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Abstract

As academic library leaders continue to grapple with accreditation and demonstrating their impact,
validated assessment scales such as LibQUAL provide a useful framework for identifying service gaps
and benchmarking excellence. LibQUAL studies frequently identify unmet needs in study spaces and
collections. However, a critical gap remains in the literature regarding users’ positive and negative
attitudes expressed in the open comments box of LibQUAL. An analysis of attitudinal scores revealed
that users had equally strong positive and negative attitudes towards the services they prioritized the most.
These attitudinal scores converged with similar service gap findings in the LibQUAL data. Considered
together, these integrated results suggest users enjoy these resources so much that they want more of
them. This presents a new understanding of service gaps as highly desired priorities rather than failure to
meet demand.
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Introduction

Assessment of academic libraries today include multiple dimensions of user experiences with resources,
services, and facilities (Barfi, et al., 2023; Jones & Kayongo, 2008; Kumar & Mahajan, 2019; McCaffrey,
2019; Varghese & Thirunavukkarasu, 2020) driven by a continuous need to show impact of student
success (Cox et al., 2019; Erlinger, 2018; Miller, 2018). As academic library leaders continue to grapple
with accreditation and demonstrating their impact, validated assessment scales such as LibQUAL are
useful for identifying service gaps and benchmarking service excellence (Barfi, et al., 2023; Jones &
Kayongo, 2008; Kumar & Mahajan, 2019; McCaftrey, 2019; Varghese & Thirunavukkarasu, 2020).
While LibQUAL data frequently identify common service gaps such as unmet demand for electronic
journals, print books, and study spaces, a critical gap remains in the literature regarding users’ positive
and negative attitudes in the open comments box of LibQUAL.Thus, the purpose of this study is to
integrate LibQUAL quantitative gap results with attitudinal scoring of open-ended comments to examine
whether comment valence/intensity converges with, and helps interpret, the service gaps identified
through LibQUAL. The results present a new understanding of service gaps, as highly desired priorities,
instead of failure to meet demand. This holistic approach, if integrated into LibQUAL, may bridge
LibQUAL users to the next iterations of the instrument or provide a pathway to new assessment options.
Academic librarians will benefit from this study because they will have an enhanced understanding of
LibQUAL service gaps to make informed decisions about services, resources, and space allocation.
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Literature Review

The History of LibQUAL Assessment

LibQUAL is an internationally recognized library service quality assessment tool that was developed in
2000 by researchers at Texas A&M and the Association of Research Libraries (ARL) and has been used
in over 1,340 libraries across 35 countries (Thompson, n.d.). The LibQUAL instrument collects
quantitative data from 22 items and one qualitative open-ended comment box. The main aim of LibQUAL
is to identify service gaps between the user’s desired level of service and the user’s perceived level of
service. The gap is calculated on each of the 22 items on a Likert scale of 1 (low) to 9 (high). If the
perceived level of service is lower than the desired level of service, there is a service gap that makes it
easy for libraries to identify areas of concern and quickly draft improvement plans. The validation of the
instrument is well-documented in terms of the development of the protocol (Cook et al., 2001a; Cook et
al., 2001b; Cook & Heath, 2001; Snyder, 2002) and the grounding of the protocol with qualitative
analysis of participant interviews to substantiate validation (Cook & Heath, 2001; Cook, 2002).

Libraries often repeat the LibQUAL assessment over time to gauge improvement. Thus, LibQUAL is
often part of accreditation plans. Libraries can choose the full 22-item LibQUAL or the shorter LibQUAL
Lite, which randomly generates eight questions per participant. A great advantage of using LibQUAL is
access to the dashboard that allows one to view results from other libraries, as well as track a library’s
scores over time. The LibQUAL survey dashboard breaks down results by user group (faculty, graduate
student, undergraduate, or staff) across three different service areas: Information Control (IC); Library as
Place (LP); and Affective Service (AS). Information control represents all the information resources
provided by a library, such as books and journals in various formats. Library as place represents the
building itself, such as the study spaces, the noise, and the temperature. Affect of Service represents the
services delivered by library employees. The LibQUAL administrators report that 40% of participants
also leave comments (Thompson, n.d.).

