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*Use of the MEDLINE-indexed metric moved the review prioritization of ten departments
higher and nine lower than in the initial review based on journals-per-faculty ratio.

*Not all departments matched up well with MeSH Headings, requiring additional attention in
review of the titles making up the journal counts for some departments.

prioritized at the top of the list and relisted again for reference under
each individual requesting department.
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CONCLUSION

*Both metrics provide valuable options for review of large batches of journal requests.

*For purposes of review prioritization, the MEDLINE-based metric better indicates the
degree of subject need.

*The faculty-based metric measure better indicates which departments have fewer titles by
size of the department and may require augmentation.

*The collection development worksheet can be updated easily and expedites quality
committee review with all parameters easily available.




