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Notes on operations
Using Comparative online 
Journal Usage Studies to Assess 
the Big Deal
By Cecilia Botero, Steven Carrico, and Michele R. Tennant

This paper analyzes the comparative findings of two studies undertaken at the 
University of Florida Libraries comparing online journal usage statistics derived 
from COUNTER-compliant publishers. The analyses conducted in 2005 and 
2006 were not intended to be rigorous scientific studies. Instead, the statistical 
assessments were intended as tools for determining trends in the costs and use of 
online journals at the University of Florida. The studies also explored the relation-
ship between the large publisher online journal packages (the so-called Big Deals 
often licensed through consortia arrangements) and online journal usage, and the 
effects of Big Deal packages on library budgets.

Introduction

Libraries consistently seek mean-
ingful methods through which 

they can assess the value of their 
collection and the remote resources 
to which they provide access. They 
want to know how well the collection 
is meeting users’ needs, in addition 
to demonstrating accountability for 
the financial resources with which 
they are entrusted. One metric uti-
lized for decades is use, yet use in the 
online environment has been difficult 
to measure. This is changing as infor-
mation providers have begun to pro-
vide use data that complied with the 
COUNTER guidelines. COUNTER 
stands for Counting Online Usage 
of NeTworked Electronic Resources, 
and “is an international initiative 
to improve the reliability of online 
usage statistics.”1 This paper exam-
ines data provided by COUNTER-
compliant publishers for e-content in 
the University of Florida Libraries to 
study trends in costs and use. While 
specific to the University of Florida, 
the approach described can be applied 
in other libraries. 

The fiscal year at the University 
of Florida (UF) Libraries begins on 
July 1 and ends the following year 
on June 30. At the beginning of each 

fiscal year a new materials budget 
is drafted by a group consisting of 
representatives and librarians from 
Library Director’s Office and both 
the Collection Management and 
Acquisitions Departments. In July 
2005, the materials budget for Fiscal 
Year (FY) 2005/2006 issued by this 
group coincided with the first meeting 
of a team of four librarians examining 
an aggregation of online journal usage 
statistics. With the new materials bud-
get in hand, the four-member team 
(three librarians from the University 
of Florida Health Science Center 
Libraries and one from the University 
of Florida Smathers Libraries) noted 
that over half of the approximate $8 
million materials budget for the UF 
Libraries was devoted to acquiring 
electronic resources. Thus the team 
decided to converge the examination 
of online journal usage statistics with 
a summary of budgetary expenditures 
to devise a study of cost-effective-
ness, that is, compare expenditures of 
online journal packages, concentrat-
ing on the larger publishers, with the 
usage statistics garnered from each 
package. Besides launching a study 
on the cost-effectiveness of online 
journals, the team set several smaller 
but important goals of the project. 
These objectives included assessing 
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or reconfirming patron preferences 
for various online journal packages, 
and investigating how the Big Deals 
(large online journal packages) were 
affecting materials expenditures and 
traditional library collection building.

prevalence of online 
Resources and Trends in the 
University of florida Libraries

Online resources have become the 
primary mode of accessing and col-
lecting information for most academ-
ic and health sciences library users, 
particularly in the fields of biomedi-
cine and the sciences.2 Consequently, 
as these libraries offer more elec-
tronic resources to better serve their 
patrons, usage patterns are changing 
dramatically. Readily available elec-
tronic resources have changed the 
approach and even the methodology 
users apply when conducting research. 
Libraries, attempting to keep up with 
the increasing desires for databases 
and online journals, are spending a 
growing percentage of their materials 
budgets on acquiring these electronic 
resources. According to Kyrillidou of 
the Association of Research Libraries 
(ARL), “with a median of more than 
$5.5 million spent on serials in 2003/04 
and an increasing portion of these 
expenditures devoted to electronic 
resources (30 percent of the library 
materials as of the latest count), librar-
ies appear to be catering to their users’ 
never-ending lust for delivery of infor-
mation to the desktop.”3

