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A1.1
Respondents

The JISC & SCONUL LMS Study survey (November 2007) was completed online by exactly 100 HEIs, representing over half the total of UK HE institutions.
Table 1
HE Institution Groupings of Survey Respondents
	HE Institution Groupings
	
	
	

	Other former Polytechnics
	7
	
	

	Guild HE of recent universities
	10
	
	

	1994 Group of research-led institutions
	13
	
	

	Other pre-1992 university
	14
	
	

	University Alliance
	15
	
	

	Russell Group
	15
	
	

	Million+ (CMU) group (former polytechnics)
	22
	
	

	Unclassified
	4
	
	

	Total
	100
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A1.2
Vendors & Systems

Table 2
LMS Vendor UK HE Market Share

Note - This is the only set of data collected outside the 100 survey responses, drawing on the whole UK HE sector.

	LMS Vendor UK HE Market Share
	
	

	Sector wide data collected outside survey
	
	

	LMS Vendor
	UK HE Clients
	% UK HE

	Axiel
	1
	0.50%

	ExLibris (inc Endeavor)
	43
	23.40%

	Infor (ex- Geac)
	3
	1.60%

	Innovative Interface
	33
	17.90%

	ISOxford
	6
	3.30%

	OCLC Pica (ex- FDI)
	3
	1.60%

	Payne Automation
	1
	0.50%

	SirsiDynix
	42
	22.80%

	Softlink
	1
	0.50%

	Talis
	42
	22.80%

	VTLS
	1
	0.50%

	Unknown
	8
	4.30%

	Total  
	184
	100.00%

	
	
	

	Main players (ExLibris, Innovative, SirsiDynix, Talis )
	160
	87.00%
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Table 3
Take up of LMS Add-on Modules 

This sections comprises 6 tables covering ERM, e-Journal Management, e-Journal / e-Book & OPAC integration, OpenURL Resolvers, Metasearch, Vertical Search
	Q5
	ERM systems
	
	
	
	

	
	ExLibris – Verde
	9
	
	
	

	
	Endeavor – Meridian
	1
	
	
	

	
	Innovative – ERM
	13
	
	
	

	
	In House
	23
	
	
	

	
	Other
	7
	
	
	

	
	None
	44
	
	
	

	
	Total
	97
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	Q6
	e-Journal management
	
	
	
	

	
	Innovative – CASE
	0
	
	
	

	
	SerialsSolutions - AMS
	25
	
	
	

	
	TD-Net - Journal Manager
	4
	
	
	

	
	EBSCO - EBSCOHost
	32
	
	
	

	
	OVID - journals@ovid
	12
	
	
	

	
	SwetsWise Titlebank
	4
	
	
	

	
	SwetsWise Online
	26
	
	
	

	
	Other - Ex-Libris SFX
	11
	
	
	

	
	Other
	13
	
	
	

	
	None
	12
	
	
	

	
	Total (Multiple per HEI)
	139
	
	
	

	[image: image4.png]e-dournal Menagement

[Binovative - CASE

| SerissSolutons - aMS

0 TD-tet - dournal
Manager

nEBsco - Eascorost

mOVD - journats@ovid

o Swetswie Triebark






	
	
	
	
	


	Q7
	E-Journal / E-Book / OPAC integration
	
	
	

	
	Part of LMS / ERM
	36
	
	
	
	

	
	SerialsSolutions - 360MARC
	14
	
	
	
	

	
	TD-Net - Holdings Manager
	2
	
	
	
	

	
	Other - Ex-Libris SFX
	15
	
	
	
	

	
	Other
	19
	
	
	
	

	
	None
	26
	
	
	
	

	
	Total (multiple per HEI)
	112
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	Q8
	Open URL Resolvers
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Part of LMS / ERM
	9
	
	
	
	

	
	Ex-Libris - SFX
	41
	
	
	
	

	
	TD-Net - TOUResolver
	3
	
	
	
