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Executive Summary
This report investigates how institutions are managing the provision of access to information resources for researchers who are not members of the institution. Data were collected both from those providing access to information resources and those using them. The research design comprised a web survey of institutional librarians, in-depth interviews with eight librarians and a web survey of researchers who use libraries at institutions other than their own.

The picture emerging from the investigations is largely positive. Researchers make use of resources beyond their own institution to a considerable extent, and in general do not encounter significant obstacles accessing print resources. However, access to e-resources remains much more restricted. Selected key findings from the surveys are as follows:
· Use of other libraries: Roughly half of respondents use other libraries on a monthly or more frequent basis, and most (69%) use 2-5 different libraries. Far more social sciences and arts & humanities researchers do so (55% monthly or more frequently) than science and engineering researchers (27%).

· Access Schemes: Almost all UK universities have bought into the SCONUL Access scheme, the exceptions being Oxford and Cambridge and a few specialist institutions. Local or regional schemes are tending to fall into disuse. An exception is the M25 Access and Borrowing Scheme, which extends to researchers and institutions falling outside the scope of the SCONUL scheme.  

· Nevertheless, more than half of respondents (56%) do not have a SCONUL access card, even though they are mostly from eligible institutions. This is particularly true of researchers in science and engineering and those from Russell Group institutions.

· Ease of access: Registration and access at visited institutions seems to be managed quite well and quite quickly, though researchers would still like to get rid of the need to register altogether and just have a ‘one card accesses all’ system. Fees are insignificant: over 80% do not pay anything.
· Scope of access: In general, over 50% of respondents get similar access to print materials as at their own institutions. Borrowing rights tend to be rather worse, although only a handful of researchers see this as a problem, since visits to other institutions are mostly to consult particular materials rather than borrow them.

· More than half of respondents find IT facilities to be about the same as at their own institution, except in relation to photocopying, printing and downloading.
· Librarians indicated that only a small number of institutions provide anything approaching full access to e-resources for visitors. Lack of access to e-resources is one of the main problems faced by visiting researchers. Oxford, Cambridge and London (Senate House) are the institutions that provide the fullest access to e-resources. 

· The ‘most amenable’ institutions are so rated on the grounds of service levels, friendly, competent staff; a user-friendly web site; good physical environment; good rights of access and borrowing; a high quality collection; and easy to use databases and catalogue. Clearly, researchers are particularly reliant on staff in institutions where they are unfamiliar with systems and layout. When encountered, unhelpful staff constitute a serious problem.

A number of possible areas for improving access and streamlining procedures are identified and recommendations for the improvement of existing arrangements rather than for any radical new initiatives, except in the realm of e-resources. Good information on websites about visitors’ rights and registration procedures is important so that researchers can plan visits in advance. An easier ‘one card’ registration would be valued. 

1. Introduction

This report examines how well institutions are managing the provision of access to information sources for researchers who are not members of the institution. The objectives of the project were to:

· Learn from institutions how they perceive the successes and challenges of managing access to resources for non-members;

· Ascertain how users perceive the operation of existing arrangements and what barriers continue to exist (including the non-participation of some institutions) or may be associated with the existing schemes;

· Gauge the impact of the identified limitations and barriers;

· Propose ways in which the limitations and barriers might be mitigated or eliminated.

Over the past few years, it has become considerably easier for research staff and postgraduate students in higher educational institutions (HEIs) to access to research library resources in institutions other than their own. Work by the Society of College, National and University Libraries (SCONUL) is especially significant in this regard, and their own reports note significant progress.
 Take-up has increased significantly since the Research Extra scheme was introduced and subsequently transformed into the ‘SCONUL Access’ scheme. The Higher Education Access to e-Resources in Visited Institutions (HAERVI) project report of September 2007 focused attention on dealing with the complications of access to e-resources. 
What has been missing, however, is evidence of how well institutions are managing the provision of access to information sources for researchers who are not members of the institution. This study looks at this issue from the perspectives of both institutions and users in order to highlight the successes and challenges of existing arrangements and to identify ways to mitigate any limitations or barriers.

1.1 Methodology
At the outset of the project in October 2008, desk research was undertaken in order to map out the formal access arrangements for UK academic staff and research postgraduates visiting university libraries which are not part of their home institution. The findings are summarised briefly in this report and the full ‘Map’ of co-operative arrangements is available as an appendix to this report.
Following this exercise, primary data were collected from both the suppliers of library services and the visiting users of those services to feed into this report. Firstly, in November 2008, a web survey of institutions was undertaken in collaboration with LISU (which was targeting a similar constituency as part of a separate RIN project). The survey was sent to academic libraries via SCONUL’s list of contacts and achieved 52 valid responses. LISU present a detailed review of the survey findings in a separate report. 
Outsell used these survey responses as a springboard to undertake eight in-depth telephone interviews with librarians in order to probe and supplement the web questionnaire responses and gather more detailed information on how different institutions are servicing requests from non-members. In phase two of the project, Outsell undertook a web-based survey in order to collate the views of the researcher community. The survey was promoted to target respondents via a range of channels: members of the expert panel appointed to steer the project; telephone interview participants; RIN contacts; learned societies; and research councils. It was in the field for five weeks and achieved more than 250 valid responses. The questionnaire used in the survey is included in the appendices.