Service Gaps and Library Improvements

Service gaps occur when the perceived level of service does not meet the desired level of service.
Common service gaps include unmet demands for journal articles, print books, and study spaces (Barfi et
al., 2023; Jones & Kayongo, 2008; Kumar & Mahajan, 2019; McCaffrey, 2019; Varghese &
Thirunavukkarasu, 2020). After identifying service gaps, libraries frequently engage in many
improvement projects post-LibQUAL (Jones & Kayongo, 2008; Mahmood et al., 2020; McCaffrey, 2019;
Twum et al., 2022; Varghese & Thirunavukkarasu, 2020). The most commonly cited improvement was
building renovations for study spaces (Barfi et al., 2023; Jones & Kayongo, 2008; Kumar & Mahajan,
2019; Mahmood et al., 2020; Varghese & Thirunavukkarasu, 2020). Other improvements included
extending library hours (Jones & Kayongo, 2008; McCaffrey, 2019), redesigning the website to improve
access (Jones & Kayongo, 2008), marketing resources (Jones & Kayongo, 2008), and hiring more staff
(Mahmood et al., 2020). Twum and colleagues (2022) recommended increasing user loyalty. They
discovered a significant positive relationship between user loyalty and user satisfaction, suggesting that
libraries invest in interventions that increase loyalty.

Problems in LibQUAL

Despite these interventions, improvements in adequacy gap scores have been mixed (Cook & Maciel,
2010; Dennis et al., 2013; Greenwood et al., 2011; McCaffrey, 2019). Some studies noted significant
improvement in gap scores over time (Cook & Maciel, 2010; McCaffrey, 2019), while other studies
found little change in gap scores after intervention (Dennis et al., 2013; Greenwood et al., 2011).
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Additional problems included relevancy issues (Ahmed & Shoeb 2022; Kyrillidou & Heath, 2004; Miller
2008). Ahmed and Shoeb (2022) found that LibQUAL had low psychometric relevance to libraries in
developing countries, in that none of the scores met service demand. Inversely, Kyrillidou and Heath
(2004) noted lower scores at well-funded research libraries. They found that large libraries with
substantial collections had lower scores in information control, perhaps due to increased expectations for
books, journals, and electronic access at larger research institutions. This was further supported by Miller
(2008), whose study resulted in a “a statistically significant, negative correlation between LibQUAL
scores and total library expenditures” (p.90).

A robust qualitative study might shed some light on this issue, and there are two significant publications
that utilize the LIbQUAL comments (Jones & Kayongo, 2008; Mahmood et al., 2020). Both studies
demonstrate that the LIbQUAL tool can be tailored and customized to the needs of the individual library
and perhaps lead to easier decisions about implementing improvement projects. However, the focus of
these case studies is to identify their particular service gaps, and they do not further one’s understanding
of the LibQUAL problems with gap score improvements or relevancy.

Considering this problem a bit further, it is possible that library users will consistently rate certain
perceived service areas of LibQUAL as low because those are the areas that they prioritize and would
always like more of (more books, more study space, less noise, etc.). This would also explain, at least
partially, the problems of gap score improvement (Dennis et al., 2013; Greenwood et al., 2011), and
relevancy issues (Ahmed & Shoeb 2022; Kyrillidou & Heath, 2004; Miller 2008).

Although LibQUAL has generated a substantial body of assessment research focused on gap scores and
benchmarking, the open-ended comment field has been used primarily for illustrative quotations or
informal thematic summaries. To date, there is little published evidence of studies that systematically
quantify the valence and intensity of attitudes expressed in LibQUAL comments and then integrate those
findings with LibQUAL gap results as complementary evidence about perceived service strengths and
unmet needs.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to integrate LibQUAL quantitative gap results with attitudinal scoring of
open-ended comments to examine whether comment valence/intensity converges with, and helps
interpret, the service gaps identified through LibQUAL. Specifically, this study tests whether areas with
the largest gaps also elicit the strongest positive and negative attitudes in user narratives. Findings are
intended to refine interpretation of “service gaps” by distinguishing between gaps that reflect
dissatisfaction and gaps that reflect high demand for highly valued services. If integrated into LibQUAL
reporting, this approach may support more nuanced decision-making for accreditation-related evidence
and continuous improvement and may inform future instrument refinements or complementary
assessment options.

To this purpose, the following research questions are proposed:

RQ1. What service gaps are identified in the LibQUAL results (e.g., by item and dimension using
standard gap indicators)?

RQ2. What is the distribution of attitudinal valence/intensity expressed in open-ended LibQUAL

comments, and which service areas (e.g., collections, study spaces, staff support) are most frequently
associated with strong positive and strong negative attitudes?
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RQ3. To what extent do the comment-based attitudinal patterns converge with the LibQUAL gap
patterns, and how do they help interpret whether gaps reflect dissatisfaction versus demand intensity for
valued services?

