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1. Context and objectives of the study

1.1.Context
With the support of the DISTRD® of the French Ministry for Higher Education, Research and Innovation (MESRI), the
Association of Directors of University Libraries (ADBU) launched a study on indicators for European university libraries.

1.2.0bjectives

- Continue the long-standing commitment of the ADBU and the MESRI to evaluating the effectiveness of French university
libraries in an international, particularly European, framework.

« Rely on European partners for data collection (with SCONUL, LIBER, EBLIDA and IFLA).

« Propose a set of official indicators common to several European countries that are at once consistent, well-defined, up-
to-date and updatable, freely accessible and widely disseminable.

« Carry out the first comprehensive study of its kind (in terms of numbers of countries targeted).

« Position the situation of French university libraries in relation to other European countries.

- Contribute to reflections on advancing and implementing policies designed to improve the situation of French university
libraries.

2. The initial scope of the study

- Compare the French situation with European countries with established indicators at a national level: Spain, United
Kingdom, Germany, the Netherlands, Finland, Switzerland (with the possibility of extending this list to other countries if
data are readily available).

- Draw comparisons by consolidating data at the country level and, where available, at the institution level (e.g. France,
Spain, United Kingdom, Germany).

« Conduct the study over a period of 4 years (2013 to 2016) using a methodology allowing for annual data updates for
sustained reflections based on evolving situations.

- Define the indicators by building on previous reflections put forth by the ADBU on indicators common to several
international benchmarks and previous proposals issued by the MESRI (provided in the annexes under the study
specifications).

- Integrate data and produce indicators presented in a spreadsheet format, while at the same time proposing solutions
aimed at fluid integration and processing of data, and effective dissemination and exploitation of both data and indicators.

3. The final scope of the study

3.1. The 13 countries
This study is based on data collected from the following 13 countries:

Population 2016
Germany 82175 684
France 66 759 950
United Kingdom 65 382 556
Spain 46 440 099
Netherlands 16 979 120
Hungary 9 830 485
Austria 8 690 076
Switzerland 8327126
Denmark 5707 251
Finland 5487 308
Norway 5213 985
Ireland 4724720
Estonia 1315944
Total 327 036 320

(1) Department of scientific and technical information and the information network
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3.2. Notes on the collected data

« A detailed presentation of data sources by country is provided in Annex 3 of the report.

- Data from Sweden were collected (10 million) but have not yet been translated into English or French and, therefore, are
not included in this study.

- Several additional countries with large populations were contacted to participate in the study but did not respond: Italy
(60 million), Poland (38 million), Romania (20 million), Belgium (11 million).

« All data used in this study were accessed online with the exception of two countries which provided data directly:

- for France, data was provided by DISRTD, pending the overhaul of the ASIBU data access system,
- for the United Kingdom and Ireland, data was provided by SCONUL (Society of College, National and University
Libraries).

- Data for Canada (research libraries through the CARL Association and Quebec university libraries) were also collected
but not used, as priority was given to European countries.

- All data were collected in XLS file format, except for the Netherlands , for which data were extracted from annual reports
in pdf format.

« The collected data include institutional data, except for the Netherlands, Norway and Estonia, where data consolidation
was only possible at the country level.

- Data from institutions in each country were consolidated to calculate totals and averages of country level data; for some
data, however, only averages per institution were considered significant, which could not be applied at the national level
(e.g. opening hours, titles of digital journals and books).

- All data were collected over a four-year period (2013-2016), except for the Netherlands and Denmark whose data for 2016
were not available at the time of this study (the request for data from the Netherlands is currently being processed). Data
dating back before 2013 are available for most of the countries included in this study.

« The data collected are for all calendar years, except for two countries where data pertained to the academic year only.
For these cases, the second semester year was used to align the data with the calendar year (e.g. 2015-2016 => 2016).

- The United Kingdom and Ireland,
- France: student data (SISE) and teacher-researchers data (GESUP),

- Library and student data for France and Switzerland came from different sources; for these cases, an additional step of
data reconciliation was necessary to establish data consistency for those institutions present in both library and student
data sets (such as for France where only the institutions common to the ESGBU and the SISE file were considered).