Responses from the researchers were collated in a tabular model, and further segmented in three ways in order to understand better the various trends in responses:

· By type of institution: 20 larger research-intensive universities (Russell Group); 18 smaller research intensive universities (1994 Group) and non-research intensive universities (all other institutions);

· By subject discipline: Biological Sciences, Medicine, Physical/Chemical Sciences, Engineering, Social Sciences, and Arts & Humanities;

· By region: England, Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales. Unfortunately, with 96% of respondents based at English institutions, no meaningful sub-analysis of regional variations could be undertaken for this segmentation. 
In addition to internal Outsell quality assurance procedures, the Outsell team has been guided throughout by an Expert Panel appointed by RIN who have reviewed all project outputs and provided valuable feedback on the final report.

1.2 Sample

The institutional web survey achieved 52 valid responses from a range of higher education institutions. Eight supplementary telephone interviews were undertaken with the following institutions (a sub-set of the 52):

1. University of Cambridge

2. University of Edinburgh

3. University of Manchester

4. Queen’s University

5. University of Chichester

6. University of London

7. University of Sheffield

8. University of Nottingham.

Some 378 researchers in all commenced the online survey, but some delivered incomplete or invalid responses and so the base for each question varies. Most of the key questions achieved more than 250 responses. Base numbers are noted in the report wherever useful and are available in full in the raw data model which accompanies this report. Overall this is a reasonable response to the survey and provides a sound platform from which to identify clear areas of consensus and diversity and to discuss particular issues, although there are some problems of validity at the sub-segment analysis level due to small base sizes.
1.3 Sampling issues

A number of issues relating to the respondent sample and its recruitment must be borne in mind when using these data. Most importantly, the report is based on findings from a self-selecting sample and is, therefore, potentially open to bias in terms of the type of respondent. There were also  some imbalances in the distribution of respondents across regions, institutions and subjects. 
Furthermore, whilst it is not practical to promote the survey directly to all relevant UK researchers, the indirect approach adopted has inevitably also led to some sample skew towards institutions where the project was promoted most widely and enthusiastically. Many of the respondents are based in just five institutions (see Sample Analysis below). Mindful of this potential bias, we have checked the results for these five institutions against the findings for all other responding institutions, but find no undue difference between the two groups. We thus conclude that the concentration of results has not materially skewed the survey findings.

1.4 Researcher survey sample analysis

Classified by status, the largest group of respondents (44%) are doctoral researchers, followed by faculty/teaching staff (34%) and post-doctoral researchers (14%). The balance is made up of other postgraduates (7%) and undergraduates (1% – the survey automatically screened out undergraduates so this small group of respondents must also have been employed in some research capacity).
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Respondents are largely concentrated in just five English institutions. Although responses were achieved from 43 different UK institutions, these five universities account for 70% of responding researchers.

Table 1.

	Institution
	Response count

	School of Oriental and African Studies
	55

	University of Birmingham
	46

	University of Nottingham
	32

	De Montfort University
	29

	University of Exeter
	21

	Sub-total
	183

	Others
	77

	Total:
	260


[Base: Respondents to Q4 = 260] 

There is a good mix of responses across the different types of institutions, but with the research-intensive universities prevalent overall. The Russell Group universities account for 39% of responses and 1994 Group institutions account for 34%. Non-research-intensive universities account for the balance of responses (27%).

There is a reasonable spread of responses across subject disciplines, with the largest number of respondents coming from the arts and humanities. However, the sciences are less well represented and respondent base numbers in some of the individual science disciplines are too small to permit analysis at the sub-discipline level (i.e. physical/chemical sciences, biological sciences etc.). Where this is the case, it is indicated in the analysis and the overall results for ‘all science and engineering’ will be presented as an alternative view. 
Figure 2.
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2. Research Findings

2.1 Existing co-operative arrangements between institutions

Our initial mapping exercise looked at the access arrangements for UK academic staff and research postgraduates visiting university libraries that are not part of their home institution. The findings confirmed that the SCONUL Access scheme is almost universal with only Cambridge and Oxford universities, and some specialist institutions (e.g. Schools of Osteopathy, Royal Academy of Music), remaining outside the scheme.  Researchers may gain access to the Oxford and Cambridge libraries, but their rights of access may differ from those they would obtain at universities that have signed up to the SCONUL Access scheme.

There are also many local or regional reciprocal arrangements and whilst these do not appear to confer greater access rights than those accorded under the SCONUL scheme, they often allow access to researchers and staff who are ineligible to join SCONUL. One example is the M25 Access and Borrowing Scheme which is specifically for staff and researchers at selected institutions within the M25 that are ineligible to join the SCONUL Access Scheme and gives them access to an extensive list of London-based academic libraries.

