and analysis:

· Wave 1 and Wave 2 of the data collection and analysis should be seen as formative evaluation; Wave 3 should be seen as primarily summative evaluation.

· Each wave can include integrated/coordinated approach or a component-based data collection approach.  The degree to which data collection instruments can be coordinated across the various components is a matter to be determined by the project evaluation staff.

· If there are limited resources and levels of effort available for the evaluation, the evaluation could be completed with two waves of data collection and analysis rather than three.  The first wave would be formative and the second wave would be primarily summative.  Better trend data, however, would result from three data collection waves.

· The consultant recommends that log file analysis be done continuously throughout the evaluation from May 2003 through September 2004.  Specific time periods such as an individual week or day or month can be drawn out for a report.  For convenience, however, the consultant recommends a monthly reporting cycle for log data.

· The duration of the evaluation may need to continue past September 2004 to accommodate some of the objectives and outcomes identified in Appendices A-D and/or to better determine the degree to which long range outcomes have been achieved.

· Reports to specific agencies and organizations as listed in the schedule are those recommended by TSLAC; additional reporting activities and reports may be needed once the evaluation project is in place.

· TSLAC and project evaluation staff should target reports and report content to the intended audience.  Oftentimes, the “one size fits all” notion of evaluation reports simply does not work.

The schedule proposed in Appendix I is a draft and is intended as a means for project evaluation staff to begin thinking about how to organize key tasks throughout the project.  The actual schedule will depend on the evaluation approach taken, the level of effort and resource available for the evaluation, and the depth to which data collection and analysis can be done.

12.
Insuring a Successful Evaluation Effort

A successful evaluation effort of the LOT hinges on a range of factors that have been outlined and discussed in this report. Perhaps the most important factors are the need to determine the organization of the evaluation staff, clarify the responsibilities of those participating in the evaluation process, and agree on the evaluation approach to be taken. It is equally important to consider the evaluation plan as a dynamic and evolving process that will need to be refined and updated as the LOT is implemented.

Given the existing complexities and ambiguities regarding the evaluation effort, this report has offered a number of options and strategies that can form the basis for the evaluation.  Nonetheless, a number of key decisions will need to be made in the evaluation start-up period and throughout the evaluation for the effort to be successful – decisions related to level of effort, budget, out-sourcing of evaluation activities, and evaluation approach will have a significant impact on the extent and type of evaluation data that can be collected, analyzed, and reported.

Generally, the consultant suggests that it is better to collect less data of higher quality, to administer fewer data collection instruments that result in high response rates with high quality data, and to disseminate fewer reports that are better targeted at the appropriate audiences.  

Finally, the degree to which there is TSLAC administrative support to conduct the evaluation and the degree to which there is a “champion” for the evaluation effort at TSLAC and in the various working groups will have a significant impact on the overall success of the evaluation.  The commitment and involvement of knowledgeable, enthusiastic participants in the evaluation effort can compensate for a number of other factors.

Appendix A:
Resource Discovery Service Component

Overview:
The Library of Texas resource discovery service
 is intended to provide Texas library patrons with effective one-stop access to the library collections, on-line resources, and commercially licensed databases of Texas. It brings together the database and electronic government publication components of the Library of Texas along with the collections of Texas public and academic libraries to give Texans a single, simple method for finding the information they need.  Creating this service will require the development and purchase of software, the adoption and implementation of standards, and the collaborative discussion and definition of policies and procedures to ensure successful service delivery.

Goals:  

1. Texas library patrons will use the resource discovery service to interactively select and search multiple sources with a single query.

2. The contents of Texas public and academic library catalogs, licensed databases, and selected additional on-line resources will be available for searching with the resource discovery service.

3. Texas library patrons will use the resource discovery service to select items from within search results and request them through download, ILL or other means.

Objectives:

1A.  Define specific requirements for target selection and searching with input and support from a representative group of Texas librarians by 7/1/02.

1B.  Determine the degree to which the requirements can be met by currently available systems by 11/1/02.

1C.  Purchase a system that enables patrons to interactively select and search multiple sources with a single query by 9/1/03

2A. 
Survey existing systems and interfaces used by Texas public and academic library catalogs, licensed databases, and selected additional on-line resources  by  12/31/02

2B. 
Identify methods and costs to bring  Texas library catalogs into compliance with the standards or specifications required by currently available interface systems by 12/31/02.

2C. 
Identify which Texas public and academic libraries have resources in place to qualify as early implementers of the resource discovery tool by 12/31/02.

2D. 
Identify or develop available funding sources to assist early implementers with implementing standard-compliant services by 4/1/03.

2E.  Include 75% of early implementers in the resource discovery tool by 9/1/03.

3A. 
Assess the ability of vendor interface systems to submit information to existing ILL systems by 12/31/02.

3B.  Identify alternative procedures for satisfying requests that fall outside the scope of existing ILL systems by 9/1/03.