- In several cases, we were unable to access data on the number of students enrolled in specific universities (Hungary,
Denmark, Estonia), which effectively prevented us from calculating indicators for these countries based on the number
of students. To do this would require continuing the study, bearing in mind that in this case, the difficulty will lie in
reconciling data for those institutions present in two different files (cf. above).

« Financial data for the United Kingdom, Switzerland, Norway and Hungary have been converted into euros (December
2017 exchange rates).
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4. Common data

4.1. Developing the common data set

Data collected from the different countries cover over 200 data components.

Of these 200 data components, approximately 30 data components were selected for meeting two essential criteria:
- they were identified as priorities by the study working group, and

- they are common to a significant number of countries (at least 4 or 5).

Indeed, only 4 of these data components were identified as being common to all countries:
- Library staffing expenditure,

- Total library material expenditure,

« Library staff (FTE),

« Loans of printed books (excluding extensions).

Library data were reported as a priority when:

« they allowed for the calculation of priority indicators, as identified below,

« they were based on a definition established by the International Standard 1S02789 (Information and Documentation —
International Library Statistics), which was consistently the case (see Annex 1), with the exception of data related to
consultation of electronic articles and books, in which case COUNTER definitions were given preference.

Data were considered as non-priority, or as data to be discarded, for several possible reasons:

- they did not have a priority indicator (e.g. interlibrary loan data),

- they did not exist in France,

- they were not common to a sufficient number of countries,

- their measurement was based on imprecise definitions or their consistency between countries could not be guaranteed.

Data relating to print collections have (unfortunately) been discarded due to difficulties involved in consolidating data
across countries for the following reasons:

« they could not be characterized by the same levels of consolidation, by types and subtypes of collections,

- did not consistently guarantee coverage of collection completeness (data on “all print collections” is not always available),
- could not be measured consistently across titles, physical units or linear meters.

4.2. Common data
NB: Additional non-priority data are included in the list below for exploratory purposes.

Context
+ DO. Country population

Potential library end users
« D1. Students enrolled in the Institution
« D2. Teacher-researchers and academic staff of the Institution

Library use
« D3. Loans of printed books (excluding extensions)
« D4. Physical visits
« D5. Virtual visits (i.e. to the library web site)
« D6. Consultation of electronic journals
« D7. Consultation of electronic books
« D8. User training
« D9. Hours dedicated to user training
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Resources - Library premises
« D10. Total surface area (m2) (non-priority, given the degree of variability of surface areas dependent on individual
library locations within their institutions)
« D11. Surface area for public use
« D12. Seats available for users
« D13. Group study areas (non-priority, provided by too few countries)
« D14. Number of computer work stations for users (non-priority, non-existent in France)
« D15. Main library opening hours per week (normal period) (average per institution)
« D16. Main library days open per year (average per institution)
Resources - Library staff
« D17. Library staff (FTE)
- D18. Staff training (days per year)

Resources - Library collections

« D19. Electronic journals and periodicals available (average per institution) (non-priority, data consistency not
guaranteed)

« D20. Electronic books available (average per institution) (non-priority, data consistency not guaranteed)
Resources - Library expenditure

« D21. Total institutional expenditure (non-priority, too few countries)

- D22. Total library expenditure (including staff salaries and wages)

- D23. Library staffing expenditure

« D24. Library material expenditure

« D25. Library electronic material expenditure

« D26. Library electronic journal expenditure

- D27. Library electronic book expenditure

- D28. Total library budget income

« D29. Library income from the institution or governing organization

« D30. Internal revenue, membership fees or other local sources (excluding grants) (non-priority)
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5. Common indicators

5.1. Constructing the corpus of common indicators
Indicators were identified as priorities if they met the following key criteria:

- Data required for their calculation are available for a significant number of countries (at least 4 or 5),

« They are included in the 1SO11620 international standard (Information and documentation - Library performance
indicators) (see Annex 2, which shows relationships between indicators in this study and the 1S011620 standard
performance indicators),

- They were identified as priorities by the working group comprised of representatives from libraries and the MESRI,
who met 3 times during this study (November, December and January).