The trend of academic, health 
sciences, and medical libraries devot-
ing more of their materials budgets to 
electronic resources is substantiated by 
a review of the materials budgets at the 
UF Libraries, specifically the budgets 
of the University of Florida’s Health 
Science Center Libraries (HSCL) and 
the University of Florida Smathers 
Libraries (Smathers). HSCL’s expen-
ditures for print books, print serials, 
and electronic resources in each fiscal 

year spanning four years, FY2002/2003 
to FY2005/2006, are shown in figure 
1, and the breakdown of the materi-
als budgets in the same period for 
Smathers are shown in figure 2; expen-
ditures for FY2006/2007 are shown as 
projected within both charts. Despite 
the disproportionate size of the two 
budgets, the charts show a similar 
pattern. During the four-year period 
FY2002/2003 through FY2005/2006, 
expenditures for print books and print 
serials remained constant as expendi-
tures for electronic resources increased 
significantly. Electronic resources at 
HSCL are primarily online journals, as 
expenditures for electronic books and 
other electronic media are compara-
bly low. In FY2005/2006, the HSCL 
spent approximately 51 percent of 
an annual $2.1-million materials bud-
get on the acquisitions of electronic 
resources, rising from 12 percent of 
the budget from three years earlier. In 
FY2005/2006, expenditures for print 
journals were approximately 43 percent 
of the budget, a drop from 81 percent 
in FY2002/2003. The same pattern is 
seen at Smathers. In FY2005/2006, 
approximately 50 percent of a $7.4-
million materials budget was spent 
on electronic resources, a rise from 
21 percent of the FY2002/2003 bud-
get. Simultaneously, the percentage 

of the materials budget for print jour-
nals decreased from 53 percent to 33 
percent between FY2002/2003 and 
FY2004/2005. Both charts show only 
a minor decline in monograph expen-
ditures. The dramatic shift in expendi-
tures is between the budgets for print 
journals and for electronic resourc-
es. Both libraries are spending more 
on online resources because library 
patrons consistently prefer using the 
electronic format to print.

The three largest Big Deal pack-
ages (Elsevier, Wiley, and Springer/
Kluwer) at the UF Libraries also are 
having a more than significant impact 
on the materials budgets. The UF 
Libraries spent $2.6 million on these 
three packages in FY2005/2006, rep-
resenting approximately 27 percent 
of the total materials budget, and 54 
percent of the more than $4.8 mil-
lion spent on electronic resources (see 
table 1). Despite the hefty annual 
budgetary outlay for these types of 
packages, the libraries did not know if 
use justified the expenditures.

To answer the question, “Does 
use justify expenditures?” the team 
undertook a study to examine the 
cost-effectiveness of online journals, 
especially those received through the 
Big Deal packages, using vendor and 
publisher supplied usage statistics. 
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Cost-effectiveness is defined as “the 
degree to which the decision making 
and planning in an organization have 
resulted in favorable or unfavorable 
ratios of advantages to costs.”4 Other 
goals of the study were to gather infor-
mation to help collection management 
librarians make informed decisions 
on future materials acquisitions, and 
to better organize usage statistics for 
individual disciplines, which could 
be reported to librarians, faculty, and 
researchers.

Setting

The main campus of UF, a major pub-
lic, land-grant, and research university, 
is located in Gainesville, Florida. UF is 
among the nation’s most academically 
diverse public universities, with sixteen 

colleges offering more than one hun-
dred degree programs, an enrollment 
of more than 42,000 undergraduates, 
and more than 10,000 full-time gradu-
ate students. The university includes 
more than one hundred research, ser-
vice, and education centers, bureaus, 
and institutes, and has a teaching fac-
ulty of more than 3,000. A number 
of off-campus research-based sites, 
including the Whitney Laboratory for 
Marine Bioscience in St. Augustine, 
and agricultural research and exten-
sion sites are located throughout the 
state. 

The UF Libraries form the larg-
est information resource system in 
Florida, containing more than four 
million volumes and offering access 
to thousands of full-text electronic 
journals. The university library system 

is composed of three main libraries: 
the Smathers Libraries, the Lawton 
Chiles Legal Information Center, 
and the HSCL, with a corresponding 
branch, the Borland Library, located 
in Jacksonville, Florida. Only two of 
these principal libraries on campus are 
included in this study: the Smathers 
Libraries (the primary campus librar-
ies for clients in the social sciences, 
arts, humanities and general sciences) 
and the HSCL, which has the most 
comprehensive academic health col-
lections in the Southeast.