3C. 
Develop methods and procedures for selecting a delivery method and requesting item delivery for any item located with the resource discovery service by 9/1/03.

Outcomes:

	Goal
	Outcome
	Indicator
	Source/Method

	1
	Texas library patrons will actively use the resource discovery service.
	Average 2000 searches per day
	Server logs

	1
	Texas library patrons will be satisfied with the performance of the resource discovery service.
	75% of  searchers rate their results as satisfactory
	Online user survey and library staff survey

	2
	Users will be able to search the contents of most Texas public and academic library catalogs
	70% of automated, networked library catalogs will be available through the resource discovery service by 9/01/05
	Compare search targets against library directories

	2
	Users will be able to search a satisfactory selection of on-line resources 
	75% of  searchers rate their results as satisfactory
	Online user survey

	2
	Users will be able to search most licensed commercial resources (TexShare Databases)
	90% of TexShare Databases will be available through the resource discovery service
	Compare search targets against database list

	3
	Users will be satisfied with their ability to obtain items they request
	75% of  searchers rate their item request experience as satisfactory


	Online user survey

	3
	Users will be able to promptly obtain items they request
	Average turnaround time and fill rate for items requested through the RDS in FY2004 will both show improvements over the FY2002 ILL average.
	ILL statistics based on a sample of requests


Note: The items in red color font (bolded) are those indicators that the consultant considers basic data collection activities (see Section 8).
Appendix B:
TexShare Databases Component
Overview:

A program of the Texas State Library and the Telecommunications Infrastructure Fund Board, the TexShare Databases include more than 60 different commercial online research products. Unlike many research tools available for free on the Internet, the TexShare Databases provide accurate, authoritative, and commercial-free resources to patrons at public libraries, Texas state government agency libraries, and many academic libraries in Texas.  Using the power of the Internet, the TexShare Databases are available 24 hours a day in the homes or offices of registered patrons of libraries that participate in the program.


Online encyclopedias, full-text access to professional and academic journals, newspaper and magazine archives, and nearly 20,000 electronic books (eBooks) are among the resources available through the TexShare Databases.


The TexShare Database are provided exclusively as a service to library patrons in Texas. Our strict licensing agreements with the individual vendors do not permit us to make them freely available through a non-restricted website. 

Goals: 

1. TexShare will provide an extended number of databases to TexShare member libraries (Texas academic libraries, public libraries, and libraries of clinical medicine).

2. TexShare will provide a greater variety (scope and depth of content coverage) of databases to TexShare member libraries than it has previously provided.

3. The overall cost of providing databases to Texas library users will be lower than the cost of individual database subscriptions. 

4. TexShare will provide a core database collection that adequately meets the basic information needs of TexShare library users.
5. Texas library patrons will use TexShare databases conveniently from their libraries, homes and offices.

Objectives:

1A. Increase the number of databases in Fall of 2001, doubling previous electronic resource choices  

      available.
1B. Negotiate and renew the expanded suite of databases for FY02.

1C. Assure stable and continuing source of funding for TexShare databases

2A. Add a new database specific to medical libraries’ research needs.

2B. Review annually the quality and usefulness of the database package and of individual databases in the package for the next fiscal year.

3A. Negotiate the expanded database package with a cost avoidance figure of $307,000,000 in FY02, $760,000,000 in FY03, and $394,000,000 in FY04

3B. Negotiate renewal prices for databases that are less than the inflation rate and within contractual negotiated price caps.

3C. Save local libraries a total of 7600 hours of staff time ($152,000 in salary) by centralizing the purchase of core databases for the state.
 
4A. Notify eligible libraries that the databases are available and announce training opportunities to the librarians.

4B. Develop a communications plan with a professional consulting firm to establish roles and responsibilities for informing the citizens of Texas about TexShare databases by August 31, 2002. 

4C. Implement the communications plan, with a minimum involvement of 50 academic libraries and 100 public libraries (“Involvement” means participation in one or more of the efforts identified in the communications plan.)

4D. Implement an electronic serials management utility to improve access
 to full-text journals by August 31, 2002. 

4E. Insure that the core collection of databases meets the basic information needs of TexShare member libraries and the Texans they serve.

5A. Initiate a remote access service that allows TexShare member libraries to offer their patrons easy access to the databases from locations outside of the library building and allows the libraries to collect database usage statistics for their libraries by April 2002.
  

5B. Increase the number of public libraries with populations of 25,000 or less that offer remote access to the database program by enrolling 25% of public libraries in towns with populations less than 25,000 in the remote access service by August 31, 2004. 

5C.  Identify the similarities and discrepancies between academic libraries and public libraries in terms of the use of the various databases.