5.2. Common indicators

These indicators are presented below in a consistent manner to the 1SO 11620 standard.
NB 1: Additional non-priority indicators are included for exploratory purposes.

NB 2: Data on opening hours are used as indicators.

5.2.1. Library target populations
« 10. Number of students (enrolled in the study institution) / Country population (%)

5.2.2. Resources and services: Library adequacy / availability

Physical space availability
« |1. Surface area for users / Number of students
« 12. Number of students / Number of individual study places
+ 122. Total surface area / Number of students (non-priority)
« 123. Number of computer work stations for users / Number of seats (non-priority)
« 124. Number of group study areas / Number of seats (%) (non-priority)
« D15. Main library opening hours per week (normal period) (average per institution)
« D16. Main library days open per year (average per institution)

Staff availability
« 13. Number of staff (FTE) / Number of thousands of students

5.2.3. Resources and services: Library use

Physical and virtual visits
* 14. Number of physical library visits / Number of students
« 15. Number of virtual library visits (to the library web site) / Number of students

Training for end users
« 16. Number of students participating in training / Number of students
« I7. Number of hours of training designated for users / Number of groups of 10 students

Loans and consultations
+ 18. Number of loans of printed books / Number of students
« 19. Number of electronic journal articles consulted / Number of students and teacher-researchers
+ 110. Number of electronic books consulted / Number of students and teacher-researchers

5.2.4. Resources and services: Library efficiency

Total expenditure
- I11. Total library expenditure (excluding salaries and wages) / Number of students
- 112. Total library expenditure (excluding salaries and wages) / Number of students and teacher-researchers
« 113. Total library expenditure (including salaries and wages) / Number of students
- 114. Total library expenditure (including salaries and wages) / Number of students and teacher-researchers
- 115. Total library expenditure / Total institutional expenditure (%) (non-priority)
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Staffing expenditure
« 116. Staffing expenditure / Number of students (non-priority)
- 116bis. Staffing expenditure / Number of students and teacher-researchers (non-priority)

Material expenditure
- 117. Material expenditure / Number of students and teacher-researchers
« 118. Material expenditure / Total library expenditure (including salaries and wages)
« 125. Material expenditure / Library staffing expendituree

5.2.5. Capacity for evolution and development

Collections
« 119. Electronic material expenditure / Material expenditure

Staff
« 120. Number of days of staff training / Number of staff (FTE)

Budget
« 121. Library budget income not provided by the institution or the supervising ministry (local authority subsidies or
the library’s own resources) / Total library expenditure (including salaries and wages)

6. Study limitations
Before attempting to place the situation of French university libraries in the context of other European countries, it is
critically important to consider certain limitations inherent in the study’s operational framework (deadlines and workload
constraints, use of immediately available data) which should be addressed in subsequent study updates.

6.1. The study countries

The 13 study countries vary in population size and are primarily part of the European Union and in the eurozone, but also
include those outside the European Union (Switzerland, Norway), or those that belong to the European Union but are not
in the eurozone (Hungary, Denmark, United Kingdom), with the inclusion of the United Kingdom despite the fact that steps
have been taken to leave the European Union.

These 13 countries combined represent a significant total population (327 million inhabitants including more than 9 million
students as potential library end users), which is therefore highly representative of the overall European situation (with
the European population currently estimated at nearly 520 million).

Ideally, we hoped to include data from Sweden (currently availahle, but not yet translated) and to retrieve data (when
available) from a number of additional countries characterized by larger populations: Italy, Poland, Romania, Belgium,
Greece, the Czech Republic and Portugal.

To evaluate the French situation, data from Italy and Belgium would undoubtedly have been useful given their geographical
proximity and, importantly, the similar nature of their academic systems.

The study was thus adjusted to evaluate the situation in France (66 million inhahitants, over 110 institutions) by focusing
on comparisons with Germany (82 million inhabitants, 244 institutions), the United Kingdom (66 million inhabitants, 168
institutions) and Spain (46 million inhabitants, 75 institutions).