Foundational Theory: The SERVQUAL Framework

The foundational theory behind LIBQUAL is SERVQUAL, developed by Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and
Berry (1985). The authors recognized that, in the context of business, goods and resources were widely
measured and assessed, while service quality was still undefined. Thus, the authors conducted focus
group interviews with executives from “retail banking, credit card, securities brokerage, and product
repair and maintenance” (p. 43). Their exploratory qualitative research resulted in a model of 10
dimensions of consumer expectations and perceptions, as well as service gaps. These 10 determinants
consisted of these key elements: reliability, responsiveness, competence, access, courtesy,
communication, credibility, understanding the customer, and the physical evidence (building, staff
appearance, tools, and documentation).

Furthermore, in analyzing the focus group feedback, the authors identified service gaps as the most
important insight and the strongest commonality among the four industries. One of these gaps in
particular, the expected service — perceived service gap, is based on the proposition “that the quality a
consumer perceives in a service is a function of the magnitude and direction of the gap between expected
service and perceived service” (p. 46). This proposition provided a foundational model for the
establishment of LibQUAL and its subsequent instrument validation (Cook et al., 2001a; Cook et al.,
2001b; Cook & Heath, 2001; Snyder, 2002).

Method

Research Design

This study employed a convergent mixed methods design in which (a) LibQUAL+® Lite quantitative
results and (b) open-ended comment data were analyzed in parallel and then integrated to examine
whether comment-based attitudes converge with the service gaps suggested by LibQUAL gap indicators
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018; Fetters et al., 2013).

Setting and Instrumentation

Data were collected at an institution of higher education in Southwest Florida using the LIbQUAL+® Lite
(8-item) protocol (Association of Research Libraries [ARL], 2022). Each respondent was administered
eight randomly selected items from the LibQUAL core item pool and rated each item on a 1-9 scale for
minimum, desired, and perceived service levels (Thompson et al., 2009). The LibQUAL core items
represent three dimensions: Affect of Service (AS), Information Control (IC), and Library as Place (LP)
(Cook et al., 2001a). In addition to the core items, the survey included optional local questions (when
applicable), demographics, and an open-ended comments prompt.

Quantitative Data

LibQUAL results were summarized using standard LibQUAL scoring conventions to identify areas of
relative strength and unmet need across items and dimensions (Cook et al., 2002; Thompson et al., 2000).
As stated earlier, the researchers accepted the definition of service gaps as the gap between expected and
perceived service (Parasuraman et al., 1985). Item- and/or dimension-level results were used to
characterize the primary service gaps observed in this administration.

Qualitative Data

Open-ended comments (7 = 269) were analyzed using an inductive coding approach to identify recurring
themes relevant to users' experiences with library services and resources (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Codes
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were organized to support two complementary outputs: (a) thematic frequencies (reported in Table 1) and
(b) an attitudinal (valence/intensity) characterization of the comment content (reported in Figure 3). To
quantify attitudes expressed in comments, each comment (or comment segment when multiple topics
were present) was assigned an ordinal attitudinal valence/intensity score using a four-category scale: —2 =
strong negative, —1 = negative, +1 = positive, and +2 = strong positive (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998).
Any uncertainty or ambiguity was discussed among the raters, who would come to a final agreement upon
consensus.

In addition, comments were tagged to the primary library aspect referenced (e.g., collections, study
spaces/rooms, WiFi/technology, staff/service), allowing attitude distributions to be summarized by
service area. Frequencies and attitudinal distributions were tabulated and visualized using stacked bar
charts generated in GraphPad Prism.

Trustworthiness and Coding Consistency

To enhance coding consistency, a second coder independently reviewed coded comments and coding
assignments. Discrepancies were discussed and resolved through consensus, and the codebook was
refined as needed (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

Integration of Quantitative and Comment Results

Integration occurred through side-by-side comparison of LibQUAL-identified service gaps and the
comment-based thematic and attitudinal patterns, with particular attention to whether service areas with
the largest gaps were also those that elicited the strongest positive and negative comment attitudes
(Fetters et al., 2013; Guetterman et al., 2015). This integration step was used to assess whether the two
strands of evidence converge on the same priority areas and to refine interpretation of "service gaps" as
dissatisfaction versus demand intensity (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018).