Outcomes:

	Goal
	Outcome
	Indicator
	Source/Method

	1&2
	Library patrons are more successful in locating information than prior to availability of databases
	a. 80% of librarians report greater percentage of reference questions answered.

b. 80% of users indicate databases provided information beyond what they found using other library resources.
	Survey 

	4
	Library users successfully find 

information they need from the databases

	a. Usage statistics reflect increased number of documents retrieved.

b. On a 5-point scale, 80% of users indicate satisfaction with information retrieved as 3 or above.
	a. Number of documents reported in vendor-provided statistics.

b. Survey

	4
	Librarians are satisfied with the composition of core databases and level of use the core databases are experiencing by their users.


	a. Member focus group (EIWG) unanimously reports satisfaction.

b. Usage statistics reflect increased number of documents retrieved.

c.  On a 5-point scale, 80% of librarians indicate satisfaction with core collection as 3 or above.
	a. Discussion at EIWG meetings as reflected in official minutes

b. Number of documents reported in vendor-provided statistics

c. Survey

	5
	TexShare member libraries and their patrons will use the TexShare databases.
	a. 100% of academic libraries and 80% of public libraries will provide links to the TexShare databases from their library web pages by August 31,2004.

b. Database usage statistics will indicate over 16,322,000 sessions in FY02, and over 17,000,000 sessions in FY03 and FY04.
	a. Survey

b. Number of sessions reported in vendor-provided statistics

	5
	TexShare library patrons use the TexShare databases from their homes and offices


	Use of remote access service in FY04 is 25% higher than in FY02.


	Number of “visits” to customized access pages per server logs

	5
	TexShare library patrons find the remote access interface easy to use 
	On a 5-point scale, 80% of users rate ease of use as 3 or above.
	Survey


Note: The items in red color font (bolded) are those indicators that the consultant considers basic data collection activities (see Section 8).

Appendix C:
Electronic Depository Program Component
Overview:
The electronic depository program is intended to provide the same level of collection and preservation of state government electronic publications that we currently provide for state government print publications, including aggressive collection, detailed indexing, permanent retention, and multiple access locations statewide.  We begin with the assumption that public access to state agency information is a fundamental right and an essential ingredient in any democracy.  As state agencies increasingly use electronic methods to publish information about policies, services, or programs it becomes more and more important for these electronic publications to be indexed for efficient access and preserved for access in the future.

Goals:  

1. All state agency electronic publications will be collected and preserved to meet information needs.

2. All state agency electronic publications will be indexed for effective information discovery.

3. All state agency electronic publications will be updated as needed by staff at each agency to correct errors and meet the standards of the electronic depository program.
.
Objectives:

1A.  Procure a harvesting system
 collect electronic publications from all state agency Web sites by 9/1/02.

1B.  Ensure that harvesting system collects 90% of available electronic publications that meet collection criteria from all state agency Web sites by 8/31/03.

1C.  Establish procedures for storing data at multiple sites and for migrating data to new formats and/or media as needed by 12/01/02.

2A. Procure an indexing/user interface system to provide Z39.50 compliant field-specific and full-text searching, options for current or depository searches of harvested data by 9/1/02

2B. Establish procedures for providing data in MARC format to multiple sites for inclusion in library catalogs by 10/01/02.

3A. Create and present a training course to inform state agency staff about required standards and procedures by 10/1/02.

3B.  Create on-line reference materials to inform current and future state agency staff about requirements and procedures for the electronic depository program by 10/1/02.

3C.  Establish a reporting system that provides agency liaisons with  information on  their  tagging errors and broken links by 9/1/02; TSLAC provides monthly reports to the agency liaisons thereafter.

Outcomes:

	Goal
	Outcome
	Indicator
	Source/Method

	1
	Users will be able to obtain e-publications that are no longer available at state agency web sites 
	Retrieve and view sample of publications from public internet terminals
	Random check

	1
	In 2012 users will be able to obtain all of the original materials collected in 2002 and view them using commonly available tools 
	Retrieve and view sample of publications from public information network terminals
	Random check

	2
	Users will be able to locate desired e-publications 
	75% of  searchers rate their ability to locate desired e-publications as satisfactory or better
	Online user survey

	2
	Texans will frequently use this system
	Average over  2500 searches per day for a work week
	Server logs

	2
	Texans will be satisfied with their search results from this system
	75% of searchers rate their results as satisfactory or better
	Online user survey

	3
	Agency staff will participate
	75% or more of Austin-based agencies will send 1 or more staff members to training
	Compile from training records

	3
	Agency staff will use the on-line reference materials
	75% of Agency staff  rate the on-line reference materials as satisfactory or better
	Agency staff  survey

	3
	Agency staff will correct e-publications to comply with standards
	80% or more of agencies will receive 1 or fewer errors during a harvest
	Server logs


Note: The items in red color font (bolded) are those indicators that the consultant considers basic data collection activities (see Section 8).

