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books can serve very different purposesésearchers and patrons, whether for basic
searching or for actual read (Rod-Welch et al. 2013; &ger 2012; Li et al. 2011).

Although there continue to lpredictions of bookless librasgwith books no more than
aesthetic decoration), only a few high-profleamples have emerged. According to a
recentithaka S+R US Library Repo(tong & Schonfeld 2014), the transition to e-books
has not been as smooth as earlier predidted.example, most liiary directors report

that large-scale acquisition of e-books hasledto large-scale de-accession of print
materials. Anothelthaka S+R Repoffiocused on faculty (Housewright et al 2013)
provided evidence that most faculty are st#iry of an e-only monograph future. Even
for the sciences, only around 15% of facdtyveyed responded favorably to the
statement that within the next five yearswill not be necessary to maintain library
collections of hard-copy books.” Rather, facuftgicated that printitles (particularly
low-use titles) were more likely to movedcstorage facility. With that said, only
around 20-25% of library directors still considiee acquisition of pnt books as a means
to build research collectiorashigh priority. Some collecth managers have addressed e-
book growth by establishing and expandingpgroval plans, which are no longer
reserved for STEM publications. Evetith e-book approvals, though, significant
percentages of titles are still received impwithin profiled call number ranges.




Implications

X Libraries should continue to work wittendors and each other to better manage
the sharing and preservation of e-book content.

X Libraries will need to continue to magea hybrid e- and print monograph world
for some time to come, balancing useeds and preferences, space issues, and
access.

X Streaming AV has its own set of challeadbat are currently in a state of
discussion and negotiation bet@n libraries and vendors.



X New publisher models of patron-based acquisition such as evidence-based models
are still relatively new, andeed to be carefully assessed.

Textbook/Course-Adopted Readings and Libraries

Textbook affordability and course reading suppontinue to beubstantial areas of
discussion among librarians (Demas 2014), witmerous initiaties being piloted.
Several states have addressed textbools tlsiugh legislation, as has the federal
government, requiring students to have accesdddists prior to class enrollment. The
role of libraries in textbookupport and acquisition continuest® in flux. Libraries
have begun promoting open educational resssI(OERS) through direct grants as a
means to address rising costs. Other mstihs have begun to focus on course-adopted
readings, rather than traditional textbooks] @romote e-collections as a means to better
meet patron demands for these high-use madde(e.g., University of North Carolina-
Greensboro pilot). Another approach hastbto purchase textbooks for certain fields
and place them on reserve—using either exgstiollection dollars or special funds.

Implication
x Libraries can play an important raleproviding more access to textbook and
course-adopted texts (particularly witlbeeks), but need to take heed of and
collaborate with the many internal unisdy players in the textbook and course
readings ecosystem.

Curating Collective Cadlections/Collaborative Print Management

Shared print repositories continteebe of great interest tawcademic libraries as a means
to more efficiently manage and sustaindeg print collections, expand access, and create
or repurpose existing physical spacéniividual libraries. A 2013 OCLC Report,
“Understanding the Collective Collection” (Dem



Two new ARL Spec Kitg337 (Britton and Renaud 2013) and the afore-mentigtgth
(Crist and Stambaugh 2014), focus on praiention policies and shared and
collaborative print initiatives across numeronstitutions and consortia. They provide
significant guidance in establishing infrastruetand addressing potential issues in print
resource management, including communicastoategies with releant stakeholders.

The ARL Spec Kit #337 on Print RetentiDecision-Making “examines research
libraries’ print retention decish making strategies relatedstorage of materials in three
different types of facilities or circuneices: on-site, staff-only shelving; remote
shelving; and collaborativetention agreements.” Spec Kit #345 on Shared Print
Programs “explores the extent of ARL memlieraries’ participation in shared print
programs, the type and scope of programshith they choose to participate, the
rationale for participation, thvalue and benefits the pragms provide to ARL and other
libraries, and the roles different libraries arayhg in them.” A pdicularly interesting
section of the Shared Print Programgigtfocuses on shared print monographs and
“future” services, i.e., potentiteveraging of these retrospe collections in light of e-
books and digitization. New possible sees considered include coordinated
digitization of shared colléions, scan-on-demand servicegtadata crosswalks between
shared print and digitabpies, and enhanced interkipy lending networks.