The overall aim of the study was not to establish ranking between countries (for example, the “top 5”) or to create “country
groupings” in terms of levels of operational performance, such as for the Scandinavian countries (Sweden, Norway, Finland,
Denmark), the former Eastern European countries or the former Baltic States, etc. That said, the raw data sources
themselves are occasionally grouped by country (e.g. Germany + Austria, United Kingdom + Ireland).

6.2. Types of university libraries
The libraries included in this study were selected primarily for their academic character, meaning that they are attached
to higher education institutions. Variations in their characteristics or types reflect differences between countries in terms
of how higher education systems are structured. This degree of variability is best illustrated in the data sources themselves:
- Data on university libraries in France were collected from the general statistical survey of university libraries
(ESGBU) issued by the Ministry of Education (e.g. College de France, Académie de Médicine, INH, CNAM, French
Schools Overseas, etc.). They do not include the libraries attached to Grandes Ecoles or research organizations, or
more broadly, the libraries whose institutions are not included in the Student Monitoring Information System (SISE).
- Data for France include inter-university libraries (BIUS) (e.g. BULAC, Sainte-Genevieve, Cujas, Sainte-Barbe, BNU
Strasbourg, BIU Sorbonne, BDIC, BIU Santé..) as these are widely used by students enrolled in institutions that are
included in the SISE index.
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- Data for Germany relate to academic universal and university libraries (“Wissenschaftliche Universal und
Hochschulbibliotheken”) but exclude specialized scientific libraries (“Wissenschaftliche Spezialbibliotheken”)

- Data for the Netherlands relate to university libraries but do not include universities dedicated to applied sciences.

« Data for Denmark relate exclusively to research libraries.

« Data for Finland do not include the National Library.

- Data for Norway relate to a consolidated national registry which includes all academic and special libraries, including
the National Library.

- Hungary provided data from the Hungarian Academy of Sciences system libraries, health-service or medical
libraries, specialized national libraries, and tertiary libraries, which, it should be noted, precise definitions of each
of these typologies are unclear.

- Data for Estonia relate to a consolidated national registry covering specialized and scientific libraries and includes
the National Library.

It can therefore be seen that in the absence of in-depth knowledge about how each country organizes their systems of
higher education (and their libraries), perfect consistency in terms of mission and end users cannot be guaranteed. Notably
for the fact that a type of library present in one country simply may not exist in another.

6.3. Data coverage
The fundamental basis for this study was selecting indicators for which data were both available and widely shared across
the different countries.
This corpus of indicators built on common data obviously cannot guarantee accurate identification or measurement of all
key issues facing academic libraries in 2018.
For example, as we have just shown, consolidating and comparing data pertaining to print collections across countries
presents clear challenges. An interesting alternative might have been instead to measure how print collections evolve
compared to digital collections.
Similarly, certain particularly key data (at least for France) are only available in France (and very few other countries): data
pertaining to the development of open archive collections, staff working time by type of activity, the share of students
employed as library staff, total institutional material expenditure (versus library expenditure included in the surveys).
Lastly, among all the indicators identified in this study, none are readily available to measure two of the core issues
underlying transformational changes currently taking place in libraries, which effectively define the two complementary
purposes of academic libraries:

- Library contributions to student success, and

- Library contributions to research performance.

6.4. Data consistency and comparability

Although common data elements in this study are largely based on systems of international standards such as the
International Library Statistics (1IS02789) and the Performance Indicators for Libraries (1IS011620), or common codes of
practice such as Counting Online Usage of NeTworked Electronic Resources (COUNTER), it is clearly impossible to ensure
that all data are based on these standard definitions and that within-country (and cross-country) comparisons of measures
are completely consistent.

This is particularly the case for:

- data pertaining to consultation and library use (physical visits, website visits, consultation of electronic journal
articles or electronic books),

- different methods for measuring surface areas (floor area in France),

- the scope of library expenditure, which more or less includes investment expenditure and overall operating
expenses per institution (in the case of local premises and operating materials),

- measuring library opening hours (for example, the notion of “main library” defined by the 1S02789 standard does
not exist in France).