Appendix D:
Training Component
Overview:

The training component is intended to provide training on Library of Texas and other training initiatives using distance learning technology. Using this technology, TSLAC and System staff will provide continuing professional education via videoconferencing and web-based learning to Texas library staff and local governments. TSLAC and the ten regional library Systems will have the ability to reach large numbers of people, either individually or in groups, and to provide training at the time it is needed. This will help eliminate the restrictions placed on TSLAC staff travel to provide on-site training and provide access to both TSLAC- and System-developed training to anyone with a Web browser, VCR or CD-ROM drive. The general public also will have access to the videoconferencing units.

Goals:

1. By 2004, TSLAC continuing education staff will become proficient in developing and delivering training via videoconferencing and Web-based courses.

2. By 2005, professional and paraprofessional library staff in the state of Texas will routinely participate in live and recorded training events offered by TSLAC through videoconferencing and Web-based courses.

3. By 2005, records managers working in Texas state agencies and local governments will routinely participate in live and recorded training events offered by TSLAC through videoconferencing and Web-based courses.

Objectives:

1A.
By March 30, 2003, TSLAC and System training staff will receiving training on how to use the Web-based learning software to develop online courses.

1B.
By March 30, 2003, TSLAC and System training staff will receiving training on how to use the videoconferencing units to develop online courses.

1C.
By December 31, 2003, each TSLAC training staff will develop and deliver at least one 3-hour training event via videoconferencing, with each event broadcast to at least five remote sites.

2A.
By June 30, 2004, at least 25% of staff working in small community Texas public libraries (i.e., serving populations of 25,000 or less) will have participated in at least one videoconferenced training event originated by TSLAC.

2B.
By June 30, 2004, at least 25% of staff working in small community Texas public libraries (i.e., serving populations of 25,000 or less) will have participated in at least one Web-based course originated by TSLAC.

2C.
By June 30, 2004, at least 25% of professional staff working in Texas public libraries (i.e., those with an MLS degree) will have participated in at least one videoconferenced training event originated by TSLAC.

2D.
At least 80% of professional library staff participating in videoconferencing events offered by TSLAC through June 30, 2004 will rate the training as effective or very effective on their post-training evaluation forms.
2E.
By June 30, 2004, at least 25% of professional staff working in Texas public libraries (i.e., those with an MLS degree) will have participated in at least one Web-based course originated by TSLAC.
2F.
At least 80% of professional library staff participating in Web-based courses offered by TSLAC through June 30, 2004 will rate the training as effective or very effective on their post-training evaluation forms.

3A.
By June 30, 2004, more than 25% of records managers working in small Texas communities (i.e., populations of 25,000 or less) will have participated in at least one videoconferenced training event originated by TSLAC.
3B.
By June 30, 2004, more than 25% of records managers working in small Texas communities (i.e., populations of 25,000 or less) will have participated in at least one Web-based course originated by TSLAC.

3C.
By June 30, 2004, more than 25% of records managers working in Texas state agencies will have participated in at least one Web-based course originated by TSLAC.

Outcomes:

	Goal
	Outcome
	Indicator
	Sources/Method

	1
	TSLAC continuing education staff will develop and deliver training via web-based learning and videoconferencing.
	Number of videoconferenced and Web-based training events conducted by TSLAC staff.
	Performance Appraisal measures

	2
	Professional and paraprofessional library staff will routinely participate in training events originated by TSLAC via distance learning.
	Number of library staff participating in videoconferencing and Web-based learning courses.

Training rated as effective or very effective.
	Sign in sheets.

CEC training statistics.

Post-training evaluation forms.

	3
	Records managers in state agencies and local governments will routinely participate in training events originated by TSLAC via distance learning.
	Number of records management staff participating in videoconferencing and Web-based courses.


	Sign in sheets.

SLRM training statistics.




Note: The items in red color font (bolded) are those indicators that the consultant considers basic data collection activities (see Section 8).

Appendix E:
Example TRAIL User Survey

<http://www.tsl.state.tx.us/trail/index.html>
Instructions:  Please complete the following survey concerning your use of TRAIL.  Your input is very valuable to us and will help us in planning changes and improvements. We also hope to add other services to TRAIL in an ongoing effort to meet your needs.  The information you provide us will in no way be directly linked to you; all of your responses will remain confidential.  THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS SURVEY!

Please tell us about your use of TRAIL
(1) 
I use the following TRAIL search     

__
Search for general state government information.
 

    
services:
(mark ( all that apply)

__ 
Search for legislative information








__
Search for specific government publications







__
Search for state government agency information and services 








__
Search by general subject categories





                                __
Search for information about state grants and other









        funding opportunities

(2)
I access TRAIL from:

__
Home


(mark ( all that apply)

__
Work (non-state government agency)





__  Work (state of Texas government agency)





__
School





__
Public or other library





__
Other

(3)  I use TRAIL in my role as an Electronic   __  Yes

       Liaison for state government                   __   No

(4)   In the space below, please indicate how you learned about the TRAIL service website:

Please identify the extent to which you agree with the statements:








Strongly



Strongly









Disagree



Agree

(5)
Overall, TRAIL has information that is useful to me
1
 2
 3
 4
5 

(6)
TRAIL is easy to get around in (navigate)
1
 2
 3
 4
5

(7)
TRAIL finds the specific information I need
1
 2
 3
 4
5

(8)  TRAIL instructions for use are easy to understand
1
 2
 3
 4
5

(9)   TRAIL presents information in an understandable format
1
 2
 3
 4
5

(10)
On average, I use TRAIL:


__
Daily
F
Weekly

__
Monthly




(mark ( only one)


__
Less than once a month
__
This is my first time using













TRAIL
(11)  In the space below, please indicate how TRAIL can be improved to better meet your information needs?