The Smathers Libraries’ col-
lections match the educational and 
research needs of the majority of stu-
dents and faculty at the university. The 
HSCL serve the six colleges of the 
Health Science Center: dentistry, med-
icine, nursing, pharmacy, public health 
and health professions, and veterinary 
medicine. At UF, all campus libraries 
collaborate very closely, particularly 
in the area of collection development, 
and have numerous consortial agree-
ments with each other and with other 
state university libraries throughout 
Florida. The need for close collabora-
tion in collection development and 
management is particularly true for 
the HSCL and the Marston Science 
Library (MSL), which holds the gen-
eral science collection and is part of 
the Smathers Libraries. The collection 
managers of the two libraries (HSCL 
and Smathers) collaborate to avoid 
duplication while offering unique but 
essential online and print resources. 
As part of the UF and part of the 
greater UF Libraries, both Smathers 
and HSCL benefit from UF’s mem-
bership in the statewide university 
consortia.

Literature Review

In 2001, Frazier, director of librar-
ies at the University of Wisconsin, 
Madison, coined the term “Big Deal” 
to describe the bundled online journal 
packages offered by the large publish-
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Figure 2. Smathers material expenditures FY2002/2003 through FY2006/2007 

Table 1. Materials expenditures FY2005/2006 

 HSCL Smathers Total

Total materials expenditures $2,148,120 $7,400,994 $9,549,114

Total e-resource expenditures $1,097,225 $3,729,440 $4,826,665

Total expenditures for Big Deals $686,130 $1,934,932 $2,621,062

% of total materials expenditure 
devoted to e-resources 

51% 50% 51%

% of total e-resources expenditures 
devoted to “Big Deal” packages

63% 52% 54%

figure 2. Smathers material expenditures FY2002/2003 through FY2006/2007
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ers and subscribed to by escalating 
numbers of libraries.5 These Big Deal 
packages are often offered and dis-
tributed through consortial arrange-
ments. Frazier denounced such deals 
as unfair for libraries because they 
must accept an entire package of jour-
nals and cannot select individual titles, 
and because the agreements too often 
force a growing dependence upon the 
publishers and bind the libraries into 
long-term, unequal business relation-
ships. Instead, he recommended that 
libraries fight back by investing in new 
models of scholarly communication 
and publishing, such as the Scholarly 
Publishing and Academic Resources 
Coalition (SPARC) initiative.6 Four 
years later, Frazier expanded this 
argument by observing that “the Big 
Deals are not sustainable.”7 According 
to Frazier, this business model can-
not sustain itself long-term because 
“all Big Deals are based on the pre-
sumption that libraries can continually 
increase expenditures for journals and 
that publishers must have perpetual 
revenue growth. This future cannot 
and will not happen.”8 Helfer agreed 
with this view and cited examples of 
renegotiations and cancellations of the 
Big Deal that occurred at the libraries 
of Cornell University, Harvard, and 
the University of California Library 
System.9 Promoting new models of 
scholarly communication, Helfer con-
cluded “librarians are realizing that 
to continue to provide the scholarly 
journals their faculty write in and 
often edit, they will have to develop 
better economic approaches, and that 
the traditional models must change for 
them to do so.”10

In addition to advocating the 
development of new models of schol-
arly communication, some librarians 
are urging libraries and consortia to 
negotiate better package deals with 
the large publishers. Gatten and 
Sanville referred to these negotiations 
as an orderly retreat.11 They cited 
the experience of the library consor-
tium OhioLINK renegotiating deals 

with large publishers by applying the 
concept of an “incremental attrition 
of content and annual cost without 
bringing the relationship to a crisis 
or destroying the essential benefits to 
both parties.”12 Applying usage pat-
tern data and other statistics to inform 
reduction in the number of under-ac-
cessed titles received through the Big 
Deals, OhioLINK’s “cost for content” 
model “allows for an annual reduction 
from the next year’s planned value of 
the license by an amount equivalent to 
the percentage of use that titles select-
ed for discontinuation represent.”13 

Not all librarians have seen 
problems with Big Deal agreements. 
Ebert, a director at a research library 
in upstate New York that is a member 
of a consortium, considered a Big 
Deal contract for Science Direct to be 
cost-effective, stating “we are getting 
significant added value for our dollars 
and our users are pleased with access 
to an enriched range of resources,” and 
concluding that “our usage levels indi-
cate growth of use and a continuing 
reduction in the cost-per-article.”14 

A number of presentations were 
given about Big Deal packages, espe-
cially as they pertain to library consor-
tia, at the 2005 Charleston Conference. 
Bucknall defined the Big Deal and 
the attractive rates smaller academic 
libraries receive compared to those 
received by larger academic libraries, 
and discussed how “real costs” should 
be factored into the equation, together 
with patron satisfaction and coopera-
tive sharing.15 He noted that, “each 
school will have to carefully weigh the 
many pros and cons before making a 
decision to participate in any specific 
Big Deal.”16 Bucknall then described 
how a group of thirty-eight institutions 
formed a buyer’s club for electronic 
resources and, through this consor-
tium, made 2,300 titles available to 
users and saved approximately $70 
million. Bucknall stated that, although 
these numbers are impressive sound-
ing, the key issues are whether the 
individual institutions’ patrons are 

benefiting and whether usage statis-
tics prove the cost effectiveness of the 
package. 