Access to and discoverability of these sham@tections is anothassue that should be
considered. How are users able to locateeticeiections in a seamless fashion? Several
consortia and regional institutions are implementing or have already implemented
joint/shared ILS to manage these sharedihgk in both print andlectronic formats.

Implication
X There should be a continued reviefithe collaborative and coordinated
management and use of retrospectisiat collections and how to enhance
services associated with these collections and their digital counterparts.

Collections Assessment

Collecting metrics on library dlections has long been a source for evaluating the usage
of the collections and their relevance te #ttademic programs they support. Metrics
have also been used to reflect the size, rapkand prestige of institutions. The current
trend continues to focus on hawllections help support thirary’s alignment with the
campus vision/mission/goals, and to what degineg contribute to research, student
success, and other criteria.

Traditionally these metrics have focused on collections owned and managed by the
library. As the library's curation rokxpands to e-research, data, open access
scholarship, born-digital resrces, and open educatig@sources, the potential for

tracking and assessing what is held in infithal repositories hasised some practical
issues on what to measure and the need for standards for cross-institutional and global
comparisons. In addition, further studies laeeng undertaken to assehow the increased



dissemination of scholarship might heljvance research and increase institutional
standing (Webometrics n.d.).

The development of altmetrics that measthe impact of new modes of scholarly
communication (such as blogs, social media, in



Institute of Medicine study, the interpraten and implementation of HIPAA policy has
been costly and has caused unintended negitipacts on health research in many ways
(Nass, Levit, and Gostin 2009). The study chdlsa new legal and regulatory framework
to better protect privacynd facilitate responsible helalresearch through such
approaches as requiring the datavider to establish stnger security safeguards and
implement legal sanctions to prohibit unauthed re-identification oinformation after it
has been de-identified. No matter how the new OSPT policy will handle similar
technical, legal, and ethicalsues of public data access, acaddiorarians, serving both
the data creators and data users, will ravee opportunities to prode valuable services
beyond data management plan adtaion (Goben and Salo 2013).

Implications

x The future of research data serviceacddemic libraries will continue to be
driven by larger academic factors agmernment policies, as well as even
broader national development priorities and international competition and
collaborations.

X Academic libraries need to pull togethieir human and integent resources and
collaborate on developing stadf-the-art, cross-institwnal digital platforms for
disseminating scholarly projects in multiple formats.

x Academic libraries can leverage thexpertise and exp@&mce in curation,
preservation, and data management to supeducate, and facilitate government
agencies that now need to make thetadad information more publicly usable
and accessible.

Understanding Researchers’ Data Shang and Management Practices

Broader and institutional-level policies aratjuirements that regulate and potentially
change researchers’ behaviors affect theryalay tangible practices of research data
sharing, management, and preservation. Atgmortant are research communities’
norms, their awareness of available resouraed,individual reseahers’ motivation to
increase their researchewssibility (Kim and Standn 2012). Increasing numbers of
scientists are beginning toflect on their own data shiag abilities and challenges.
Institutions are trying to iderfyi researchers’ real dat@eds and develop more targeted
programs for research data services. Mealewacademic librarians have also conducted
more survey and interview studies on Bend small groups to identify researchers’
current strategies of dealing with data.

Based on an international survey of o¥e€00 scientists, oneusty found that, although
most researchers realize the importance t# dharing and preseii@n, they are usually
limited by time, budget, and information alb@urrently available support and tools
(Tenopir et al. 2011). Another internatidstudy of over 2,000 scientists, conducted by
the publisher Wiley (Ferguson 2014), revealegriational and disciplinary differences in
research data sharing and fouhdt researchers are more widito share if they can get
full credit for sharing data and thus increaiseir overall impact within research
communities.
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From the scientists’ persptives (Marx 2012; Budin-Ljo® et al. 2014), extensive
technical challenges still arise when shgrdata in a broader range of communities.

