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Overview 

•To consider the concept of impact and issues 
involved in measuring it 

•To provide evidence of impact of librarians in 
health and education 

•To look at collecting impact data routinely 



•The influence of libraries and their services on 
individuals and/or on society. The difference or 
change in an individual or group resulting from 
the contact with library services (3.25); 

 

 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES FOR 
ASSESSING THE IMPACT OF LIBRARIES BS 
ISO 16439:2014. 

 

Impact 



•Direct, pre-defined effect of the output related to 
goals and objectives of the library’s planning (e.g. 
number of users, user satisfaction levels) (3.44);  

•Consequences of deploying services on the 
people who encounter them or the communities 
served (Markless and Streatfield, 2006, p7)  

 

Outcome 



•Does it work 
(effectiveness) 

•Does it make a 
difference (impact) 

•…Measured by 
outcomes 

Or very simply…. 



Problems with measuring 
impact 

• Cause and effect??? 

• Intangible  

contributions 

 

 

 

 

 

• Libraries need to define outcomes relevant to their 
institution and assess the extent to which they are 
met (Oakleaf 2010) 



Logic model: contribution to patient 
care and organisational objectives 
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Outcomes grid 
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• What exactly is being measured? 

• Who exactly is it being measured for (who are the 
stakeholders)? 

• How is it going to be measured? 

• What outcomes should be considered? 

• How robust can it be made? 

• What external factors should be considered (eg. 
economic, social, political)? 

 

Things to consider when  
measuring impact 



Impact of IL training on pre-
registration nurses (Brettle and 
Raynor, 2013) 

•Experimental study comparing online training v 
face to face training 

• Impact on skills (measured by realistic skills 
test pre and post training and a few weeks 
later) 

•Both methods work – but make very little 
difference! 



Clinical librarian impact 
study (Brettle et al, 2016) 

•NW Clinical Librarian Group 

•Questionnaire – outcomes derived from NHS 
policy documents, based on critical incident 
technique 

• Interviews – structured around questionnaire + 
probing to find out how  

•Clear evidence of impact on wide range of 
organisational outcomes 

•Replication across UK and Australia 



What do we know about the 
impact of librarians in health  
and education? 

•What evidence is there to 
support the employment of 
professionally trained 
library, information, and 
knowledge workers?  A 
systematic scoping review 
of the evidence. 

 

Brettle, A. and Maden, M. 
(2016) London: 
CILIP.  available from 
www.cilip.org.uk/valueofLIKworkers 

 

http://www.cilip.org.uk/valueofLIKworkers


• Identify the evidence base to support the 
profession and members in making the case for 
their skills and expertise  

•Create a range of evidence based propositions 

• Identify gaps in research 

 

•Systematic scoping review (5 stages - Arksey 
and O’Malley, 2005) 

 

Aims and methods 



• Studies that assess the effects, value or impact of any 
library/information/knowledge management intervention or service. 
Library, information, knowledge or IT workers whose work relates to 
information or knowledge which needs to be organised or use of a 
system in which the information is located  

• Roles which include archives or study records  

• Evidence of measurable outcome (e.g. time saved, improved business, 
improved patient care,  

• improved grades, impact on community)  

• All types of evidence (including experimental or observational evaluation 
studies with controlled or  

• uncontrolled prospective design or controlled retrospective design, return 
on investment, cost  

• analysis, correlational studies)  

• Studies in English  

 

Included 



• Interventions which are provided by information workers 
that relates to information systems and how these work 

• Descriptions of interventions/services with no evaluation 
component or measurable outcomes 

• Studies which only include process type outcomes eg 
user satisfaction, numbers of users, books loaned 

• Archivists  

• Evaluation or impact theory testing 

• “How to” articles on measuring performance, impact, 
evaluation, value 

• Citation impact analysis and methods of citation impact 

• Studies in languages other than English  

 

Excluded 



•Measures of time saved  

•Measures of money saved  

•Measures of outcomes 
relevant per sector (e.g. 
impact on patient care – 
health, impact on 
assessment – academic)  

 

Outcomes considered 



Searching and sifting 



•Author details and date 

•Country 

•Aims of study 

•Library sector 

•Evidence of professional 
or trained or registered 
staff 

•Study design 

•Outcomes measured  

•Key findings  

 

 

Mapping/Charting 



•47 studies: 8 SRs, 3 RCTs, 
surveys, mixed methods, CIT 

•19 US, 15 UK 

•6/8 systematic reviews by  

UK teams 

•Mainly acute hospital settings 

•33 studies clearly 
professionally trained staff 

Health  





• “The research examining 
librarians providing literature 
searching as a service, showed 
a positive effect on decreasing 
the time to providing relevant 
information for clinical decision-
making and decreased the 
length of hospital stay..” 
(Perrier et al., 2014, p1122)  

 

“A number of key outcomes related to 
patient safety such as misdiagnosis 
(13%), adverse drug reaction or 
interaction (13%), medication error 
(12%), and hospital acquired infection 
(3%) were all listed by respondents as 
outcomes that were avoided as a 
result of the information.” (Marshall et 
al., 2013, p.41) 