Recruitment Procedures and Inclusion Criteria

Data were collected from March to June 2024. Participants were recruited using convenience sampling
via email invitations distributed to campus community members and through in-person outreach in the
library lobby (e.g., tabling with small refreshments). Eligibility included students, faculty, and staff. To
encourage engagement with the open-ended prompt, an incentive of a $250 bookstore gift card was
offered for the most detailed comment respondent (as determined by a blind jury of three librarians). The
wording on a campus-wide email flyer read, “Take our survey to help us improve! We want to hear what
you think about our services. There is a chance to earn a $250 gift card.” The study received Institutional
Review Board (IRB) approval in January 2024 (IRB #2024-18).

Results

Respondent Demographics
Table 1 summarizes respondents by user subgroup, compared to population proportions. Undergraduates
overrepresented first- and third-year students, while faculty response was low (n = 4.6%).
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Table 1. Population and Respondent Breakdown by User Subgroup

User Subgroup Population Respondents Difference
N (%) n (%) (%N - %n)
First-year Undergraduate 3,084 (18.93) 165 (30.00) -11.07
Second-year Undergraduate 3,062 (18.79) 98 (17.82) 0.97
Third-year Undergraduate 3,663 (22.48) 150 (27.27) -4.79
Fourth-year Undergraduate 4,006 (24.58) 59 (10.73) 13.86
Fifth-year+ Undergraduate 0 (0.00) 15 (2.73) -2.73
Non-degree Undergraduate 410 (2.52) 5(0.91) 1.61
Masters Graduate 960 (5.89) 17 (3.09) 2.80
Doctoral Graduate 221 (1.36) 13 (2.36) -1.01
Non-degree Graduate 55(0.34) 2 (0.36) -0.03
Professor Faculty 116 (0.71) 9 (1.64) -0.92
Associate Professor Faculty 134 (0.82) 7(1.27) -0.45
Assistant Professor Faculty 152 (0.93) 4 (0.73) 0.21
Instructor Faculty 148 (0.91) 4(0.73) 0.18
Adjunct Faculty 280 (1.72) 1(0.18) 1.54
Other Academic Faculty 4 (0.02) 1 (0.18) -0.16
Total 16,295 (100.00) 550 (100.00) 0.00

Discipline distribution showed Business (11.9%), Health Professions (15.9%), and Science/Math (14.5%)
as top respondent categories, aligning closely with population trends (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Breakdown of Survey Respondents by Discipline Based on User Responses to the Demographic
Questions and the Demographic Data
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Note. The chart maps percentage of respondents for each discipline in red. Population percentages for
each discipline are mapped in blue. The table shows the number and percentage for each discipline, for
the general population (V) and for survey respondents (7).

Library Use Frequency

Survey data revealed patterns in how respondents engage with library resources, both physically and
digitally. A significant portion reported frequent in-person visits, with 32% using resources on the library
premises daily, 43% weekly, and 14% monthly (Table 2). This indicates the library's physical space
remains a key hub for daily and weekly academic activities, particularly for undergraduates who may rely
on it for study and collaboration.

Digital engagement was somewhat less frequent but still substantial: 15% used the library web page daily,
34% weekly, and 28% monthly. This suggests a hybrid usage model, where users combine on-site
resources with online access, potentially reflecting the growing reliance on remote tools for research and
information retrieval. These frequencies underscore the library's dual role as a physical and virtual
resource center, with opportunities to boost digital adoption through improved awareness and usability.

Table 2. Library Use Frequency

Frequency On-Premises Resources (%) Library Web Page (%)
Daily 32 15
Weekly 43 34
Monthly 14 28
Quarterly 8 13
Never 3 10
Total 100 100

Core Dimension Summaries and Radar Chart

Overall means indicated strong performance in AS (perceived: 7.50; adequacy: 0.75; superiority: -0.02)
and IC (perceived: 7.32; adequacy: 0.71; superiority: -0.15), and opportunities in LP (perceived: 7.40;
adequacy: 0.63; superiority: -0.79). SDs were low, suggesting consistent perceptions. (Table 3).