2.2 Interviews with institutional librarians

2.2.1 Registration

Feedback from both Outsell’s telephone interviewees and the LISU-led web-based survey suggest that the vast majority of institutions will quickly process and admit walk-in research visitors. Exceptions identified include the University of Oxford, which has a formal applications process and requires written application, and the University of Cambridge which invites would-be visitors to complete an online application form or make a prior appointment (although some 50% of visitors that use the library simply turn up unannounced and are admitted). Other institutions will not necessarily admit visitors if helpdesks are closed or the admission personnel are at lunch.

Many arrangements are flexible. A visitor wishing to use the library once (or on a very occasional basis) for reference only would not necessarily need to register. Regular visitors and those wishing to borrow books would in most institutions be required to register formally and join the library.

Most libraries have a separate registration process for visitors who wish to access electronic resources (where this is permitted).

2.2.2 Formal access schemes 

Many of the partnership arrangements between higher education institutions are lapsing or being superseded as SCONUL Access is becoming the standard for access rights for university researchers.  Non-SCONUL partner arrangements remain important, however, for institutions and organisations that are outside the university sector, such as:

· Researchers in the NHS (many have close ties with university teaching hospitals, but may not be formally affiliated to the university);

· Research institutes (those funded by the research councils but formally independent from a university);

· Science parks, innovation clusters and other spin-off ventures.

2.2.3 Visiting trends
In general, the libraries responding to the survey are seeing an increase in visitor numbers, but there are some interesting individual variations. There are no direct reports that the increase in numbers is causing a problem in terms of additional workload or that it is resented. Some see it as a welcome development, as university members make less use of the physical resources (by accessing more material online from their offices). Some librarians see electronic access as the key issue: if it remains restrictive, external visitor numbers will tend to decline; if it becomes less restrictive, numbers will increase. Librarian perspectives on the current trends are illustrated in the quotes below.

 ‘SCONUL Research Extra and now SCONUL Access has facilitated researcher access to library collections. The next 5 years might see a single entry card and login details’.
 ‘We are looking at measures to streamline and standardise our access procedures - such as on-line registration and fee payment, in order to deal with the expected rise in applicants’.

 ‘As electronic access increases I believe the trend for external research access will continue to decrease’.

 ‘Reciprocal access schemes, and an open door policy to members of the public, have swelled visitor numbers, and consequently increased staff time’.

 ‘The workload and visitor numbers will only increase significantly in the future if we could provide much wider access to electronic resources’.

 ‘Numbers of visits [are] less due to electronic information [being] available [elsewhere] – but those who do visit require more support’.
2.2.4 Barriers to access 
The main barriers cited by interviewees relate to fees, restrictions on access to electronic resources, and IT infrastructure. 
 ‘We are a membership organisation and researchers don't always realise that and do not realise that they have to pay. They think we are free or funded by the public/NHS’.
: ‘We allow reference access to any current PhD/staff/faculty members from any university worldwide. All non University of London postgrad and undergrad students have to pay our daily access fee of £30 for reference use’.

Librarians reported that visiting researchers either leave on being told that they cannot access the journals and databases they require or simply do not show up in the first place on reading about the electronic access policy on a library’s website. Regardless of licensing arrangements, many institutions, particularly the smaller and newer institutions, do not have the IT infrastructure to allow visitors to access electronic resources.

However, it should be emphasised that some institutions would like to encourage more use by visitors. Many seem keen to reduce barriers, particularly by not charging for reference-only access. Some acknowledge that they are more open than in the past.

 ‘Because we are a specialised university demand on our services is low and so we would be very welcoming as we are keen to promote our libraries and their holdings to researchers’.

 ‘We are much more flexible in allowing access than in the past, but still have some restrictions with regard to all non members who turn up unannounced unless they are eligible for immediate admittance under other schemes’.

2.2.5 Level of access to print resources for visiting researchers

Once admitted, all visiting researchers (of whatever status) are permitted to access most materials for reference purposes. A handful of institutions ring-fence short loan materials, but most make all print material open to all. Reference access to special collections is generally open to visitors on the same terms that apply to members of the home institution – only Oxford Brookes and Kingston stated that they would access to special collections (“reference use of special collections would be by special application only”).
Borrowing rights are more likely to be restricted to SCONUL Band A scheme members, but some institutions have various associate membership categories (for which they charge a fee) which allow non-members to borrow. For example, Manchester University charges corporate users £88 for annual borrowing rights.
In general, librarians do not perceive that borrowing rights for visitors are a significant issue, either in terms of visitors resenting the restrictions placed on their entitlement to borrow, or in terms of concerns that visitors’ borrowing materialrestricted access to staff and students of the home institution. Librarians perceive no demand for extensions to the number of items that can be borrowed, the loan period or the type of material that can be borrowed.  From their perspective, borrowing does not generate the same ‘heat’ as denial of access to electronic resources.

