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Commons Knowledge Survey
Pop-up/Internet window; all computer users in the Library at randomly selected times
N = 211 respondents for design analysis, from Fall 2005 (247 from Spring)
Content:


Reasons for selecting that computer


Important aspects of computer selection


Knowledge of various Commons features

Intended use of library/other spaces for future projects

Methodology:  Zoomerang software

Question/presentation formats:  allowed for graphics (to visually show the areas being mentioned); allowed an exit for previously-surveyed individuals, or anyone who didn’t want to participate; provided open-ended response areas

Low numbers of Commons-using respondents, may be tied to shorter Internet usage by Commons users (from keyserver data); increasing the survey window (from 1 to 2 hours) did not increase response rate, which averaged 16 responses per time slot, an estimated  survey compliance rate of approximately 30%.
 

Low numbers of evening and weekend respondents
Technical issues:  requires staff time to mount/dismount; time-stamping is California time; non-scaled multiple-choice answers exported as text and need recoding into numeric values.  
Thanks to Renee Jackson and staff for implementation
Project Space Use Survey
Paper survey

N = 104 students in 8 selected classes; answered with respect to library-related projects
Content:


Percent of time spent in various physical locations


Whether assistance was asked for information, software, hardware, other

Code word for actual project.  Code word allows matching with project scores (see below).  Descriptive data relevant even without project matching.

Methodology:
Use librarian liaisons (and department chairs) to identify courses in which students have library and/or group-related projects

Preview earlier in course, administer at point when projects are completed and handed in.

Paper survey, takes about 5 minutes for students to respond; estimate 5-10 minutes to explain; response approximately 90%
Technical issues:  almost half of all respondents did not provide correct percentage distributions: that is, in the questions that asked “what percentage of your total time did you spend…” the responses did not add up to 100%.  Most of the time the intent was clear.  Incorrect responses were no more common for undergraduates than graduate students; need more time to explain.  
Thanks especially to Lisa McGuire (SWK), Russell Vertner (BUS) and Kathleen Schilling (LIS) (faculty) and Mary Stanley, Polly Boruff-Jones, and Kris Palmer (Library); and to the SBC (AT&T) Fellows Implementing Innovation grant

Observation—Seating by Point-in-time 
Via security camera digital recordings

N = 317 observation periods over 6 weeks (end of Fall semester), Commons area only
Content:


Which seats (seating types) were being used


Proportion of use which was group vs. individual


Any observable staff interaction

Methodology:
For three cameras, hard drive can hold nearly a month of material; takes approximately 5 minutes per time slot per camera to record data
Selection of time slots can be entirely random (does not depend upon cooperation of respondents), but because the recording is motion-triggered some review before or after selected time slot is necessary

Motion-triggered security cameras, low-resolution—some seats in the Commons area were omitted because chair vs. person was too obscure

Thanks to Anne Marie Moser, LIS graduate assistant; Ray Dunaway (Library)
Observation—Duration of Use 
Via security camera digital recordings

N = 198 person-at-computer periods, from all of 6 selected days (in Spring semester) in both Commons and non-Commons areas
Content:  


Length of time per user 


Whether the user was in a group situation

Methodology:
A judgmental selection of seating:  six non Commons seats were picked as being in the middle of the ‘normal’ non-Common computer areas, and six Commons seats were selected from the three more-used areas.  In both cases they were selected because they had clear security camera shots
Takes approximately 45 minutes to record data for 15 hours of use (8 am to 11 pm) per area/camera

Scoring of Student Projects
N = 26 qualifying projects, end of Spring Semester, 4 selected classes
Content:  


Information use score from 1 (very limited) to 4 (excellent)


Technology use score from 1 (very poor/limited) to 4 (very complex)

Methodology:

Copies of student work projects were obtained from cooperating faculty (either in files, or paper format scanned to create pdf copies—de-identified by project assistant)
A panel of librarians and faculty scored each project (projects were randomly assigned to scorers)
Out of 27 projects with scores available, for information use 16 (59%) of the scores were the same; 10 (37%) were only one-point different; 1 (4%) had a two-point discrepancy.  For technology use, 11 (41%) were the same; 14 (52%) were one-point different, 2 (7%) were two points different.  For correlating project scores with space use surveys, only same scores and the average of one-point different scores were used.

Thanks especially to Polly Boruff-Jones, Mary Stanley, and Kathy Schilling 

Question Tallies
Combined from per-person spreadsheet tallies kept at information desk and at computer help desk
N = census, all questions recorded; approximately 3,000 questions per academic month
Content:


Type of question


Day, time of day

Methodology:

Spreadsheets on computer kept at each service point.  Kept by each staff member (computer, reference, professional and other).  De-identified and combined

Subject to differing interpretations of question types and different compliance rates 
Thanks to Joe Harmon, Library
Database Usage

N = 5 specialized and 2 general databases (census of uses)
Content:  (from vendor reports, Project Counter-compliant)


Full-text item usages per database


Selected general and specialized databases, yearly use pre to post-Commons

Methodology:


Usage is captured every January and June by library staff


Difficult to map exactly to Commons implementations

Thanks to Dolores Hoyt, Assoc. Dean, Library

Program Usage

Keyserver program which records minutes per application per computer
N = census, all uses per computer, 3 selected Commons and 3 non-Commons computers, data at approximately 5,000 per month shown (Sept. 2005 and April 2006)
Content:


Logon-time


Program name


Seconds (computed to minutes) used 

Methodology:

Six selected computers:  three in “typical” non Commons area, three representing 3 types of seating in Commons area.  

Approximately 800-1,000 records per computer per month of >1 second usage (approximately 1,000 records have < 1 second durations)

Prime issue is that the data is keyed to computer IP address and hardware, not to physical location of the computer.  The computers selected had been moved during the year.
Thanks to Richard Eppert and Richard Wing, Library
Interviews

N = 13

Seven users seated in the Academic Commons area; six elsewhere in the library.  Based on observation data, times selected were near noon and 3:00 pm.  Interview comments cannot be taken as representative of users, but common comments indicate areas of concern.  Comments mainly paralleled those in the open-ended survey questions.
Content:  

What do you know/like about the Commons area?


What experiences have you had with asking for help?


How do you do group projects?  

Methodology:  


Students were approached and asked if they would answer about 5 minutes worth of questions.  After an initial try at someone who was leaving, the interviewer targeted people just arriving and used the time it takes the computer to boot up.
All methodologies were reviewed by the IU/Clarion Institutional Review Board  

Technical notes:


Database usage, question tallies, and keyserver (program usage) data were determined to require “expedited” review, because data can be “exempt” only if it is complete at the time of examining it.  These data streams were ongoing.  However, there is an argument to be made that the data streams involved no individually-identifiable human interaction to produce data.


Observations were of behavior in public areas, and involved no personally identifiable information; deemed “exempt.”


Surveys were voluntary and collected no individually identifiable information; deemed “exempt.”


Interviews were voluntary, conducted so as to preserve privacy, and collected no individually identifiable information; deemed “exempt.”


Project collection and analysis (scoring) omitted individually identifiable information; deemed “exempt.”   Code words (respondent choice—usually this was the broad topic of the project) rather than individual names were used to match survey responses with project scores.
� Commons area showed in observations an overall average usage rate of 17-24% for most areas (morning/evening the lower usage, afternoon the higher).  Commons areas were more-used than other areas, therefore estimate average usage overall of 18% of a total of 300 computers.  