Table 3. Overall Dimension Means and Gaps

Dimension Minimum Mean Desired Perceived Adequacy  Superiority "
(SD) Mean (SD)  Mean (SD) Mean (SD)  Mean (SD)

Affect of

Servios (AS) 6.75 (1.70) 7.52(142)  7.50(1.42) 0.75(1.36) -0.02(1.09) 553
Information

Control (I0) 6.61 (1.68) 747(135)  732(138) 0.71(1.35) -0.15(1.12) 553
(Lngr)ary asPlace ¢ 55 (1.75) 7.69 (1.41)  7.40(1.48) 0.63(1.56) -0.29(1.36) 550
Overall 6.71 (1.57) 7.55(126) 741(128) 0.70(1.25) -0.14(0.98) 554

The radar chart (Figure 2) provides item-level visualization on a 3-9 scale, with zones indicating gap
types: no red (perceived never below minimum), blue dominating (perceived above minimum across all
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items), yellow overlays on the majority of items (perceived less than desired), and sparse green (perceived
greater than desired in AS-3 "Employees who are consistently courteous" and AS-8 “Willingness to help

users”).

Figure 2. Radar Chart Depicting Minimum (inner), Perceived (middle), and Desired (outer) Service
Levels by Item, Color-Coded for Gaps

AS-7 Eﬁ» [AS-5] Affect of Service

= [AS-1
ic-3 A
LP-4

Library as Place

B Perceived Less Than Minimum
B Perceived Greater Than Minimum
Perceived Less Than Desired
I Perceived Greater Than Desired

Qualitative Comments

Open-ended comments (7 = 269, primarily from undergraduates) were thematically analyzed, revealing
five key themes: staff and service helpfulness, resource accessibility, physical environment and space,
promotion and awareness, and technology/IT issues. Table 3 summarizes frequencies and representative

quotes.
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Table 3. Key Themes from Qualitative Comments (n=269)

Frequency
Theme (%) Representative Quotes
Staff and service 45% "The students and staff who work at the library desk are very
helpfulness helpful and kind... they know me by name now." (Row 3); "The
research librarians are amazing and always sooo helpful!" (Row
251)
Resource 35% "Being able to rent phone chargers, laptop chargers, cameras,
accessibility study rooms, and even textbooks has saved me many times." (Row
(e.g., databases, 3); "Appreciated that my RED 4310 textbook was added to the
rentals, reading lists, saved some money." (Row 6)
textbooks)
Physical 30% "The third floor is perfect for long hours of work as it provides
environment and comfortable areas of study and a lot of natural light." (Row 40); "I
space often find it hard to find a place to sit in the peak hours from 11-
3pm." (Row 7)
Promotion and 25% "I think the library needs better promotion about the services they
awareness offer... I wish I had known sooner than my senior year." (Row 3);
"The library has to be more active on Instagram... students can
learn of the different resources." (Row 58)
Technology/IT 20% "Better wifi please!!!!!!!" (Row 11); "The computers are very
issues (e.g., outdated and can use some upgrades.”" (Row 256); "The IT desk

WiFi, computers,
printers)

has not been very reliable." (Row 3)

Comments were overwhelmingly positive (70% expressed satisfaction), praising the welcoming
atmosphere, rental services, and databases. Criticisms focused on overcrowding, noise, short loan periods,
and unreliable WiFi/IT, aligning with IC gaps. Suggestions included extended hours, more seating,
ergonomic furniture, and events (e.g., themed book displays).

For a more granular view, comments were coded by specific library aspects and satisfaction levels, with
counts visualized in a stacked bar chart (Figure 3). The chart aggregates responses across categories such
as advertising, bathroom, books, chat help desk, circulation desk (book checkout), collections/databases,
computer lab, Eagle search, environment/furniture, hours, IT desk, librarians, lights, makerspace, noise,
outlets, outdoor seating, printing, self-checkout, signage, staff, Starbucks, study areas, study rooms,
temperature, textbooks/tutoring, website/writing, and WiFi.
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Figure 3. Stacked Bar Chart of Coded Qualitative Comments by Library Aspect, Showing Counts of Very
Unsatisfied (purple, negative), Unsatisfied (blue, negative), Satisfied (red, positive), and Very Satisfied
(green, positive)
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Overall ("All" category), very satisfied responses dominated (106), with minimal dissatisfaction (1 for
unsatisfied). Strengths included staff (34 very satisfied), librarians (15), study areas (13), and
collections/databases (14), where green bars were prominent. Areas of concern showed balanced or
negative skews: WiFi (6 unsatisfied and 7 very unsatisfied), IT desk (1 unsatisfied and 2 very unsatisfied),
noise (7 very satisfied, 2 unsatisfied, 3 very unsatisfied), and advertising (1 very satisfied, 7 unsatisfied, 5
very unsatisfied but lower overall mentions, indicating awareness gaps). Notably, highly valued features
like study rooms exhibited a paradox: dominant very satisfied counts (20) coexisted with notable
unsatisfied/very unsatisfied responses (13 combined), often reflecting complaints about insufficient
availability rather than quality (e.g., "During mornings and afternoons the study rooms are always
completely booked out" [Row 3]; "There is a shortage of these study rooms causing many students to stay
awake until midnight to reserve a study room" [Row 252]). This suggests that when patrons appreciate a
service, they may express dissatisfaction through demands for greater quantity or access, masking
underlying approval. These patterns corroborate the thematic analysis and radar chart, highlighting
technology and environmental factors as priorities, while underscoring the need to interpret dissatisfaction
contextually.
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Discussion