To address variations in comparability, we have assigned values (colors) to each of the study indicators throughout this
study as:

« high comparability [ |
- moderate comparability [ |
« low to no comparability [ |
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A specific case of questionable consistency between countries relates to financial data (library expenditure and revenues).
Ensuring consistency across all data sets would have required altering the analyses to account for both costs of labor (as
the major library expenditure category) and costs of collections (print and digital), which effectively would be dependent
on the publishing situation of each country.

6.5. Data quality
Naturally, we used each country’s data as they were presented and made no adjustments, despite several cases where we
detected (rightly or wrongly) questionable or seemingly erroneous values, as for example:

- sudden variations from one year to the next, or

- data values for certain institutions that appeared abnormally high compared to national averages.
For some countries, only a limited amount of data was made available by the institutions. This was the case, for example,
in France where data for institutional budgets were not always provided for every library institution included in the study.

1. Benchmarking
We should recall that the objective of this study is:

- First, to provide a clear picture of the “average” European situation (expressed in terms of values for 2016 and
trends observed over the 2013-2016 period),

« Next, to provide a clear picture of the relative situation in France based on these same values for 2016 and trends
for the period 2013-2016, with a view to formulating, if possible, avenues for reflection or potential actions at the
national level, and

- Finally, to evaluate the “comparability” of data from the different countries.

This study is not intended to be used to rank all countries, nor is its purpose to underline “good” or “bad” points.

The general approach, with a few exceptions, will be to highlight the situation in France by favoring comparisons with
Germany, the United Kingdom and Spain.

To the degree that this is possible with the data made available to us, this study will then attempt to answer the following
question: how have European countries, specifically France, fared in terms of performance over the last four years in light
of several challenging, sometimes adverse, contextual circumstances:

« An increasing student population,

- Tension surrounding State budgets, and cascading cuts affecting budgets normally allocated for higher education
and libraries,

- Digital transformation, which is revolutionizing both library services, notably by dematerializing library collections
(with associated increases in expenditure), and use by students as end users, most of whom are digital natives,

- Educational transformation, which potentially involves libraries offering new services to users (e.g. group study
areas).

NB: What we refer to below as the “European average” corresponds to averages among indicators for the different countries,
and not to one average consolidating all data from all countries considered as one. “European averages” as presented in
the following sections therefore do not take into account the relative contribution specific to each country (for example, in
terms of numbers of students). For this reason, we advise considering any reference to “European average” with a degree
of caution.
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1.1. Students as libraries’ target audiences

7.1.1. A European population increasing slightly, as in France
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Values for 2016

Four countries have populations ranging from 46 to 82 million: Spain (46 million), United Kingdom (65 million),
France (66 million), Germany (82 million). Populations for the other countries included in the survey range
between 1.3 and 10 million inhabitants. The Netherlands falls mid-range with a population of 16 million.

Trends for 2013-2016

The total population of the European countries included in the study experienced a slight increase (+1.6 % for
2013-2016), while France’s increase was only slightly higher (+1.8 %). Among the 4 largest countries, only Spain
showed a slight decrease in population.

9eREY AR,



PREVIOUS NEXT BACK TO
|3 | STUDY OF EUROPEAN INDICATORS @ COAPTER @ CHAPTER @ CoNTENrs

THE SITUATION OF FRENCH UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES COMPARED WITH OTHER EUROPEAN COUNTRIES

7.1.2. A growing student population, particularly in Francee
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Notes on the data

It should be noted that data for student populations in France only include those institutions present in both the
ESGBU (library data) and the SISE (student data) indexes. There are, for example, more than 1.7 million students in
France who are not listed in the ESGBU because they are enrolled in business, engineering or vocational schools
(agriculture, nursing, etc.). According to the MESRI, the estimated total of all French students is (at the time of this
study) 2.5 million.

Data on student populations were not available for 3 countries (Denmark, Hungary and Estonia), which prevented
us from determining a real total and a European average for all the study countries. For all other countries, the total
is just over 9 million students, with students representing 2.9% of the total population.

Values for 2016

The 4 largest countries have between 1.5 and 2.5 million students: Spain (1.7 million), France (1.7 million), United
Kingdom (1.9 million), Germany (2.4 million). Student populations for the remaining countries range from 140,000
and 333,000.

