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Scholarly Communication Priorities Among 
M1 Institutions: A Mixed-Methods Study
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Presenters

● Emily K. Chan, Associate Dean for Research & Scholarship, San 
José State University, @ekchan35

● Suzanna Conrad, Dean of University Libraries, Towson University, 
@tbytelibrarian

● Daina Dickman, Scholarly Communication Librarian, California State 
University, Sacramento

● Nicole Lawson, Associate Dean for Academic Services, California 
State University, Sacramento 



About the Project
● In August 2019 California State University, Sacramento and San Jose State University were awarded an 

IMLS National Forum Grant to identify standards and best practices in evaluating scholarly communication 
programs at M1 Carnegie-classified public universities

May 4-5, 2020

Scholarly Communication 
Assessment Forum 

Scholarly Communication 
Assessment Forum held virtually

December 2021

Dissemination of White Paper and 
Rubrics

Distribute finalized white paper with 
accompanying rubrics

Fall 2019

Focus Groups

Focus groups with scholarly 
communication practitioners held

Spring 2020

Campus Stakeholder Interviews

Interviews with campus 
stakeholders (those involved in the 
research process)

This project was made possible in part by the Institute of Museum and Library Services (LG-35-19-0066-19).  



Focus Groups

● Fall 2019, 3 focus groups were held (1 in-person and 2 virtual) 
consisting of 20 scholarly communication and assessment librarians.

● Facilitator employed scripted questions and a survey to gather data 
on which scholarly communication services are most widely 
implemented at M1 public universities and how those services should 
be assessed.

● Survey prompted participants to list library services offered to support 
each of 5 stages in the research lifecycle, categorize level of 
development of service and whether service was supported by a 
single person or team.



Framing the Focus Groups

https://library.ucf.edu/about/departments/scholarly-communication/overview-research-lifecycle/



Planning Stage

Examples: 
● Citation manager assistance
● Data workshops
● Repository identification
● Funding opportunities 

identification17 participants or 85% indicated one or 
more library programs or services in 

support of the planning stage
Tallies may exceed the number of participants, as participants were 
encouraged to comprehensively list their current services or programs that 
support each element of the research lifecycle stage



Project Management Stage

14 participants or 70%

Examples: 
● Peer research consultations for 

data
● Data analysis support, including 

Dedoose
● Data visualization guides
● Cataloging services
● Librarians on IRB committees

Tallies may exceed the number of participants, as participants were 
encouraged to comprehensively list their current services or programs that 
support each element of the research lifecycle stage



Publishing and Presenting Stage

18 participants or 90% 

Examples: 
● Open access funds to cover 

article publishing charges (APCs)
● Open access outreach and 

education
● Author rights workshops
● Predatory publishing workshops
● Copyright and fair use workshops

Tallies may exceed the number of participants, as participants were 
encouraged to comprehensively list their current services or programs that 
support each element of the research lifecycle stage



Preserving and Disseminating Stage

19 participants or 95%

Examples: 
● Institutional repository services
● Data repository services
● Digital archives 
● Registration of DOIs through 

Crossref

Tallies may exceed the number of participants, as participants were 
encouraged to comprehensively list their current services or programs that 
support each element of the research lifecycle stage



Prestige, Impact, and Discovery Stage

14 participants or 70%

Examples: 
● LibGuides on traditional and 

alternative metrics
● Institutional repository reports for 

individual authors and campus 
stakeholders

● Author branding / online identity 
support

Tallies may exceed the number of participants, as participants were 
encouraged to comprehensively list their current services or programs that 
support each element of the research lifecycle stage



Focus Group Questions

● How are the library’s scholarly communication programs and services 
supporting your campus’ goals? 

- (Lack of) awareness of library services and programs
- Varying needs and responses from faculty and campus stakeholders, 

and potential mismatch between what the library could provide 
datawise

- Barriers to doing more included limited time, money, and staffing



Focus Group Questions

● Do your library’s assessment efforts address scholarly communication?  

- Consensus that this was an area for improvement and growth
- Scholarly communication activities are diffuse and disparate 

- Difficult to collect and to consistently measure
- Staffing models add complexity 



Focus Group Questions

● What are the metrics for success of your scholarly communication services?  

- Workshop attendance
- Number of consultations
- Usage data from IR platforms
- Impact is difficult to measure because of its indirect nature; inability to 

analyze cause and effect
- Clear from discussions that each institution approached scholarly 

communication differently



Scholarly Communication Assessment Forum

Guided questions elicited the general themes under which the forum was 
organized:

● Building Awareness of Faculty Scholarship
● Measuring Embeddedness in the Institution
● Integration in the Curriculum
● Perspectives from Faculty Stakeholders
● Perspectives from Campus Stakeholders
● Multifaceted Assessment of Scholarly Communication
● Going Beyond Impact Factor
● Metrics and Rubrics Creation



M1s need to be flexible based off their 
local context



Rubric Development - Internal Lens



Rubric Development - External Lens



Next steps



Learn More about Our Project
● Scholarly Communication Assessment Forum | Sac State Library (csus.edu)
● View the full proposal: 

https://www.imls.gov/sites/default/files/grants/lg-35-19-0066-19/proposals/lg-3
5-19-0066-19-full-proposal.pdf

● December 2021 - White paper with accompanying rubrics will be distributed
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