If you are an Electronic Liaison please answer this set of questions; Otherwise go on to question number 19









Strongly



Strongly









Disagree



Agree

(12)
Submitting information to TRAIL is easy
1
 2
 3
 4
5

(13)
It takes me little time to submit the necessary information to TRAIL
1
 2
 3
 4
5

(14)
Procedures for electronic submission of information should be improved
1
 2
 3
 4
5

(15)  It is easy for me to obtain help and assistance when I have a problem
1
 2
 3
 4
5 

(16)   My roles and responsibilities as an Electronic Liaison are clear to me
1
 2
 3
 4
5

(17)
On average, I use TRAIL in my role as


__
Daily
   __  Weekly

__
Monthly




Electronic Liaison (mark ( only one)


__ 
Less than once a month
             __
Never

(18) In the space below, please indicate how your use of TRAIL in your role as electronic liaison can be improved to better meet your needs?

Please tell us about yourself

19. Age:
__12 or under

__20-25


__35-44
__55-64



__13-19


__26-34


__45-54
__ 65 or over



20. Gender:
__ Male


__Female

21. Occupational status:

__Businessperson      __ Student        __State government employee

(mark ( only one)
__Housewife
          __Educator     __Retired                 __Other

22.  Highest level of education:
__ Have not completed high school


(mark ( only one)

__ High school or equivalent



__ Some college





  
__ Community college (completed AAS)


        __ College (completed BA or BS) 



        __ Graduate school (e.g., completed MA or MS, Ph.D.)


        __  Professional degree (e.g., JD, MD)

23.  Annual household
__Less than $20,000
__$40,000-$49,999
__$70,000-$79,999

       income:
__$20,000-$29,999
__$50,000-$59,999 
__$80,000-$89,999

(mark ( only one)
__$30,000-$39,999
__$60,000-$69,999 
__Over $90,000

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THE SURVEY!

Appendix F:
Example Focus Group Topics for Training Session Evaluation

The following topics are potential subjects for discussion for a focus group being conducted by LOT staff after giving a training session on how to access and use TexShare.

Training Objectives

· Did the instructors make the objectives of the training session explicit?

· To what degree do you think the objectives of the training session were accomplished?

Appropriateness

· To what degree did the training session objectives and the topics discussed at the training session meet your needs?

· Are there other topics than those discussed that you wished had been part of the session?

Instructional Materials

· Did you find the handouts useful in better understanding the topics at the training session?

· Were the presentations clear and understandable?

Instructors

· Did you find the instructors to be knowledgeable and informative during the training session?

· Did the instructors provide adequate interactive time for the participants and the instructors to exchange information and for the participants to ask questions?

Facility

· Was the physical facility conducive to your learning?

· How could the physical facility be improved?

· Was the AV support for the training session adequate?

Impact

· How will you use the information from this training session in your library?

· How will the information from this training session change YOUR behavior or attitudes regarding searching TexShare?

Overall

· Overall, how would you rate the quality of this training session?

· What specific suggestions would you offer to improve this training session?

· Would you recommend this training session to others?

Appendix G:
Example Activity Log

Instructions:  Thank you for agreeing to keep a log of instances where your provision of a service, a resource, or other library activity related to a use of TexShare that may have resulted in benefits or impacts for an individual or a library user group.  Include incidents from your personal experience during the XXX, time period, or from incidents reported to you by other staff in the library during that time.  

A significant benefit or impact is one that markedly improved a user’s or organization’s economic or financial health; saved them money or resources; significantly changed their attitude or behavior, allowed the person or organization to accomplish or do something that promoted the well-being of the community or state that otherwise could not have been done had this service not been obtained from the library.  

You may glean the impacts from your interaction with patrons or you may wish to ask them directly to clarify and describe the impacts.  Once you have completed X instances on this log, return the form to XXX (email any questions to XXX at email@address).  Please note:  Each log is to be filled out by only one librarian over the course of two weeks.  Please do not give this to another librarian to fill in data unless you cannot complete the form.

Another purpose of the log is to identify library users who might be willing to meet in a focus group with the consultants conducting this study to discuss their use of TexShare.  If possible, please determine if the person you describe would be willing to meet in such a focus group at the library at some date in the future for no more than a one-hour discussion session.  THANKS FOR YOUR HELP.   

