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Our Experience with User Experience:
Exploring Staffing Configurations to Conduct UX in an Academic Library


Abstract: A research project was undertaken by a university library system to develop a sustainable user experience strategy. A task force was convened to conduct a pilot project with members from both libraries in the system to assess staffing responsibilities, guidelines, processes, and data-gathering procedures. The team tested an electronic resources list common to both libraries. In describing the methods employed by the task force in their research, this article outlines the benefits and drawbacks of staffing configurations to initiate user experience practices in an academic library setting. 
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Our Experience with User Experience:
Exploring Staffing Configurations to Conduct UX in an Academic Library	
During the 2014-2015 school year, East Carolina University’s (ECU) User Experience (UX) Task Force conducted a series of usability tests on the ECU Libraries’ database list, a homegrown website that acts as a portal for electronic resources. The database list was targeted for user testing since it is a widely used web feature of ECU libraries that had been slated for a redesign. In addition to looking for ways to make data-informed improvements to the database list website, the UX Task Force was charged by library administration to think critically about staffing and other needs to create a sustainable strategy for ongoing UX study of the libraries. In revealing the user testing results from the research conducted with the database list, this study endeavors to answer the question, “What combination of staffing models allow librarians to best conduct user experience work in an academic library?”
Literature Review
 	User experience (UX) is currently a buzzword in libraries; flip through any conference program and you are sure to see UX as a topic of discussion. The Usability Book of Knowledge (User Experience Professionals Association, User experience, n.d.) defines UX as “every aspect of the user's interaction with a product, service, or company that make up the user's perceptions of the whole. User experience design as a discipline is concerned with all the elements that together make up that interface, including layout, visual design, text, brand, sound, and interaction. [UX] works to coordinate these elements to allow for the best possible interaction by users.” A systematic review conducted on July 31, 2015 revealed 182 published articles in the library literature since 1992 that discuss user experience in some capacity; UX in libraries as the subject of published articles has been increasingly popular since 2011. In his seminal book Usability Engineering, Nielsen (1993) defines usability as multidimensional and not simply a singular property of a website or user interface. One of the main ways that libraries are getting started with UX is through formal usability testing of their websites.
Nielsen’s (1993) recommendations for designing effective user tests were heavily consulted during the design stage of this study. He describes methods for conducting usability tests in his book, including the think-aloud method of user testing used at ECU; many studies in the library science literature have used think-aloud testing (for examples, see Tidal, 2012; Becker & Yanotta, 2013). The think-aloud method is touted by Nielsen (1993) as the “single most valuable usability engineering method,” (p. 195) because it allows  website designers to get a glimpse into the thoughts of actual users interacting with the system. Nielsen is additionally known for having developed the formula for predicting the optimal number of users that are needed to conduct an effective user test. He estimates that the optimal number in each distinct group of users is five (Nielsen, 2000). Nielsen posits that all design issues in a website can be located by 15 users, but that as more and more users are tested, the number of insights revealing design issues decreases per user. Put simply, after interviewing five users, most of the bugs in the design are clear. When consulting the literature on who should be included in a user test, most library-related user tests have focused on undergraduate students. Emde, Morris, and Claassen-Wilson (2009), however, included an equal number of faculty and graduate students as participants in a user study conducted after a website redesign at the University of Kansas. 
Approximately 60 articles about UX research have examined library websites and user testing. Of those, most have looked at usability of the entire library website, and few articles consider the usability of websites in the discovery of e-resources. One study that stands out in this body of literature as being focused on e-resource discovery is that of Fry and Rich (2011). This study, conducted at Bowling Green University, examined undergraduate and graduate student use of the library’s database list. This study found that students primarily seek an all-purpose search box and that they gravitated to tools that they already knew. The researchers suggest ranking subject databases by relevance on subject pages but do not delve deeply into the results of their planned database-list design changes.