Price identified the pros and 
cons of the Big Deal by using the 
contract for Elsevier’s ScienceDirect 
package with the Statewide California 
Electronic Library Consortium as an 
example.17 Price pointed out the nega-
tive side of the Big Deal and how 
the consortium’s institutions are being 
locked into packages, especially pub-
lisher-fixed subject collections, which 
could prevent individual selection of 
journal titles and create collection 
gaps and overpayment. The appealing 
aspects of these large deals include 
the many additional journals otherwise 
unaffordable individually, and flexibil-
ity in adding or deleting titles based 
on shared title lists and user statis-
tics. Price recommended that librar-
ies negotiate with the publishers on 
the deals and concluded that “sharing 
use data to build the optimal shared 
access list represents one way consor-
tium members can work together to 
improve the quality of a product for 
their users.”18

Other authors have studied the 
use of e-resources. Franklin and Plum 
conducted a Web-based survey of 
15,000 library users at four academic 
health science libraries and discov-
ered “there were approximately four 
remote networked electronic services 
users for each in-house user. This ratio 
was even higher for faculty, staff and 
research fellows, where more than 
five remote users for each in-house 
user were recorded.”19 At the Medical 
College of Wisconsin Libraries, 
Kraemer determined that “electronic 
usage has quadrupled in four years, 
while re-shelving of print journals has 
dropped by more than half.”20 Other 
studies reveal increased use of elec-
tronic resources as well as patrons’ 
preference for electronic resources. At 
Drexel University’s Hagerty Library, 
Montgomery and King conducted an 
analysis of the effect of library’s shift to 
electronic journals on staff and costs, 
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concluding, “when all costs are con-
sidered, electronic journals are more 
cost-effective on a per use basis.”21 
Stemper and Jaguszewski recom-
mended that libraries should examine 
usage statistics in a cost-effective man-
ner, stating that “to better meet user 
needs and make every dollar count, 
librarians need apply the same sorts of 
data analysis to e-journals as they have 
traditionally applied to print journals, 
focusing on usage statistics, cost and 
cost per use.”22

Data Collection

The UF Libraries have numerous 
license agreements arranged directly 
with publishers and, as a member 
of the State University Libraries sys-
tem, benefit from numerous state-
wide consortial deals. Through these 
journal subscriptions and consortial 
agreements, the UF Libraries receives 
access to more than 40,000 full-text 
journals. With a budget of more than 
$4.8 million for electronic resources, 
coupled with an established growth 
in library patron and off-campus use 
of electronic resources, a full-scale 
examination of usage statistics became 
imperative. To that end, the four-per-
son team conducted two studies with 
the same primary objective: compare 
usage statistics with materials expen-
ditures to determine if the online 
journals received from the Big Deals 
are cost-effective. 

Both studies focused on vendor-
supplied usage statistics derived from 
library patrons downloading full-text 
articles. The initial study, conducted 
in 2005, used data from the previ-
ous year to establish a benchmark. 
The statistics were received from 
COUNTER-compliant publishers for 
the calendar year 2004, and the study 
did not incorporate non-COUNTER-
compliant titles. Online titles with no 
hits were verified for subscription and 
ready access; online titles preventing 
access were removed from further 
consideration. The team categorized 

the titles into the broad disciplines 
of social science, humanities, science, 
and clinical medicine. The complete 
list of titles was then used to gener-
ate a random sample of 682 titles (10 
percent) of the journal total, repre-
senting a .04 degree of accuracy. The 
second study was conducted in 2006 
using data derived from calendar year 
2005. Usage statistics from the same 
682 titles used in the random sample 
from the first study were employed as 
a method of comparison between the 
two studies. 

findings

Through data analysis of the 2005 and 
2006 studies, four major trends could 
be discerned: 

• full-text downloads increased 
in all disciplines from 2004 to 
2005.

• the general disciplines expose 
distinct differences in usage 
patterns.

• the usage variants lead to more 
cost-effective expenditures in 
some disciplines over others.