Confidentiality:  When discussing the aspect of TexShare used by the patron and the perceived impact of that use, always inform the patron that individual confidentiality of that conversation will be maintained and that all results will be reported only in the aggregate.

Your Name: _______________________________________

Name of Library: ______________________________ 

Phone/Email: __________________________

	Item No.
	Date
	Aspect of TexShare Used
	Description of Incident
	Benefits or Impacts on User or Organization (Be precise)
	Availability for Focus Group?

Name/Phone?

	1


	
	
	
	
	

	2


	
	
	
	
	

	3
	
	
	
	
	

	4


	
	
	
	
	

	5


	
	
	
	
	

	6


	
	
	
	
	

	7


	
	
	
	
	

	8


	
	
	
	
	

	9


	
	
	
	
	

	     10


	
	
	
	
	


*PLEASE CONTINUE ON BACK OF THIS PAGE IF ADDITIONAL ROOM IS NEEDED

Appendix H:
Example Data from WebTrends

Table of Contents

General Statistics

Page Views Over Time


Top Pages by Visits


Hits Over Time


Visitors Over Time


Top Visitors


Top Referring Sites by Visits


Top Browsers by Visits


Top Pages by Visits


Top Pages by Visits Over Time


Top Pages by Views


Top Pages by Views Over Time


Top Documents by Visits


Top Documents by Visits Over Time


Top Documents by Views


Top Documents by Views Over Time


Dynamic Pages & Forms by Visits


Dynamic Pages & Forms by Visits Over Time


Dynamic Pages & Forms by Views


Dynamic Pages & Forms by Views Over Time


Top Entry Pages by Visits


Top Entry Pages by Visits Over Time


Least Requested Entry Pages by Visits


Least Requested Entry Pages by Visits Over Time


Top Exit Pages by Visits


Top Exit Pages by Visits Over Time


Single Access Pages by Visits


Single Access Pages by Visits Over Time


Page Views Over Time


Top Paths Through Site by Visits


Hits Over Time


Top Directories by Visits


Top Directories by Visits Over Time


Top Directories by Hits


Top Directories by Hits Over Time


Top Directories by Kbytes Transferred


Most Downloaded Files


Most Downloaded Files Over Time


Most Downloaded Files by Visits


Most Downloaded Files by Visits Over Time


Most Accessed File Types


Most Accessed File Types by Kbytes Transferred


Most Uploaded Files


Most Uploaded Files by Visits


Top Entry Files by Visits


Top Entry Files by Visits Over Time


Least Requested Entry Files by Visits


Least Requested Entry Files by Visits Over Time


Top Visitors


Top Visitors Over Time


Top Visitors by Hits


Top Visitors by Hits Over Time


New vs. Returning Visitors


New vs. Returning Visitors Over Time


Top Authenticated Usernames


Top Authenticated Usernames Over Time


Top Authenticated Usernames by Hits


Top Authenticated Usernames by Hits Over Time


Visitors Over Time


Visits Over Time


Visitors by Number of Visits


Top Geographic Regions


Top Domain Names by Visits


Top Domain Names by Hits


Summary of Activity for Report Period


Visits by Number of Pages Viewed


Bandwidth: Kbytes Transferred Over Time


Average Time to Serve Documents


Average Time to Serve Dynamic Pages and Forms


Visits by Day of the Week


Hits by Day of the Week


Visits by Hour of the Day


Hits by Hour of the Day


Visits by Length of Visit


Page Views by Length of Visit


Technical Statistics and Analysis


Dynamic Pages & Forms Errors


Client Errors


File Not Found Errors


Top Referring Sites by Visits


Top Referring URLs by Visits


Top Search Engines


Top Search Phrases


Top Search Keywords


Top Browsers by Visits


Top Browsers by Visits Over Time


Top Browsers by Hits


Top Browsers by Hits Over Time


Microsoft Explorer Browsers by Visits


Microsoft Explorer Browsers by Visits Over Time


Microsoft Explorer Browsers by Hits


Microsoft Explorer Browsers by Hits Over Time


Netscape Browsers by Visits


Netscape Browsers by Visits Over Time


Netscape Browsers by Hits


Netscape Browsers by Hits Over Time


Top Spiders by Visits


Top Spiders by Visits Over Time


Top Spiders by Hits


Top Spiders by Hits Over Time


Top Platforms by Visits


Top Platforms by Visits Over Time


Top Platforms by Hits


Top Platforms by Hits Over Time


Top WAP Devices by Hits


Top WAP Devices by Hits Over Time


Top WAP Devices by Visits


Top WAP Devices by Visits Over Time


Top WAP Browsers by Hits


Top WAP Browsers by Hits Over Time


Top WAP Browsers by Visits


Top WAP Browsers by Visits Over Time


Top WAP Screen Sizes by Hits


Top WAP Screen Sizes by Hits Over Time


Top WAP Screen Sizes by Visits


Top WAP Screen Sizes by Visits Over Time


Top WAP Resolutions by Hits


Top WAP Resolutions by Hits Over Time


Top WAP Resolutions by Visits


Top WAP Resolutions by Visits Over Time


Top WAP Carriers by Hits


Top WAP Carriers by Hits Over Time


Top WAP Carriers by Visits


Top WAP Carriers by Visits Over Time


Top WAP Image Support by Hits


Top WAP Image Support by Hits Over Time