	

	
	SerialsSolutions - 360Link
	14
	
	
	
	

	
	EBSCO - LinkSource
	6
	
	
	
	

	
	OCLC - WorldCat Link Mgr
	2
	
	
	
	

	
	OVID - Linksolver
	3
	
	
	
	

	
	SwetsWise Linker
	1
	
	
	
	

	
	Innovative WebBridge
	10
	
	
	
	

	
	Other
	4
	
	
	
	

	
	None
	15
	
	
	
	

	
	Total (Multiple per HEI)
	108
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	Q9
	Metasearch
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Part of LMS OPAC
	22
	
	
	
	

	
	LMS Vendor Add-on
	1
	
	
	
	

	
	Ex-Libris Metalib
	33
	
	
	
	

	
	Innovative - Millennium Access
	8
	
	
	
	

	
	SerialsSolutions - 360Search
	8
	
	
	
	

	
	SirsiDynix - SingleSearch
	2
	
	
	
	

	
	WebFeat
	9
	
	
	
	

	
	Ovid - SearchSolver
	1
	
	
	
	

	
	Google Scholar
	27
	
	
	
	

	
	In House
	8
	
	
	
	

	
	None - not offered
	 
	
	
	
	

	
	Total (Multiple per HEI)
	119
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	Q10
	Vertical Search
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Ex-Libris - Primo
	3
	
	
	
	

	
	Innovative - Encore
	4
	
	
	
	

	
	Review / Trial stage
	9
	
	
	
	

	
	Other
	3
	
	
	
	

	
	None
	73
	
	
	
	

	
	Total
	92
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A1.3
Procurement Patterns

Table 4
System Procurement History & Plans
	Q14
	Procurement Years Grouped
	
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	LMS
	ERM
	Open URL
	Metasearch
	Vertical
	Total

	
	<=1997
	39
	0
	0
	0
	0
	39

	
	1998-2007
	49
	26
	63
	55
	7
	200

	
	2008-12 Plans
	21
	16
	15
	15
	11
	78

	
	Not sure
	11
	4
	3
	5
	8
	31

	
	No plans
	51
	29
	44
	45
	18
	187
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Table 5
System Procurement History & Plans by Year
	Q14
	Last / Next Procurement Year
	
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	LMS
	ERM
	Open URL
	Metasearch
	Vertical
	Total

	
	1998
	12
	0
	0
	0
	0
	12

	
	1999
	10
	0
	0
	0
	0
	10

	
	2000
	4
	0
	1
	0
	0
	5

	
	2001
	1
	0
	2
	2
	0
	5

	
	2002
	5
	0
	6
	6
	0
	17

	
	2003
	5
	5
	8
	7
	1
	26

	
	2004
	7
	2
	10
	9
	1
	29

	
	2005
	3
	8
	16
	11
	0
	38

	
	2006
	2
	2
	11
	8
	0
	23

	
	2007
	0
	9
	9
	12
	5
	35

	
	2008
	7
	10
	10
	10
	8
	45

	
	2009
	7
	3
	1
	1
	3
	15

	
	2010
	3
	3
	2
	3
	0
	11

	
	2011
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	
	2012
	3
	0
	2
	1
	0
	6

	
	Annual Ave over life
	4.7
	4.2
	6.0
	5.8
	1.8
	18.5
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A1.4
Opinion of LMS

Table 6
LMS Advantages & Disadvantages for users

Note - like all questions in the survey, this was answered by the designated staff respondent in each HEI

	Q17/18
	Advantages & Disadvantages – 

Users
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	ADVANTAGES
	
	
	
	

	Q17
	Finding specifics
	70
	
	
	

	
	Availability Info
	84
	
	
	

	
	Relevance
	59
	
	
	

	
	Related Materials
	66
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	DISADVANTAGES 
	 
	
	
	

	Q18
	Low visibility
	-67
	
	
	