Trends for 2013-2016
The proportion of students who make up the European population is, on average, increasing (+ 2.5%), particularly
in France (+ 6.9% of students in the total population and an 8.8% increase in students enrolled in the institutions
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included in the study, which translates to nearly 135,000 additional students between 2013 and 2016). A
population increase was equally recorded for Germany (+5.5% with +7.8% of the student population), while the
population of the United Kingdom decreased slightly (-1.5%, despite a 1.1% increase in the number of students), as
was the case for Spain (both the total population and student population decreased). The impact of student
population growth is , therefore, significantly higher in France.

7.1.3. Changing numbers of academic staff makes comparisons uneasy

Among the 4 countries in the first group, France stands out for having significantly lower numbers of academic staff.
This can in part be explained by the fact that figures provided for this study correspond exclusively to the university
lecturer management application (GESUP), which lists permanent tenured personnel as associate professors or
university professors while excluding non-permanent teaching staff and high school teachers seconding to higher
education. The number of academic personnel is therefore underestimated for France.

Data from Norway and Finland contain non-academic staff (resulting in a slight overestimation of their workforce).
The trend observed in France of a very slight decline of academic staff (0.3%) - contrary to the same population in
the United Kingdom, Germany and Spain which increased substantially (+9% in Germany and +5% in the United
Kingdom) - can therefore only be attributed to excessive pressure on full professors in the French higher education
system.

1.2. Physical libraries

7.2.1. France has increased the number of areas designated for users, which has allowed it to catch up with
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Notes on the data

Concerning physical library space, we purposefully used the term “surface area for users” in place of “total surface
area” which could cover areas for functions shared with the library’s operations (e.g. administrative support offices,
IT premises) or external spaces (designated for storage and utilities).

That said, data on surface area designated for users were only available for 5 countries (France, Switzerland, Germany,
Austria and Finland) and is notably absent for the United Kingdom and Spain.

Values for 2016

France is just below the European average: 0.45 m? / student vs. 0.46 m? / student. The national total for France of
course masks differences between academic fields and does not differentiate regional sources, for example, between
Paris, Ile-de-France and the provinces.

Trends for 2013-2016

It was difficult to get a clear reading on European trends based on data for only 5 countries, but we were able to

note the following:

« A very slight increase in Germany (-0,4%),

- A clear improvement in the French situation (+5,6%), largely made possible by the wave of constructions, but
which slowed down between 2015 and 2016 when the greatest increase in students occurred (despite the overall
increase in the physical libraries’ surface area).

This situation should therefore be expected to decline, particularly in France, as the number of students steadily

increases.

Points for reflection

In the absence of new construction projects, the challenge is in finding design solutions aimed at increasing surface
area dedicated to end users within the library’s total surface area. Converting existing spaces (offices or storage)
into areas suitable for user access is often difficult. The other option is to find physical spaces outside of the library
itself for documentation services as part of an effort to bring library use closer to teaching and learning activities.
NB: In 2016, 57% of physical library space in France was designated for end users (48% in Germany, 40% in
Switzerland).

Naturally, the availability of surface area offered to library users needs to be considered in relation to library opening
hours..
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7.2.2. The provision of seating places has increased in the 4 largest countries, which has enabled France,
whose offer is above the European average, to be in keeping with(through 2015) the increase in students

(12. Number of students / Number of seating places) H
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Notes on the data

The provision of seating places needs to be assessed in connection with libraries’ opening hours (see below). An
indicator on “available seating places” would therefore have made more sense. As the situation currently stands,
data pertaining to libraries’ opening hours are generally only available for those countries whose data specify “main
library”, which is a concept that does not exist in France and is not taken into account in the ESGBU survey.

Values for 2016

In terms of seating places, France is above the European average (in the positive sense): 10.1 students / seating
places vs 13.5 students / seating places.

NB: For the full spectrum of higher education institutions comprised of 2.5 million students, the MESRI reported 12
students per seating place.

The situation in France is virtually at the same level as the United Kingdom (9.7 students per seating place) and is
markedly more favorable than in Germany (19 students per seating place).