Even sharing across consortia within the sdmeiplines is difficult, especially when

reuse of data requires detailed informatiorre@search methods and software tools. Faced
by these challenges, scientiate not motivated enough to invest in better solutions
partly because not enough forms of recognitioethical standards of sharing data have
been developed.

Smaller scale studies of scientists me@ch communities have developed deeper
dialogues between librariansdiresearchers and providedgopgunities for librarians to
introduce newly created data servicethir users (Diekema et al. 2014; Williams
2013a). Librarians have learntttht most researchers are awtare of libraies’ various
support services throughout thesearch data life cyclend librarians have had to
educate researchers about their expertise andl&dge in the relevant fields of research
data.

Obvious gaps exist between the availab$®oueces and information and the researchers
who need data management and shared supgmites. Therefore, libraries must still
develop outreach and education efforts waitheye to innovation, and then implement
new services, programs, or research ptsjdgetailed strategies might include, for
example, a bibliographic study of academic pedilons to identify reearchers to target
with data curation services (Williams 2013b)ptains to take advantage of the end dates
of funding life cycles, when searchers need to impleméineir data archiving plans
(Nilsen et al. 2013). These ideas have beggssted to maximize bug-for library data
services.

Implications

x Disciplinary and methodology differenciegluence researchgrdata collecting,
analyzing, and sharing behaxs and thus require dasarvices librarians to
develop a deeper understanding of reseprobesses, in order to provide suitable
assistance within each research field.

X Increasing numbers of data management and curation services will be developed
based on an evaluation of specifica@xh programs’ needs and practices.

X Innovative outreach strategies are neddedcademic libraries to market their
existing data services to users whowseally unaware of librarians’ expertise
and the available tools and resources.

Advances in Data Curation Services

As theData Curation Policy Working Group of OCL(Erway 2013) has pointed out,
although academic libraries are still the mstewards of researaata who care about

the long-term preservation ofishspecial asset, collaborati between campuses and even
institutions is key to services’ successll@aoration with other capuses or institutional
units, such as research and researamptiance offices and, especially, research
departments, could even enable a smaltet less research-ertsive university to
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into a detailed list of coreontent and competencies for articulated data literacy
instruction, including additional newly identified competencies in data management
(Prado and Marzal 2013). Data librariangcademic libraries are exhibiting more
collaborative and collective efforts for instruction on data information literacy: gathering
user information, engaging in conversati@gsoss institutions a
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and departments are facing this new challeargopportunity to acquire new skills and
knowledge related to data management.

In many disciplinary fields, such as scienloasiness, and health, librarians are paying
attention to this new pregsional demand and publishistgdies on the meaning and



Discovery Services
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Coherence at Scale sponsored by CLIR anad€ebilt University has been formed to
analyze national-scale diigl projects that help @ansform higher education.
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them to make information connectiath&t contribute tahe creation of new

knowledge.

X In support of non-consumptive scholarlgearch, libraries, inollaboration with
content vendors, should explore optionsgooviding data mining functionality in
aggregated databases.

Library Facilities

The Ithaka S&R US Library Survey 2013, mentd earlier in this gort, also highlights
the recognition of the library asplace important to the univégsand to student success.
In this survey of library directors, “provi
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multiple modes of teaching and learning, utthg collaborative and individual work in
support of emerging high-impact practicédany libraries offer multimedia production
facilities and lend technologypols that support media-eched content creation.

Digital scholarship centers as descrilbgd_ippincott, Hemmasi and Lewis (June 2014)
are increasingly found in academic institutiaisll types and involve a variety of
disciplines with the goal of elmcating expensive equipmemtxpertise, and services such
as assistance with planning research ptsjatse of software, metadata, intellectual
property issues and preservation. As the author
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Mobile application development rooms oftgudents the opportunity to develop new
mobile apps and test their product on a varadtdevices. New libraries such as the Hunt
Library (completed in 2013) at North Céira State UniversityNCSU Libraries, no

date) provide access to large-scale visuabpatiechniques, a game lab, decision theaters,
video and audio studios as well as a mgkasee with a laser cuttand 3D printer.