	
	Catalogue only
	-67
	
	
	

	
	Hard to use
	-53
	
	
	

	
	Clunky
	-64
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Table 7
LMS Advantages & Disadvantages for Library Staff

Note - like all questions in the survey, this was answered by the designated staff respondent in each HEI

	Q21/22
	Advantages & Disadvantages 

For Library Staff
	
	
	

	
	Advantages
	
	
	
	

	Q21
	Reliable 
	84
	
	
	

	
	Efficient processes
	66
	
	
	

	
	Functional
	61
	
	
	

	
	Easy to use
	42
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Disadvantages
	
	
	
	

	Q22
	Corporate integration
	-70
	
	
	

	
	New staff demands
	-46
	
	
	

	
	New student demands
	-58
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Table 8
Library Satisfaction with current LMS

Note - like all questions in the survey, this was answered by the designated staff respondent in each HEI

	Q23&
	Satisfaction with current LMS
	
	
	
	

	Q26a
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Very 
	Quite
	Possibly 
	Not
	 Total

	
	Satisfied with current LMS?
	13
	49
	27
	5
	94

	
	Satisfied with the vendor?
	12
	43
	29
	10
	94

	
	Satisfied with the support?
	12
	39
	35
	8
	94

	
	Likely to purchase again?
	15
	19
	50
	9
	93

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Average % Satisfaction
	14%
	40%
	37%
	9%
	100%
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A1.5
Expenditure

Table 9
Overall Spend

	Q11
	Overall Spend - 3 Years
	
	
	
	
	

	
	See also Q12 / 13 – detail of Technology Spend
	
	
	

	
	 
	<

50k
	51-100k
	101-250k
	251-500k
	>

500k
	Total

	
	Materials 2006-7
	9
	4
	10
	9
	57
	89

	
	Materials 2007-8
	8
	5
	9
	9
	58
	89

	
	Materials 2012-13
	4
	4
	7
	4
	59
	78

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Technology 2006-7
	29
	36
	21
	2
	1
	89

	
	Technology 2007-8
	27
	37
	22
	2
	1
	89

	
	Technology 2012-13
	11
	30
	32
	2
	1
	76

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	Staff 2006-7
	9
	22
	15
	16
	23
	85

	
	Staff 2007-8
	8
	22
	16
	14
	25
	85

	
	Staff 2012-13
	3
	19
	14
	13
	26
	75

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q11
	Overall spend - 2006-7
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	<

50k
	51-100k
	101-250k
	251-500k
	>

500k
	Total

	
	Materials 2006-7
	9
	4
	10
	9
	57
	89

	
	Technology 2006-7
	29
	36
	21
	2
	1
	89

	
	Staff 2006-7
	9
	22
	15
	16
	23
	85
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   Table 10
Technology Spend

	Q12 & Q13
	Annual Technology Spend
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q12
	Capital Budget Areas
	<25k
	26-50k
	51-75k
	76-100k
	101-150k
	151-200k
	201-250k
	251-300k
	301-400k
	401-500k
	501-600k
	601-700k
	Total

	
	LMS
	5
	11
	2
	5
	12
	11
	12
	1
	 
	 
	 
	
	59

	
	ERM
	14
	8
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	22

	
	Metasearch
	23
	13
	2
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	38

	
	Vertical Search
	0
	4
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	4

	
	Open URL Resolvers
	34
	4
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	38

	
	Other Capital Costs
	16
	4
	2
	1
	2
	 
	1
	1
	 
	 
	 
	
	27

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Q13
	Annual Budget Areas
	<25k
	26-50k
	51-75k
	76-100k
	101-150k
	151-200k
	201-250k
	251-300k
	301-400k
	401-500k
	501-600k
	601-700k
	Total

	
	Support
	17
	30
	16
	8
	6
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	77

	
	Consultancy
	34
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	34

	
	Other Annual Costs
	14
	5
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	20

