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The presentation began with a brief overview of the University of Michigan – Dearborn’s 
technical services staff in cataloging and serials management as well as the number of 
bibliographic and authority records in their system.  At the University of Michigan – 
Dearborn they have approximately 225,000 bibliographic records and 102,000 authority 
records.  There are between 6,000 and 8,500 searches done on their catalog in a 10 day 
period.  They have 2.25 FTE professional catalogers, .5 collection development librarian, 
and 2 paraprofessional serials staff members. 
           
The uses of this report are varied as is demonstrated by the staff at the University of 
Michigan - Dearborn.  One of the ways is for collection development.  The librarian can 
review popular searches for an index and evaluate the collection for quantity, quality, and 
currency of popular topics.  The librarian also reviews the “no hits” report for an index to 
assist in selecting materials.  The collection development librarian even evaluates the 
journal title index to compare searches to library holdings and then considers whether to 
add or cancel titles based on the number of times the title has been searched.  Another 
way that the reports are used is to enhance authority records with cross references based 
on how the patrons search.  An example would be to look at the subject “no hits” list and 
add a term to the appropriate authority record(s) so that patrons will be linked to the 
proper term in the catalog. 
            
The use of this report can aid in the design of help screens for the library catalog.  Using 
this report the librarian will be able to provide examples on the help screen based on 
actual searching problems.  The report can aid bibliographic instruction librarians 
improve instruction to students by teaching them natural vs. controlled vocabulary as is 
necessary when doing a subject search. 
            
This report can be used to analyze how the system is used by looking at the number of 
searches done and at what times the searches were conducted.  This information can be 
used to schedule staff at the reference desk.  The analysis of the report also shows the 
total number of records retrieved, how many searches were limited, how many system 
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suggested searches were performed and how many other functions (such as reserve lists, 
interlibrary loan requests, and view your own record) were invoked as well as the number 
of times.  
            
The presenters then discussed the path of menu options that needs to be navigated in 
order to get to these reports.  They spent some time describing the report on their campus 
including screen shots of what the report looks like. 
            
Next the presenters shared more detailed information on how they use this report to 
enhance their library catalog.  The report is printed every two weeks from September 
through April.  They do end up losing data since the report only holds 10 days worth of 
information but it is easier to remember to print the report every other week as opposed to 
remembering when the 10th day is so as not to lose that data. 
            
Analyzing the journal title searches (for those who have a separate journal title index) is a 
good way to see which journals patrons are looking for.  The staff at the University of 
Michigan – Dearborn adds journal titles to an Excel spreadsheet that they maintain. The 
title gets added to the list once it has been searched two or more times.   Each time the 
title comes up they update the statistical count. At the end of the year, serials staff review 
all of the titles that received ten or more hits throughout the year.  They add information 
about formats already available in the library as well as in-house usage statistics.  The 
selectors then review the report for possible cancellations or additions to the catalog.  
Many faculty members are more accepting of journal title cancellations when there are 
statistics available. 
            
The catalogers then have the daunting task of analyzing the subject “no hits” report.  
They split the report into thirds – each cataloger getting the same portion of the alphabet 
for a year to monitor trends and problem areas – and they analyze the searches to 
determine if adding additional cross references is appropriate.  They use a color coding 
scheme to show the work they have done on their list.  The catalogers get together to 
discuss recommendations for adding local cross references to link patrons search terms to 
proper LC subject headings.  The color coded lists are also routed to the other librarians 
for their input as well. 
           
There are some searches that the catalogers don’t look at.  These are:  searches that were 
performed in the wrong index (ex: course reserves in the subject index, title in the subject 
index), searches in a sentence form, subject areas not collected, searches with 
typographical errors or misspellings, Boolean searches and searches previously analyzed 
and deemed “unhelpable” among others.  Once these are narrowed down the librarian 
redoes the search and looks for helpers on the screen such as an existing heading, another 
cross reference, or any other clues that may already be there before performing a 
keyword search to find possible LC headings.  If there are one or two subject headings 
consistently assigned to the relevant titles they then consider adding a cross reference on 
the appropriate authority record(s).  The next several slides in the presentation were 
examples of searches they analyzed and what they did to resolve the problem. 
        



All in all, even though this seems like a long and arduous process, it takes only 3-4 hours 
total time biweekly to go through the report.  Their efforts have paid off because at times 
they have added cross references to subject headings that have later become official LC 
cross references.  They typically add between 150 to 175 cross references per fiscal year.  
Overall, they have added approximately 1600 cross references to their catalog since they 
started viewing this report. 
        
The handouts for this program are available at the IUG website (password required) or at 
http://libraryweb.umd.umich.edu/iug. 
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