Top WAP Image Support by Visits


Top WAP Image Support by Visits Over Time


Top WAP Markup Languages by Hits


Top WAP Markup Languages by Hits Over Time


Top WAP Markup Languages by Visits


Top WAP Markup Languages by Visits Over Time


Top WAP Script Support by Hits


Top WAP Script Support by Hits Over Time


Top WAP Script Support by Visits


Top WAP Script Support by Visits Over Time


Top WAP Script Versions by Hits


Top WAP Script Versions by Hits Over Time


Top WAP Script Versions by Visits


Top WAP Script Versions by Visits Over Time


Top WAP WTLS Support by Hits


Top WAP WTLS Support by Hits Over Time


Top WAP WTLS Support by Visits


Top WAP WTLS Support by Visits Over Time


Glossary


Debug Statistics

General Statistics

This page provides a basic overview of the report. The Visits Over Time graph identifies the overall count of visits to your Web site. The General Statistics table provides statistics of the total activity for this Web site during the designated report period. 
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	General Statistics 

	Hits

	Successful Hits For Entire Site
	9,268,564

	Average Hits Per Day
	1,324,080

	Home Page Hits
	70,017

	Pages

	Page Views (Impressions)
	2,332,639

	Average Per Day
	333,234

	Dynamic Pages and Forms Views
	533,989

	Document Views
	1,798,650

	Visits

	Visits
	259,568

	Average Per Day
	37,081

	Average Visit Length
	00:18:39

	International Visits
	0.00%

	Visits of Unknown Origin
	100.00%

	Visits From Your Country: United States (US)
	0.00%

	Visitors

	Unique Visitors
	146,986

	Visitors Who Visited Once
	123,415

	Visitors Who Visited More Than Once
	23,571


	General Statistics - Help Card
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	Average Hits Per Day - Number of successful hits divided by the total number of days in the log file. 

	  

	Average Page Views Per Day - Number of page views divided by the total number of days in the log file. 

	  

	Average Visit Length - Average of all non-zero length visits in the reporting period. A zero-length visit occurs when all hits in that visit are logged with the exact same time stamp.

	  

	Average Visits Per Day - Number of visits divided by the total number of days in the log file. 

	  

	Document Views - Number of hits to pages that are considered documents--not dynamic pages or forms--as defined by the system administrator. 

	  

	Dynamic Pages and Forms Views - Number of hits to pages that are considered dynamic pages or forms. Reporting Center considers any URL containing options (with a question mark in the URL) a dynamic page. Any file with a POST command is considered a form. 

	  

	Hits - Each file requested by a visitor registers as a hit. There can be several hits on each page. While the volume of hits reflects the amount of server traffic, it is not an accurate reflection of the number of pages viewed. 

	  

	Home Page Hits - Number of times the home page (as defined in the profile) was viewed. 

	  

	International Visits - Percentage of visitors who are defined as "international visitors" by the system administrator. 

	  

	Page  - Any document, dynamic page, or form. Different types of profiles have different default settings for which file extensions qualify a file as a document. These settings can be changed by the Reporting Center system administrator. Any URL containing a question mark is considered a dynamic page. Any file with a POST command is considered a form.

	  

	Page View (Impressions)  - A hit to any file classified as a page. Contrast the value for "Page Views" with the value for "Successful Hits For Entire Site," which includes hits to files of every type.

	  

	 Successful Hits For Entire Site - Number of successful hits including HTML pages, images, forms, scripts, and downloaded files. 

	  

	 Unique Visitors - The total number of unique visitors during the report period. A unique visitor is identified by their IP address, domain name, or cookie.

	  

	Visits - Number of visits to your site. A visit is a series of actions that begins when a visitor views their first page from the server, and ends when the visitor leaves the site or remains idle beyond the idle-time limit. The default idle-time limit is thirty minutes. This time limit can be changed by the system administrator. 

	  

	Visits From Your Country - Percentage of visits from your country. The name of your country and the country code are shown. Your system administrator configures the selection for your country. 

	  

	Visits of Unknown Origin - Percentage of visits where the visitor's domain name could not be determined or the country associated with the domain name could not be determined.

	  

	Visitors Who Visited More Than Once - Number of visitors who visited the site more than once during the reporting period. 