“Makerspace” is a general term and canudel a host of concepts ranging from hands-on
arts to building a robot. Thesee fun and exciting times for libraries to be able to add
value from a campus perspective. Studenjsy working collaboratively and testing out
new technologies for free or a nominal feEssulty embrace the new technologies offered
at the library and imagine wap$ incorporating library serges into classroom curricula,
and library administration can report on the increase use of the space, services and
circulation. These new technologgrvices place the library the center of campus and
increase its visibility and #drefore its value. As more libraries explore these spaces,
resources such as the LibraryMakerspace-L@lists.ufl.edu will become available for
libraries wanting to initiate 3D servicestorcreate a makerspace environment, tapping
into the expertise and knovdge of library colleagueshvo are already offering such
services.

Libraries are increasingly catlaipon to offer students th@mortunity to be creative and
innovative in a high tech environment. Lidesr may provide technogies in the building
or make them available for circulation. Tokeahe best use of these services, internal
library procedures and policies related to usefttlor damage need to be created prior to
beginning the service. Providing a 3D primtequires additional policies, guidelines,
space considerations, staff workflows arairing (Garcia et al.; Gonzalez and Bennett
2014; Moorefield-Lang 2014; Colegrove 2012).

These opportunities serve students but also giggieterest ofdculty and researchers
who then can develop course curricula asd the lab for assignments. Libraries may
want to further develop these campus pasgdimi@s and be included on grants and other
funding initiatives for the maintenance and purchase of new technologies.

Implication
x Establishment of technology-related seeg requires planning for continuous
support and infrastructure, inling: training for users, auability of staff with
the requisite skill sets to support the seggicavailability of physical facilities
with sufficient space and power, ongoing auaillty of resources to the keep the
services up-to-date as well as establishment of appropriate policies and guidelines.
X Additional expertise related to libragnd instructionalechnologies, media
production, and other emengj technologies must link with institutional
assessment and space planning in order to ensure library facilities meet user
expectations into the future.
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Scholarly Communication

Academic Library as Publisher

Publishing by academic libraries has steattireased in the past few years. Hahn
(2008) reports the results a 2007 survey of ARL librarie#t the time of the survey,
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Implication
X Rights management is a complex landscape in which to maneuver. Librarians can
advise on best practices and the development of institutional policies.

Altmetrics

As scholarly communication increasinglkés place online, alteative metrics are
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Library Impact on Student Success

Academic libraries exist in a time ofdreased accountability as performance-based
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Teaching and Learning

Librarians are partnering with faculty\d#opment personnel to take advantage of
acknowledged educational high impact practic€sllaborations involve more than one-
time instruction, instead focusing on course sggle and application @ctive learning in
research skill development. They also coudi to experiment withlternative service
models to support and enhance rapidly evgwiser needs and preferences. Models
include tiered services targeg distinct needs of undeagduate students, graduate
students, faculty members, and researchéfisere resources allow, “personal” librarians
are designated for first-year students ®ate initial connectionand foster service
awareness. Liaison librarians are asgigioeacademic departments, programs, and
other initiatives to develop resources and ises/targeted to those specific audiences.
Academic support services are co-locating wi
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comprehensive suites of online learning so@hd environments. As assessment of
library websites and online course content continues to expand, the need for special skills
in these areas grows.

Implications
x Pedagogical innovations such as flippessstooms, gamification, or high impact
educational practices provide
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Conclusion

The trends and issues outlined in this document highlight the rapidly changing
environment in which libraries provide mesces and services as well as the evolving
roles for library staff. With higher edugat under increased scrutiny to demonstrate the
value of a post-secondary degree, it is incumbent upon academic libraries and librarians
to document and communicate the Library’&iean supporting the core mission of the
institution. Libraries increasgly have the opportunity to play a significant role in

overall student success through collaboragiacross campus and in the assessment of
student learning. The shifting landscapecholarly communication, fluctuating
publishing models, and focus on data nggmaent presents new opportunities for
librarians to engage with researchers and plisalike. Advances in technologies and
a continued focus on the user experiencegmtasew expectations for the development,
discovery and delivery of content and seegien the virtual environment and in the
library’s physical spaces. While this eronment can be viewed as challenging, it also
presents opportunities for academic librariesttategically support the core missions of
colleges and universities.
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