Overall, the participant responses show high satisfaction across all three dimensions, library services
(AS), building (LP), and resources (IC), yet the participants also demand more from the library in terms
of building (LP) and resources (IC). AS performed well quantitatively, supported by frequent praise for
staff courtesy and knowledge (high staff/librarian satisfaction in Figure 3), though some noted variability
(e.g., "workers at the circulation desk... fail to have the knowledge"). Promotion emerged as a cross-
cutting issue, with many discovering services late (e.g., via classes), underscored by lower advertising
counts and suggestions for outreach, aligning with Detlor and Ball's (2015) recommendations for social
media or signage.

Noise and environmental concerns (e.g., negative noise bars, calls for more quiet spaces) tie into LP,
despite overall positives, suggesting peak-hour overcrowding. A key insight from the coded comments
(Figure 3) is the "demand-driven dissatisfaction" phenomenon: features like study rooms, which received
overwhelmingly positive feedback (high green bars), also prompted unsatisfied comments focused on
scarcity (e.g., booking difficulties, insufficient numbers). This indicates that dissatisfaction may not
signify poor quality but rather high value and unmet demand, a nuance important for interpreting
qualitative data in library assessments. This aligns with broader LibQUAL issues, such as persistent gaps
despite improvements (Cook & Maciel, 2010; Dennis et al., 2013; Greenwood et al., 2011) and relevancy
challenges (Ahmed & Shoeb, 2022; Kyrillidou & Heath, 2004; Miller, 2008), where users' high
expectations for prioritized areas (e.g., more books, spaces) may perpetually yield gaps.

To address this paradox in survey design, future iterations could incorporate questions distinguishing
quality from quantity (e.g., "Rate the quality of existing study rooms" vs. "How sufficient is the number
of study rooms?"), priority ranking of services, or structured comment prompts for attitudinal clarification
(e.g., sliders for sentiment). Such refinements would enhance gap interpretation, reducing misattribution
of demand as failure and aiding resource allocation. Perhaps ARL could integrate these features into
LibQUAL when it updates the software as an open-source application (Association of Research Libraries,
2025).

Conclusion

Overall, the researchers maintain that LIbQUAL continues to be a useful instrument in identifying service
gaps. As discussed earlier, care must be taken to interpret any service gaps as user priorities rather than
deficiencies of service. Arguably, in a world of infinite and expanding information resources, libraries
will never quite satisfy the user, because library budgets will rarely be able to purchase every book, every
journal, and build enough study spaces to meet the high expectations of our users. If so, perhaps librarians
should not be using LibQUAL to remedy service gaps over time but rather accept that expectations in
these areas will always be high, and they should prioritize these areas to the best of their ability.

Thus, the researchers have recommended the following improvements at their institution to address the
gaps and improve service to the users. This includes more study spaces and study rooms, with possible
room reservation system enhancement and extended study hours, especially in the Summer. Additionally,
several technology-related improvements were recommended, including more electrical outlets, more
chargers, more calculators (TI-85 especially), and longer checkouts for technology. In terms of the
collection, improvements include updating physical and electronic book collections (more fiction,
textbooks, ensure series are complete), with strategies to accept high-interest donated books.

Furthermore, additional building enhancements will improve the ambiance and visitor experience. This
includes enforcing the quiet policy in designated areas, warmer temperatures, better signage to navigate
the library, and cleaning caddies to help visitors clean up after themselves. Recreational activities and
events in the building will continue to help bring in more students as well. These include music events,
Dungeons & Dragons gaming events, and upgrades to the makerspace.
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Finally, an ongoing theme in the qualitative comments was overall promotion. Students want to know

who the librarians are, how to access interlibrary loan, how to navigate the online and physical library,
and want to be able to participate in regular feedback loops for continuous improvement.
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