	  

	Visitors Who Visited Once - Number of visitors who visited the site exactly once during the reporting period.
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	The General Statistics page provides an overview of your Web site's performance and visitor behavior, and can help you determine which chapters will be most valuable to you.

	  

	

	


Appendix I:
Draft Evaluation Schedule For LOT

	
	2003
	2004

	
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Ap
	May
	Ju
	July
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Ap
	May
	Ju
	July
	Aug
	Sep

	ORGANIZATION
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agree on Organizational Structure for Evaluation
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Organize Evaluation Working Group
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Establish/Clarify Communications Structure with Project Members and Key Stakeholder Groups
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Project Members and Key Stakeholder Groups Revise and Update Evaluation Component Statements
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Detail Evaluation Tasking and Responsibilities
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	"Design Management Information System to Organize, Integrate, Manage, Analyze and Report Data"
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Obtain and Implement Log Analysis Software
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agree on Data Collection Approach (component based or combined)
	
	X 
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Determine Frequency of Data Collection for Specific Data Elements and Indicators
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Develop and Pretest Wave 1 Data Collection Instruments
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Administer Wave 1 Data Collection Instruments
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Analyze Wave 1 Results and Enter into MIS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Develop and Pretest Wave 2 Data Collection Instruments
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Administer Wave 2 Data Collection Instruments
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Analyze Wave 2 Results and Enter into MIS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Develop and Pretest Wave 3 Data Collection Instruments
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	Administer Wave 3 Data Collection Instruments
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	

	Analyze Wave 3 Results and Enter into MIS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	

	Conduct Log Analysis with Monthly Summary Reports 
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	REPORTING
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Redesign Project Website to Include Evaluation Information
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Update Project Website with Evaluation Information
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Produce News Releases on Status of LOT Evaluation
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	X

	"Quarterly Reports to Legislative Budget Board, the TexShare Advisory Committee, TIF Board, and Project Website "
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Status Report at Texas Library Assoc Annual Conf
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Interim Project Evaluation Report
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TSLAC Strategic Plan including  Customer Satisfaction Survey Results 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	Final Project Evaluation Report
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Dissemination of Evaluation Findings (for multiple Audiences)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Project Deliverable F:


An Evaluation Plan for the �Library of Texas (LOT)











� Murray, Kathleen R., and Moen, William E.  Project Deliverable B: Technology Inventory and Assessment.  Denton, TX: Texas Center for Digital Knowledge, August 2002.  Available at:


<http://www.unt.edu/zlot/ProjectDocs.htm.>





� See, for example: Earl Babbie, The Practice of Social Research,  7th ed.  Belmont, CA:  Wadsworth Publishing Company, 1995.


� Jonathan Lazar and Jennifer Preece, “Using Electronic Surveys to Evaluate Networked Resources: From Idea to Implementation,” in Charles R. McClure and John Carlo Bertot, eds., Evaluating Networked Information Services: Techniques, Policy, and Issues (Medford, NJ: Information Today, 2001): 137-154.


� For additional guidelines and information about conducting focus groups, see:  Richard A. Krueger and Mary Anne Casey, Focus Groups: A Practical Guide for Applied Research (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc., 2000.


� Jeffrey H. Rubin, “Introduction to Log Analysis Techniques: Methods for Evaluating Networked Services”, in Charles R. McClure and John Carlo Bertot, eds., Evaluating Networked Information Services: Techniques, Policy, and Issues (Medford, NJ: Information Today, 2001): 197-212.


� For more information about WebTrends see:  � HYPERLINK "http://www/webtrends.com" ��http://www/webtrends.com�





� A resource discovery service employs software, hardware, networked access to remote databases, policies, procedures, and staffing to enable users to locate and obtain desired information resources.





� TSLAC prepares a yearly cost avoidance report based upon information obtained from each database vendor. This information is updated yearly and maintained by the TexShare database coordinator.


� Based upon sample of TexShare librarians conducted by Russlene Waukechon 8/2002. Librarians polled represent the constituencies that comprise TexShare. Average staff time per library for selecting current slate of 60 databases = 760.  For 600 libraries = 456,000. Prorated to only one database per year = 7600.


� “Improving access” means that library patrons will be able to locate specific journal titles within the database package through a consolidated journal title list; this eliminates the need to move from one database to another looking to see if a particular journal is indexed by a certain database. 


“�Remote access service” involves establishment of a customized web site for each library. This customized web site provides the library’s remote users entry to all of the TexShare databases from locations outside the library building through use of a single logon and password.


� No outcome assessment techniques are provided for this objective at this time.  Once benchmark data are identified that address this objective, project participants may wish to establish outcomes in this area.


� EDP standards will be available on-line at <http://tsl.state.tx.us/trail/.manual.html>.  They are still in development at this time.


� A harvester system follows links from one Web page to the next and collects the contents of those pages for storage or analysis.


� See <http://www.webtrends.com> for more information on this particular software product.
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