Trends for 2013-2016

While European trends have largely remained stable, the French situation showed slight improvement between
2013 and 2016 (-3.1%) even if a decline took place between 2015 and 2016 (+1.9%) when growth in student
enrollment was the greatest (despite the increase in seating places).

The situation in terms of user areas should therefore continue to decline as the number of students steadily
increases, and therefore especially in France.
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Points for reflection

Again, barring the possibility of new construction, the challenge is in identifying viable design solutions to increase
the number of seating places in the same space libraries designate for users. One possible option, for example,
would be to reexamine how existing spaces are used for free access to collections and to maximize use of space by
taking a “less is more” approach in terms of what materials are presented, particularly in light of a general decline
in the number of users who borrow printed books and journals (see below).

Another option would be to seek out off-site locations or explore the possibility of using external areas pertaining
to the library for providing access to materials as part of the overarching goal of bringing the use of library resources
and services closer to teaching and learning activities.

.3. The provision of group study areas has increased significantly in France

(124. Number of group study areas / Number of seats (%)) B
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Values for 2016

This was not considered as a priority indicator since only 3 of the study countries track the use and availability of
collaborative work spaces (Spain, France and Finland). What did emerge was that for both France and Spain, the
percentage of available group study areas is roughly 10%.

Trends for 2013-2016

This indicator increased significantly in France, by just over 31%.

The need for more group study areas should be expected to increase at an even greater rate as a number of
universities are currently changing their educational approach and curricula to favor project-based learning, which
by design involves students working in collaborative groups. The situation in Finland where values for this indicator
are comparatively high at some 20% may therefore serve as a model.
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Points for reflection

These new needs linked to transformational changes in higher educational approaches will require adaptive design
solutions that will prompt libraries to evaluate the flexibility of existing space that could be converted for group use,
especially areas located off-site.

7.2.4. The provision of computer work stations for users has remained stable across Europe
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Values for 2016

This indicator was not considered as a priority, simply because the data do not exist in France. It is interesting to
note, however, that data related to areas designated for computer equipment are relatively homogenous between
countries, ranging between 10% and 13% of computer work places, with the exception of Denmark (18%) and the
United Kingdom, where it is substantially higher (31%).

Trends for 2013-2016

It is worth noting that only a slight overall drop occurred for this indicator (-4.1%), which even increased in the
United Kingdom, whereas we might have expected a sharp drop due to the increase in the level of equipment in
personal computers and devices among students.

Points for reflection

In view of strong price pressure associated with developing libraries” work areas (for both individual and group use),
the solution in France will clearly not involve allocating additional resources for more seating places with stationary
computer work stations. There are, however, other solutions that many libraries have turned to that involve
developing laptop lending programs.
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7.2.5. Library opening hours are difficult to compare, but as things stand currently, the situation in France
is inferior to that of Europe

(D15. Main library opening hours per week (normal period) (average) H

110,0
ﬂ e
90.0 @ / @ = France (library averages
’ @, excl. ad libraries)
@ = France (library averages
f_— > 100 places)
@ / @ mmm united Kingdom (academic years)
@ = Ireland (academic years)
@ mmm Switzerland (normal week)
70,0 e e @ = Germany (general case)
e ==
(au) 1 ) S @ mmm Austria (general case)
@ m Finland (main library)
@ mmm Denmark (main library)
D 7—— @ mmm Spain (including extended
D hours)
50,0 O e —— ——— @ m== Hungary
@ Netherlands (central library)
@ Norway
@ o Estonia
e ——T
@ e E—
30,0
2013 2014 2015 2016

ey A,



PREVIOUS NEXT BACK TO
70 | STUDY OF EUROPEAN INDICATORS @ COAPTER @ CHAPTER @ CoNTENrs

THE SITUATION OF FRENCH UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES COMPARED WITH OTHER EUROPEAN COUNTRIES

(D16. Main library days open per year (average)) B
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Notes on the data

These data, while strategic, are rather difficult to compare from one country to another:

» The concept of “main library” does not exist in France and is not considered in the ESGBU; for this reason, we began
by calculating the average of integrated libraries (excluding associated libraries) and then, we calculated the average
for 