“A quarter reported direct impact in improving patient and staff safety (n=85, 
25%) as well as in risk management (n=79, 23%)...“I would say so because if a 
child gets their head trapped in a bedrail, that’s going to have a huge impact 
on the financial situation of the Trust through litigation”. (Nurse, Acute)”. 
(Brettle et al., 2015, p.26) 



• 49 studies, mainly US small number 
of UK 

• 2 main foci – evaluation of IL; 
impact on student achievement and 
retention 

• Range of designs, 3 IL SRs, 1 RCT, 
cohort studies, correlational 
studies, 1 ROI 

• 11 were clearly about professionally 
trained staff, 37 assumed 

Academic  





“The only variable which made a 
significant impact on retention and 
graduation was the number of 
professional library staff.  This equated 
to a 10 % increase in the ratio of 
professional library staff predicts a 0.72 
% increase in retention.” (Emmons and 
Wilkinson, 2011, p.144) 

The project has successfully 
demonstrated that there is a 
statistically significant relationship 
between student attainment and two of 
the indicators: e-resources use and 
book borrowing. This relationship has 
been shown to be true across all eight 
UK partners in the project.” (Stone et 
al., 2012, p.26) 

“Traditional and web based teaching strongly increases IL skills when 
assessed pre and post teaching.  For controlled studies, traditional 
teaching increases IL skills but the effect size is smaller than the pre and 
post studies.” (Weightman et al., 2015) 

Every $1 spent on the library returns $4.49 in return for 
Syracuse University (Kingma and McClure, 2015) 



•Clear evidence of the 
contributions made by 
both health and 
academic librarians 

•These sectors have the 
strongest evidence 
base 

Conclusion 



Academic libraries 
 

• Individual libraries need to capture impacts 
that relate to their own institution. 

• Develop easier means of collecting data 
routinely that can be used to correlate with 
items such as student grades or retention 
and combine with qualitative approaches. 

• A UK version of the ROI study (Kingma and 
McClure, 2015)  

• High quality information literacy studies that 
measure and demonstrate impact over the 
longer term. 

 

What is needed now? 



Health 
• Impact evaluation in the non-

acute setting (community, primary 
care, outreach library services), 
knowledge management activities 
and longer term impact.  

• Cost-effectiveness of health 
library services  

• Mixed methods studies 

• Qualitative interviews to illustrate 
the complexity of the impact 
incidents 

• Standards for reporting impact 
evaluation studies need to be 
improved 

 

What is needed now 



Knowledge for Healthcare: Value and impact 
toolkit 
 
 
 
 
 
What are we doing about it? 
 
 
 
 
http://kfh.libraryservices.nhs.uk/value-and-impact-toolkit/ 
 



Questionnaire 

•A simple, generic 
questionnaire for routine 
measurement of impact of 
health library services 

• Scoping search 
• Analysis of fully compliant LQAF 

submissions 
• Baseline survey on current tool 

use 
• Draft questionnaire 
• Pilot 
• Revision and roll out 



Baseline results 

• 96% collect impact data 
• 83% locally developed questionnaire 
• 64% never used previous toolkit survey 
• 23% adapted previous toolkit survey 
• 15% never used the data they collected 
 

• = interest in collecting impact data 
• Duplication of effort 
• Rigour? 
• Inability to compare across libraries or build up 
evidence base 



Validity 

•Content and consistency 
• Outcomes from scoping review 

• Post it exercise – core outcomes repeatedly used in 
literature 

• Format from previous studies (looking for simplicity = 
4 questions) 

• Circulated to T&F and reference group (face validity) 

• Pilot on T&F and ref group libraries (10 services) – 
returned  

• Comparison/map to other tools (ongoing analysis) 



Input Activity Output 
Outcomes  

(short, medium, long) 

Library 
services 

Current awareness or alerts 
  
Literature search or evidence 
search 
  
Supply of an article, book or 
document 
  
Training or e-learning 
  
Access to electronic or print 
information 
  
Clinical or outreach librarian 
service 
  
Study space 
  
IT facilities 
  
Journal club 
  
Organisational/Service  
development/business planning 
Legal or ethical questions 
  
Commissioning or contracting 

Personal or professional 
development 
  
Direct patient care 
  
Publication 
  
Research 

  

Patient information, 
advising or educating 
patients and families 
  
Sharing information or 
advising colleagues 
  
Developing guidelines, 
guidance, pathways, 
policies 
  
Audit 
  
Impact on teaching or 
Presentations 

  

Individuals 
  

Contributed to personal or 
professional development 
  
More informed decision making 
  
Improved quality of patient care 
  
Facilitated collaborative working 

Service or Organisation 
  

Improved quality of patient care 
  
Reduced risk or improve safety 
  
Changed service development or 
delivery 
  
Saved money or contribute to financial 
effectiveness 

  



KfH Evidence of Impact 

•Questionnaire 

• Interviews (toolkit also provides schedule 
and guidance) 

•Case study template 

•#AMillionDecisions 

 



Finally 

• Librarians can usually demonstrate a contribution 
not a cause and effect 

• Impact can be difficult to capture but health and 
academic librarians are leading the way 

• Need more UK evidence (particularly about 
academic library impact) 

• Build up an evidence base from rigorous studies  
and routinely collected data 

 

 

• Impact is about the serious business of 
demonstrating the difference or change that 
libraries can make 
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