2.2.6 Availability of IT infrastructure for walk-in access 

Regardless of licensing arrangements, many of the smaller and newer institutions in particular do not have the IT infrastructure to allow visitors to access electronic resources. Interviewees cite a variety of reasons for this situation:

· They do not want to take resources (e.g. workstations) away from home staff and students;

· It is not on the IT department’s priority list to set up necessary protocols and firewalls;

· They do not want to risk infringing licensing terms – no access to IT is a fail safe; 

· They have concerns that visitors would simply use the network access to surf the internet;

· There is an institution-wide policy to deny all non-university staff and students network access.

Where the infrastructure is in place (mainly in research-intensive institutions) there are separate procedures for visitor access – in other words, access is not automatically granted at the time of registration at the library. This allows staff to explain procedures, issue appropriate passwords and detail visitors’ rights and restrictions.

Some institutions have separate IT facilities for visitors, such as dedicated workstations. However, the extent of these facilities can vary greatly. For example, Cambridge University Library has 100 such terminals, whilst Manchester University has five. This system can be designed to ensure that visitors do not occupy workstations required by home staff or students. In some cases, visitor kiosks and PCs are placed near admission desks so that library staff can keep an eye on usage.

2.2.7 Level of access to licensed electronic information resources

Only a very small number of institutions provide anything remotely approaching full access to journals, databases and other e-resources for walk-in visitors (and no one reported allowing remote access for visitors). These are: 

· Oxford: ‘there are just a few resources to which we are not allowed to give access, but they constitute only 2% of the whole’.

· Cambridge: ‘we try and provide access to all library users as far as possible, but there are a relatively small number of licences that restrict access to university members, the American Chemical Society is particularly difficult for example’.

· London (Senate House): ‘because of the library’s national role, the situation is analogous to the British Library where electronic resources are open to all, either on the library intranet or at dedicated terminals’.
Most other institutions are more restrictive, and this is a cause of some frustration. Many want to widen access: some to all, some to specific groups like particular affiliates or to alumni. They are frustrated that negotiations with publishers to widen access (even for increased fees) are time consuming and not always fruitful.

 ‘We would like to arrive at a price mechanism with publishers. We were considering a pilot scheme where we could agree a price to increase access to some databases and journals to associate members – and pass on the cost to those members, who we know would be willing to pay for the service – but it proved just impossible to negotiate. Most publishers are just not interested’.

For some institutions there is also a related IT barrier to allowing access to e-resources. There are various developments to provide access to resources where licences permit, such as an initiative within the M25 group. Access will improve as these IT initiatives come on stream, but overall there are concerns that as libraries become increasingly digital they will offer a much poorer service to visiting researchers unless some shift can be made in publisher attitudes.

 ‘I would say that when we started our associate membership scheme it was wonderful, but today it is less satisfactory. We have many researchers working in the private sector or in the not-for-profit sector (such as medical charities like the Heart Foundation) who want to access databases which we cannot allow’.

2.3 Researcher web survey findings

2.3.1 Frequency of use of libraries at other institutions

The frequency with which researchers use libraries at institutions other than their own varies across the researcher community. Among our respondents, 22% report using an alternative library on a weekly basis, 27% on a monthly basis and 30% just two or three times a year. It is noticeable that more social sciences and arts and humanities researchers use other libraries regularly (55% do so either monthly or more frequently) whereas by comparison their science and engineering colleagues do not (27% use them either monthly or more frequently). Science researchers seem to vary in practice: around a quarter of our science respondents use other libraries on a weekly basis, whilst the highest proportion (35%) use them just two or three times a year. No significant differences in behaviour are discernible by type of university. 
Figure 3.
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2.3.2 Number of other libraries used

Most researchers (69%) use between two and five libraries at institutions other than their own. Around 26% report using just one alternative library whilst the very small balance of respondents use six libraries or more. These splits are broadly consistent across discipline sub-segments and types of institution.

Figure 4.
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2.3.3 Membership of access schemes

Our findings indicate that more than half of respondents (56%) do not belong to any kind of library access scheme. This figure is a little higher in Russell Group institutions (62%) and among science and engineering researchers (67%). Overall, 37% of respondents report belonging to the SCONUL Access scheme. Membership of the scheme is highest at the non-research intensive universities (56%) and, by contrast, is particularly low among researchers at Russell Group institutions (18%). SCONUL Access membership is also considerably higher amongst social sciences and arts and humanities researchers (43%) than it is among science and engineering researchers (19%). Only three respondents report belonging to the INSPIRE access scheme. No other existing schemes were mentioned. Those responding ‘other’ mostly cited the Athens electronic access authentication system, which is not a library access scheme in our sense.
Figure 5.
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Figure 6.
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2.3.4 Ease of access and registration

Over 70% of respondents report being able to enter a library and start productive work within 30 minutes of arriving at another institution’s library for the first time, and 42% were processed within 15 minutes. Only a very few respondents (7.7%) were forced to return to register on another day. Neither the type of institution, nor the researcher’s discipline appear to have any impact on the speed of processing new non-member library users.