• the increased purchase of elec-
tronic resources has had a defi-
nite effect on the entire library 
materials budget and on the 
process of collection develop-
ment. 

In 2004, library users made 
1,287,108 full-text downloads from all 
online journals at the UF Libraries; 
in 2005, they made 1,699,442 full-
text downloads—an increase of 32 
percent. Looking at the sample data 
for the two years, one can see that 
significantly more full-text downloads 
occurred in the basic sciences and 
clinical medicine, with a lower num-
ber of downloads from online jour-
nals in the Smathers’ subject areas of 
humanities and social sciences (see 
figure 3). Within this 682 title sam-
ple set, the difference in percentages 
between full-text downloads in the 
basic sciences and clinical medicine 
versus downloads in the humanities 
and social sciences is staggering. In 
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2004, 97 percent of the 1,089 full-text 
downloads occurred in the basic sci-
ences and clinical medicine; in 2005, 
95 percent of the 1,352 full-text down-
loads occurred in the basic sciences 
and clinical medicine.

Research data collected on the 
682 titles in the sample show a sig-
nificant difference in the user activ-
ity by discipline during the two years. 
Between 2004 and 2005, one sees 
an appreciably higher percentage of 
growth of full-text downloads in the 
humanities and social sciences (see 
figure 4). This notable increase in 
usage for the humanities (183 percent 
increase) and social sciences (80 per-
cent increase) compared to the basic 
sciences (11 percent increase) and 
clinical medicine (36 percent increase) 
may be because users of basic sciences 
and clinical medicine resources have 
embraced online journals for a longer 
period of time; hence the percent-
age of growth in these disciplines 
is now less significant than within 
the humanities and social sciences. 
Another interesting facet in the dif-
ference between the user groups of 
HSCL and Smathers is revealed in the 
usage statistics: online journals as a 
whole were much less used by patrons 
of the Smathers Libraries than by 

patrons of the Health Science Center 
Libraries, despite the main library 
building and stacks being closed for 
a massive building renovation during 
the two years covered in the study. 

In addition to increases in usage, 
the price per download for titles 
offered through the three largest pack-

ages shows the benefits of the Big 
Deal arrangements for patrons access-
ing these titles. Based on a sample 
snapshot, the average price per full-
text download for online journals com-
pared to the average cost of document 
delivery at HSCL reveals the signifi-
cant benefit library patrons receives 
from Big Deal consortia agreements. 
While one cannot assume users would 
have requested all these articles 
through the document delivery ser-
vices at HSCL the potential savings 
in document delivery fees (at $12 per 
article) would be $774,072—if all had 
been requested (see figure 5). Cost 
analyses are approximated but suggest 
that at the UF Libraries, that Big Deals 
offer a huge savings per download and 
access titles not available before the 
Big Deals were initiated.

While performing these stud-
ies, the team also attempted to trim 
unneeded, underused, and expensive 
online journals. Since cutting jour-
nal titles from Big Deal packages is 
difficult because of contractual obli-
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gations, the team examined online 
journals received at HSCL from small-
er or independent publishers hoping 
to save budget money by canceling 
titles. The team discovered very few 
titles received independent of the Big 
Deals that were both underused and 
expensive, concluding that cancel-
ing these titles would save little in 
the materials budget. Although this 
attempt to trim journal subscriptions 
did not identify titles to cancel, it did 
confirm that launching another can-
cellation project involving the smaller 
and independent publishers would not 
be worth the effort.

Conclusion

The research team developed a list 
comparing what was known going 
into the two studies and the sur-
prises that came out of the findings; 
see appendix. One significant finding 
notes the relative cost-effectiveness 
of the electronic journal packages 
being received through the Big Deal, 
especially when these packages are 
measured by the number of full-text 
downloads compared to the cost of 
articles supplied by document delivery 
services at HSCL. Not only was there a 
demonstrated cost benefit for the UF 
Libraries through these Big Deals, the 
studies also showed a significant use 
of the titles not previously offered to 
library patrons and now being received 
through the bundled packages. The 
studies also determined an increase 
in users accessing the online journals 
across all four disciplines in the stud-
ies, although more usage is prevalent 
in the clinical medicine and basic 
sciences than in the humanities and 
social sciences. Of interest is that the 
largest jump of usage within the four 
disciplines occurred in the humanities 
and social sciences not clinical medi-
cine and basic sciences. 