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q12 / 13
	Budget Area Totals
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	<25k
	26-50k
	51-75k
	76-100k
	101-150k
	151-200k
	201-250k
	251-300k
	301-400k
	401-500k
	501-600k
	601-700k
	Total

	
	Total Overall
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	12
	6
	10
	13
	3
	1
	1
	81

	Q12
	Total Capital
	7
	9
	8
	1
	9
	8
	6
	10
	8
	1
	1
	
	68

	Q13
	Total Annual
	17
	21
	20
	12
	6
	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	77
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Table 11
Technology Spend by Budget Area

	Q12 / 13
	Budget Area Percentages
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Budget Area
	£000s
	 
	% Overall
	% Capital
	% Annual

	Q12
	LMS
	8042
	 
	51.0
	70.5
	 

	
	ERM
	457
	 
	2.9
	4.1
	 

	
	Metasearch
	915
	 
	5.8
	8.0
	 

	
	Vertical Search
	142
	 
	0.9
	1.3
	 

	
	Open URL Resolvers
	536
	 
	3.4
	4.6
	 

	
	Other Capital Costs
	1309
	 
	8.3
	11.5
	 

	Q13
	Support
	3926
	 
	24.9
	 
	90.0

	
	Consultancy
	126
	 
	0.8
	 
	2.9

	
	Other Annual Costs
	315
	 
	2.0
	 
	7.1

	
	Total
	15768
	 
	100
	100
	100
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A1.6
Systems Development

Table 12
Service Development & Integration
	Q15
	Service development
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15a
	Breakdown by approach
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	Search Exposure
	VLE Int
	VRE Int
	JISC IE Int
	MIS Int
	Web 2.0 

	
	No plans - in house
	9
	2
	5
	5
	1
	3

	
	No plans – vendor
	6
	4
	8
	9
	1
	2

	
	No plans – combination
	7
	3
	19
	17
	3
	4

	
	No integration yet - in house
	12
	12
	18
	16
	8
	14

	
	No integration yet – vendor
	6
	6
	6
	3
	6
	9

	
	No integration yet - combination
	7
	10
	11
	10
	6
	13

	
	Some integration - in house
	18
	28
	9
	9
	27
	17

	
	Some integration – vendor
	20
	17
	1
	2
	12
	15

	
	Some integration - combination
	11
	14
	1
	5
	29
	13

	
	Full integration - in house
	2
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Full integration - vendor
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	
	Full integration - combination
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	
	Total
	100
	100
	78
	76
	94
	92

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15b
	Totals regardless of approach
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	 Int = Integation
	Search Exposure
	VLE Int
	VRE Int
	JISC IE Int
	MIS Int
	Web 2.0 

	
	No plans - total
	22
	9
	32
	31
	5
	9

	
	No integration yet - total
	25
	28
	35
	29
	20
	36

	
	Some integration - total
	49
	59
	11
	16
	68
	45

	
	Full integration - total
	4
	4
	0
	0
	1
	2

	
	Total
	100
	100
	78
	76
	94
	92
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Table 13
Interest in Open Source & Web Services

	Q26b / 27
	Interest in Open Source
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Q26b
	OS LMS adoption - very likely
	0
	
	

	
	OS LMS adoption - quite likely
	6
	
	

	
	OS LMS adoption – possibly
	36
	
	

	
	OS LMS adoption – unlikely
	50
	
	

	Q27
	Observing OS developments
	69
	
	

	
	Engaged with OS developments
	4
	
	

	
	Not interested in OS
	18
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	Q27 / 28
	Interest in Open Source and Web Services - Comparison
	

	
	 
	Open Source
	Web Services
	

	
	Engaged with developments
	4
	21
	

	
	Observing developments
	69
	52
	

	
	Not interested
	18
	3
	

	
	Working on it within University 
	 
	18
	

	
	Total
	91
	94
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