In terms of documentation which researchers must show in order to gain access to an alternative institutional library, their home institution/library card is the most frequently requested (76% of respondents). Researchers are often also asked to additionally provide either a SCONUL Access Card (26%), proof of address (26%) or other introductory letter/document (22%).

Figure 7.
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2.3.5 Fees and charges

Over 80% of respondents report that they were not required to pay any kind of administration or other non-refundable fee to register. This figure includes the 37% of respondents who belong to the SCONUL Access scheme, which is free of charge. Only 13 respondents report paying any kind of charges, and so our analysis of this activity can be, at best, only indicative. Of the 13 (of 233) respondents who did pay a fee of some kind, four researchers paid less than £5 and the other nine paid more than £5. Most of these fees were in respect of once-only access or borrowing rights. Opinion among these respondents was divided down the middle on whether or not the charges made were ‘reasonable’ or not.
2.3.6 Rights of access to print materials

Respondents report that the rights accorded to them for access to the main print collections at other institutions are mostly about the same as at their home institution (72%). Around 17% rate them as better. The situation is broadly similar in relation to access granted to the reference print collections with 66% of respondents reporting this to be ‘about the same’ as at their home institution and 19% rating it as better, and only 14% as worse. 

However, respondents clearly find access to short-loan print collections a little more problematic with 33% reporting access to be worse than at their own library and 55% rating it about the same. This point is made most strongly by respondents from the 1994 Group universities of whom 51% rate access as worse.


Respondents report their access to special collections (including manuscripts, antiquarian material and maps) to be mostly ‘on a par with’ (55%) or ‘better than at’ (25%) their home institutions. 
However, respondents clearly find borrowing rights for the main print collections to be limited, with 57% overall reporting these to be worse than at their home institutions. This is particularly so for researchers from non-research intensive universities (67%) and for social sciences and arts and humanities researchers (65%).

Figure 8. 
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2.3.7 Availability of IT facilities

In terms of the general availability of PCs for library use, respondents find facilities available to them at other institutions’ libraries to be mostly on a par with their own (55%). Around a third (31%) have experienced these facilities to be worse than at their home institution. The availability of network connections to laptops (including wireless access) is rated similarly, with the majority of researchers (57%) finding facilities to be about the same as in their own library. 

A significant proportion of researchers (39%) have found the availability of PCs dedicated to non-members for accessing electronic resources to be worse than at their own institution. This appears to be less the case for researchers from the 1994 Group of universities of whom 64% have found these facilities at other institutions to be on a par with their own as opposed to 47% of the overall sample. 

Similarly, researchers report that access to additional facilities relating to IT such as printing and saving data to portable memory are, at best, about the same (48%) and often rather worse (42%) than those facilities available at their own institution.
Figure 9.
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2.3.8 Rights of access to electronic information resources

Researchers report a mixed picture of their level of on-screen access to electronic journals at other institutions. Overall 47% rate access rights as broadly similar to those at their own library, whereas 33% rate access as worse and 20% rate it as better. The key difference to these results at the sub-segment level is that a much higher proportion of respondents from the non-research intensive universities (49%) report that their rights of access to electronic journals at other universities are worse than at their own institution.

This situation is mirrored in relation to access rights to e-books, access to institutional repositories and the ability to download screen-based materials. Furthermore, in each case, a higher proportion of researchers from the non-research intensive institutions again feels access is worse at other institutions.

Printing rights for materials accessed on screen seems to be the most widely problematic area for researchers visiting another institution’s library. A significant proportion of total respondents rate access to this facility as worse than in their home institution (46%), with 40% rating it as about the same. There is consensus across the different types of institution on this point.

There was no meaningful variation to report in responses across different subject disciplines in relation to researchers’ access to IT facilities in other institutions.

Figure 10.
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A majority of respondents (68%) report that where they have rated access to any of these electronic materials as ‘worse’, this is in fact because they were denied access to electronic resources that they needed, i.e. the access was not merely worse, rather there was no access at all. 
The primary reason given by researchers for this denial of access (reported by 74% of respondents) is that the resources in question were only available to members of that institution, not to visitors. 
2.3.9 Level of services and support in other institutions

Most respondents reported that their experience of general help desk services (75%) and support from subject specialists (70%) in libraries where they are not members is very much on a par with similar services in their home institutions. Those wishing to use special collections are slightly more likely to find that support is better (27%) or about the same (65%) as at their own library. Again, in relation to support in accessing electronic information sources, the majority (65%) had similar experiences to those in their own library, but a slightly larger proportion of respondents (21%) found the support worse than at their own institution.