Another key reason the team 
launched the studies was to explore 
the effects that the Big Deal licensing 
agreements were having on materials 

budgets and selection. Not only did the 
studies document the same trend in 
material expenditures for both HSCL 
and Smathers libraries, they illustrated 
the increasing strain being placed on 
the material budget. The cost of the 
Big Deals to the UF Libraries’ materi-
als budgets is ever increasing and may 
threaten the future of the print col-
lection. With so much of the HSCL’s 
materials budget being spent on elec-
tronic resources, an increasingly small-
er percentage of funds are available to 
purchase other library materials. After 
reference and textbook purchases are 
made each fiscal year at HSCL, the 
remaining monographs funds are so 
limited that book selection by collec-
tion managers is a declining necessity. 
In 2005, Anderson wrote “five years 
from now, journal and database infla-
tion will have outstripped library bud-
get increases for so long that what was 
once seen as a coming crisis will be the 
new reality, and the primary topic of 
discussion. High usage of these expen-
sive resources will make administrators 
reluctant to cancel them, leading to a 
long-overdue look at usage levels for 
printed monographs—which, as we all 
know but don’t like to say out loud, is 
very low. This will lead to drastic cuts 
in monograph budgets.”23

What Anderson eloquently sum-
marized is an important issue fac-
ing librarians. Data collected at the 
UF Libraries showed expenditures for 
online journals and databases con-
tinuing to rise while expenditures for 
print journals and print monographs 
declined. The area of most concern 
for the Smathers Library is the print 
monographs budget, which also has 
suffered from years of flat budgets that 
have adversely affected the growth of 
those collections. Although the expen-
ditures for print journals are declining 
appreciably more than expenditures 
for print monographs, this is seen 
more as a period of transition as the 
library refocuses its primary collecting 
parameters from print to online jour-
nals. The UF Libraries have received 
little in the way of new allocations to 

cover the cost of electronic resources. 
As a result, the UF Libraries are fac-
ing the same issues and following the 
same spending patterns as many other 
academic and health science libraries 
in the United States. The two studies 
show that, despite a growing percent-
age of the materials budget being 
spent on online bundled packages, the 
Big Deal at the UF Libraries is a Good 
Deal if measured by overall use and by 
price per full-text downloads. 
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Appendix. What We Knew and What Surprised Us

What we knew:

Numerous studies confirm that library 
patrons and researchers access health, 
medical, and general sciences library 
resources substantially more than 
library patrons who access resources in 
the humanities and social sciences do.

What we learned or surprised us: 

Throughout both studies, usage statis-
tics for Smathers online journals were 
still significantly below those of the 
HSCL, despite the fact that stacks in 
Smathers were closed due to a massive 
building renovation.

What we knew:

The Big Deal and consortia packages 
for online resources are siphoning an 
increasingly larger percentage of the 
library budget.

What we learned or surprised us:

Despite the HSCL’s large expenditure 
for Big Deal packages, when consid-
ering the relatively low cost-per-arti-
cle and access to increased numbers 
of online journals the UF Libraries’ 

patrons are receiving, the Big Deals in 
many cases are Good Deals.

What we knew:

The HSCL subscribes to online 
resources that are both underutilized 
and too expensive to be cost-effective 
and therefore should be reviewed for 
cancellation. 

What we learned or surprised us:

After eliminating Big Deal package 
titles for individual cancellation, due 
to stipulated licensing agreements, 
we examined online journal subscrip-
tions from independent publishers and 
discovered few titles that are both 
underused and expensive; thus, such 
cancellations would save little on the 
budget. 

What we knew: 

Approximately 10 percent of the HSCL’s 
materials budget is spent on mono-
graphs, and after reference and text 
book purchases are made each fiscal 
year, the remaining monograph funds 
are so limited that book selection by 
collection managers is almost extinct.

What we learned or surprised us:
The current trend of expenditures seen 
in the HSCL’s materials budgets from 
fiscal years 2002/03 through 2005/06  
(i.e., a dramatic increase in expendi-
tures for online journals, a decrease 
in expenditures for print journals, and 
flat line expenditures for print mono-
graphs) is mirrored almost exactly by 
the Smathers’ materials budgets for 
the same time span. 

What we knew:

Traditionally, libraries have always 
accepted the 80/20 rule (20 percent 
of the collection gets 80 percent of the 
use) as being the yardstick for general 
use of print journal collections.

What we learned or surprised us:

According to UF Libraries usage sta-
tistics of online journals, the 80/20 rule 
is more of an 80/30 or 80/40 rule.