There was no meaningful variation in findings across different types of institution or across subject disciplines in relation to researchers’ access to general library support services in other institutions.

Where respondents offered an explanation as to why they rated any aspect of their experience of visiting another library as ‘worse’ than at their home institution (42 researchers did so), four main areas of difficulty emerge, namely:

· Denial of access to electronic materials;
· Denial of borrowing rights or restricted loan times and/or volumes;
· Unfriendly and unhelpful staff;
· Lack of access to automated systems, e.g. where access to library PCs or automated issue of loan items is controlled by university card.
 ‘I have to queue up and explain why I can't use the auto-issue machines every single time’. 

 ‘I can not get any borrowing rights or access to the internet, which makes it hard to use the resources provided’. 

 ‘Restricted loan period, but I think that’s fair enough’ 

 ‘Seen as a stranger and extra work for the staff’.

 ‘In neither of the institutions that I visit can I access electronic journals’
Respondents raised a range of other problems and obstacles which they have encountered when using libraries at institutions other than their own. The most frequently mentioned were problems stemming from a lack of familiarity with other institutions. Issues raised range from a lack of clear physical signposting in libraries to the lack of consistency in access rights granted by different universities. 

 ‘I would have assumed that as a member of faculty at another university I could have easy access to the library, even if not to borrowing. But this is not always the case’.

2.3.10 Most and least amenable institutions

Respondents were asked to name those institutions which have been most amenable in their experience of using libraries as non-members. Thirty-three different institutions were mentioned in all. Below we have listed those institutions which received multiple mentions. University of London institutions rate particularly well here, with Senate House topping the list in terms of number of mentions. Not surprisingly the main English deposit libraries (British Library, Oxford University and Cambridge University) also feature in the list.

Table 2.

	Institution
	Mentions

	Senate House (University of London)
	13

	British Library
	12

	University College London (University of London)
	9

	London School of Economics (University of London)
	7

	Oxford University/Bodleian Library
	7

	Birkbeck (University of London)
	4

	Birmingham City University
	3

	Cambridge University
	3

	Institute of Advanced Legal Studies (University of London)
	3

	Leicester University
	3

	Nottingham Trent University
	3

	School of Oriental and African studies (University of London)
	2

	Sussex University
	2

	Warwick University
	2


Some sixty-six researchers commented further on the reasons why they rate these particular institutions as most amenable to non-member visitors. Nearly 40% of respondents cite the friendliness, service level and competence of the library staff as the key factor. The other major reason is the user-friendliness of both the physical library environment and good online support allowing them to plan their visit in advance and, in some cases, request materials in advance. The third key factor for researchers is the rights of access offered by these institutions, particularly good borrowing rights. A number of other factors received multiple mentions, notably:

· The quality of the collection: whether this be access to particular texts or special collections or the breadth of the collection as a whole;

· The ease of use of the databases and/or the library catalogue;

· The geographic proximity of the library.

Researchers also listed those institutions which they consider to have been least amenable in terms of providing access to information resources and support for their research needs. Twenty-one institutions were named, of which six were mentioned more than once. Interestingly, all of the institutions that received multiple mentions also received multiple mentions (from other respondents) as most amenable institution, and in all except one case scored the same or more mentions as the most amenable institution. 
Asked to expand on their reasons for rating these institutions as the least amenable in their experience, 41 researchers responded, citing access restrictions to the materials as the main problem, for example:

· Denial of borrowing rights;

· Restrictions on ability to photocopy materials;

· Denial of access to electronic resources;

· Slow access to required materials.

Other reasons mentioned include slow and complex registration procedures, poor service/welcome from library staff, and lack of access to IT facilities. Researchers also mention limited opening hours, high photocopy costs and problems planning their trip (i.e. poor web sites) as factors influencing their rating.

2.3.11 Ways to improve existing arrangements

Among the ninety-three researchers who contributed ideas as to how to improve existing ‘walk-in’ access at other institutions’ libraries, the most popular suggestion was to simplify the access process, either by making their existing university or library card sufficient for entry or introducing a single UK Higher Education library card. At the very least researchers would prefer that the documentation required for non-member library entry could be consistent across UK universities. Members of the University of London were particularly critical of the need to apply for a separate library card for each University of London institution. 
 ‘There should be a single UK library card for all students and faculty at all UK institutions. It is senseless to require students to join a multitude of libraries; even though the procedures for joining each library may be simple and fast, they add up to a lot of time and effort’.

 ‘Create a single library card on which different libraries can enable an access right so we do not have to go through the same registration procedure several times’.

 ‘Allow access simply on the basis of staff card from other universities’.

Although many respondents seem to be satisfied users of the SCONUL card, many suggested that the requirement to renew it every year seems unnecessary. Once again, a few respondents felt that the SCONUL Access system (and which institutions it does and does not cover) needed to be better publicised both amongst libraries and researchers.

 ‘The SCONUL card is not recognized by all institutions and yet we were led to believe at induction at the Institute of Education that that was all we needed and everything would be easy’.

Some researchers also suggest that it would be helpful if institutional library web sites would make it simpler for potential visiting researchers to understand their access rights and to plan their visits in advance. The ability to join the library electronically before arriving would also be valued.

In terms of access to materials, the largest number of researchers are keen to see better access to electronic resources at other institutions. 
 ‘Equalize electronic journal and database access rights to all members - including those who have secondary access through another institution’.

Eduroam, an initiative establishing infrastructure to allow any eduroam-enabled user to get network access at any connected institution,
 was raised as a means to enable researchers working off-site at an alternative institution to at least be able to access the electronic journals available from their home institution.

 ‘The #1 priority is to get eduroam working well, so that one can always carry portable access to e-journals at one's own institution even if denied access to those held locally’.

Others would see the introduction of borrowing rights where none are currently given to visitors – even limited ones in terms of both time and volume – as an improvement.

A small number of researchers who are not affiliated to a particular institution suggested that a register of bona fide independent scholars is essential in order to grant them equal rights of access to appropriate collections. 
3. Recommendations

On the basis of the findings of the surveys of librarians and researchers, we set out the recommendations below. They are mostly for the extension or improvement of existing arrangements rather than for any radical new initiatives, except in the realm of e-resources. We are not in a position to suggest how or by what entity they might be funded, and we are also conscious that some recommendations cover ground which is already being addressed by RIN and/or other relevant bodies, especially JISC. 

3.1 Institutional level
9. Individual institutions should review elements of their websites to help prospective visitors prepare in advance. Clear information can save time both for researchers and for library staff in relation to registration requirements/procedures and rights of access accorded to visitors.

10. Individual institutions should review existing arrangements in relation to the treatment of visitors by staff, and the facilities (e.g. IT provision, downloading, printing and photocopying) and rights (borrowing, access to e-resources) accorded to visitors. A review of library signage and instruction panels may also be indicated.
11. Libraries should promote the SCONUL Access scheme more actively using all means at their disposal as a means of assisting the research community.
3.2 National level
12. The ‘walk-in’ provisions embodied in publishers’ licences should be subjected to a detailed review, followed where necessary by further negotiation with publishers. To the extent that sufficient provision may already exist in some instances, precisely what is permitted under current terms and conditions should be better communicated. This would require the involvement of JISC and possibly other bodies.
13. The SCONUL Access scheme should be more energetically promoted by all parties. It is noted that SCONUL is creating a website for researchers to register and apply centrally online (their details then being available to the institutions they wish to visit), which will make it easier for researchers to prepare for visits.

14. Libraries should be encouraged to streamline registration processes further and to agree more standardization of procedures and visitor rights. Movement towards a ‘one card does all’ situation would be welcomed by researchers. 
15. There would appear to be scope for the further extension of the SCONUL Access scheme – possibly through the introduction of a new ‘Band D’ – in order to enfranchise bona fide researchers who may not currently be eligible for Bands A to C. Consultation or collaboration with the M25 Access and Borrowing scheme may be useful.

Appendix: Map of cooperative arrangements for managing access to information sources for non-members

Introduction

This initial mapping exercise looks at the access arrangements for UK academic staff and research postgraduates visiting university libraries which are not part of their home institution.

SCONUL arrangements

Mapping SCONUL Access’s stated membership (as accessed at 1/8/2008) against the HERO list of UK HE institutions (www.hero.ac.uk) shows that there are very few UK university level institutions electing to remain outside the access scheme. The institutions that remain outside the system fall into these categories:

Oxbridge

· University of Cambridge

· University of Oxford

Schools of osteopathy

· British College of Osteopathic Medicine

· British School of Osteopathy

· European School of Osteopathy

Art institutions

· Guildhall School of Music & Drama

· Royal Academy of Music

Institutes with strong ties to (or part of) nearby universities

· Henley Management Centre – part of Reading

· Institute for System Level Integration – collaboration between four Scottish universities

· Centre for Jewish-Christian Relations – linked to Cambridge

· Manchester Business School – library part of University of Manchester

· Stranmillis University College – a college of Queen’s University, Belfast

· University Marine Biological Station, Millport – links to London and Glasgow universities

· University Campus Suffolk – joint venture of universities of Essex and East Anglia

US universities in the UK

· American InterContinental University London
· Richmond – The American International University in London

Note that researchers may gain access to Oxford and Cambridge libraries but they do not have the same rights that they would obtain at universities that have signed up to SCONUL Access. 

At Cambridge, there are no borrowing rights but “current staff and research students of other universities may use the library for reference purposes with proof of status”. Access is free for UK university staff, but those from non-UK universities pay a £10 administration charge for a six month period.

Oxford, similarly, has a reference-only policy. Staff members or research postgraduates of other university or academic institution, must complete ‘Form A’ – a SCONUL Access card will satisfy the requirements for establishing identity. The term of admission is at the discretion of Oxford University Library Services (OULS), but the presumption is that a membership will be granted. There is no charge for UK researchers. Access to pre-1801 print material and special collections is restricted, so researchers wanting to consult these resources must make this clear on application. “The great majority of electronic resources to which OULS subscribes are available without further formality from computers in the libraries or if you plug your laptop into a library datapoint.”

Other arrangements

There are many local or regional reciprocal arrangements, but the ones that we have examined (with one caveat) do not confer greater access rights to academics and postgraduate researchers than those accorded under SCONUL Access. That caveat is that some of these arrangements offer similar rights to staff from institutions that are ineligible to join the SCONUL scheme. 

For example, the M25 Access and Borrowing Scheme “enables staff and postgraduate research students from selected M25 institutions to obtain access to and borrow from the libraries of participating M25 institutions. This scheme is restricted to those M25 institutions that are ineligible to join the SCONUL Research Extra scheme.” [our italics] Similarly, researchers at Aston Science Park are entitled to membership of Aston University Library.

There are also some regional collaborations and consortia, which focus on developing collaborative approaches and sharing best practice, but do not tend to offer greater walk-in access for academics beyond that offered through SCONUL. 

For example, in the north west NoWAL is “developing collaborative and innovative approaches to the delivery of library and information services and processes.” and seeks to disseminate information, best practice and shared experience.”

The focus of this study is on the co-operative arrangements in university libraries to facilitate access for members of other institutions. Clearly reciprocal arrangements provide mutual benefit to the university research community. However, it is worth observing that most libraries allow access to researchers and others from institutions and organisations where there are no direct reciprocal arrangements. Most libraries will also provide access to researchers from UK research institutions that are outside the university sector, to research personnel from the corporate sector, to staff from non-UK universities and, in some cases, to members of the public. Researchers in these groups must sometimes pay a fee, and are generally accorded fewer rights (in terms of ease of registration, borrowing, access to special collections and electronic resources, etc.) than those with Band A SCONUL Access.

Access to electronic resources

Most institutions do not offer access to PCs and workstations (except for accessing electronic library catalogues) and, more pertinently, electronic resources. Most cite licensing contracts as a reason to prevent access to electronic resources. Some allow wireless access (via a researcher’s laptop) to the internet and 107 universities (in full or on a departmental basis) are participating (as of July 2009) in the JANET roaming service, which allows academic staff network access without the need to set up a guest account when visiting another institution

Some institutions allow visiting researchers some access to electronic resources and IT infrastructure. See, for example, the policy at Oxford University quoted above. Lancaster University’s policy is that: “Associate borrowers and visitors to the library may use some of the library's electronic databases, books and journals when they are in the library. This access is permitted for personal non-commercial use only. Walk-in users wishing to consult these electronic resources should ask at the Enquiry Desk. You will be able to use the Walk-in use only PC for a maximum of three hours. You may download articles, or the results of a database search, to a USB drive. At present printing is not possible. Licensing restrictions mean that we cannot offer associate borrowers and visitors off-campus access to our resources.” 

The barriers to greater access are not simply the licence agreements signed with publishers, but the need to find the time, will and resource to develop IT systems to make material that has less restrictive conditions on use more widely available. In London, the WAM25 project is piloting a service that would allow access to electronic resources by visitors that have walk-in entitlements. 

Some institutions are currently reviewing or changing their policy on access to electronic resources, and further data on this issue will be collected from the survey of university libraries.

Conclusion

Given the extent to which UK universities have bought into the SCONUL Access scheme, and the arrangements in place at Oxford and Cambridge – the two major groupings of libraries outside the scheme –the mapping exercise cannot go any further at this stage. To the extent that all universities (bar the institutions listed above) are members of the scheme, it could be argued that virtually all universities are “opening up their print resources to a wide range of other institutions”.

There are, however, many issues around the detail which are best addressed by the surveys scheduled to be carried out in the next stages of this project, firstly of institutions then of users, such as:

· the ease of access for visitors with SCONUL Access rights – administration and accreditation procedures, etc.

· the services available to those with Band A SCONUL Access – borrowing rights, access to special collections, access to digital and electronic resources

· whether any local or regional arrangements, provide greater rights (or easier access) than those accorded to an academic from any institution that is a SCONUL member

· rights accorded to researchers of postgraduate level and above in UK institutions that are ineligible for SCONUL membership.
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� For example, �HYPERLINK "http://www.sconul.ac.uk/groups/access/annrep07.pdf"�www.sconul.ac.uk/groups/access/annrep07.pdf� and �HYPERLINK "http://liber.library.uu.nl/publish/articles/000156/article.pdf"�http://liber.library.uu.nl/publish/articles/000156/article.pdf� 


� Thirteen respondents who are not users of other libraries (and have answered ‘never’ to this question) have clearly answered an earlier screening question incorrectly and their responses should be disregarded in this instance.


� See www.eduroam.org 
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