Fry and Lesher (2011) conducted a review of 114 ARL libraries and found that 71.1% of the libraries use homegrown methods to present databases to library users. When presenting database options in a searchable list, 97% of libraries provide an A-Z listing; 80% use a subject listing; 73% use resource records; and 63% provide all three types of records. In comparison, ECU Libraries’ database list uses all three methods of presenting database information. As Wrubel states in her 2007 treatise entitled “Improving Access to Electronic Resources through Usability Testing”: 
Electronic resources (ER) constitute an increasingly significant portion of library collections, both in usage and cost. It is vital to design easy, efficient access to these collections as users have other online options to meet their information needs. Thus, an important goal for ER librarians is to provide a usable ER site. Formal usability testing is a powerful tool to help librarians create the most useful site for their customers (p. 225).
Most case studies dealing with UX briefly explain the institutional staffing model that factors into the local conditions, but few works turn a critical eye to the necessary staffing needed to conduct ongoing UX studies. In their article urging instruction librarians to take part in usability studies of the library website, librarians from University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill (UNC-CH) talk about getting buy-in from librarians and administrators (Vassiliadis & Stimatz, 2002). They caution against soliciting only librarian and/or webmaster feedback about the site. The article is a call to arms for others in the library to be involved in outward-facing usability testing. UNC-CH’s staffing model mirrors that of ECU’s: staff members from an IT department manage the site with decisions about organization coming from librarian and staff input. Also similar to ECU, UNC-CH reports the existence of a committee with stakeholders from different departments in the library to offer content and feedback for the website. In other articles, libraries’ staffing conditions for UX vary according to their size and organizational structure.
Sources that explore the staffing needed to conduct user experience work in libraries tend to be how-to books that outline in the abstract how to get a UX project started and do not test staffing configurations. Norlin and Winters (2002) advocate for a four- to seven-person team for user testing and outline possible staff to involve in the usability testing team, including the webmaster, a tech services person, an instruction librarian, a new team member, and a library administrator. Schmidt and Etches (2012) delve further into the topic by discussing the social mechanics and procedural roles of the library staff who conduct user-experience work. They suggest that there are numerous roles that need to be filled in the administrative, development, design, and content areas of web design and usability testing. Examples of these roles include development lead, content requestors, content approvers, web administrator, design lead, and more. Schmidt and Etches (2012) caution against the creation of silos for these different teams and suggest building consensus and getting buy-in from involved parties. A gap in the literature exists in the testing of staffing models to conduct UX work in libraries in the absence of a dedicated UX librarian. This study attempts to address this gap by providing evidence of proven staffing formations at each phase of the study to be put into practice at an academic library.
Methods
Charge & Background
	ECU is a large public university with approximately 27,000 students. ECU Libraries consists of one main campus library with approximately 100 employees, a branch library (the Music Library) with 6 employees, and a health sciences library with approximately 30 employees. In 2014, the interim director of the main campus library charged a group of nine librarians and technical staff drawn from the main campus library and the health sciences library to come together as a task force to consider the implications and needs of the library system in order to create a sustainable UX strategy. The charge follows: 
The task force will develop a comprehensive UX strategy for the ECU Libraries. In order to provide a sustainable strategy, the group will assess staffing responsibilities, guidelines, processes, and data gathering procedures. Best practices will be investigated and limitations and barriers will be identified. The group will pilot the strategy by identifying a high-need area common to both Libraries’ infrastructure and will work to improve user experiences within the scope of that area (i.e. usability of specific resources, workflow of users within a particular system, etc.). In addition, the pilot will test the effectiveness of the framework, and serve to identify areas of weakness that can be improved in future iterations.

The library faculty and staff recruited for the study:  
Main Campus Library
· Assistant Director, Discovery & Technology Services
· Head, Electronic & Continuing Resources Acquisitions
· Head, Application & Discovery Services
· Head, Research & Instructional Services
· Online Learning Librarian, Research & Instructional Services
· User Interface (UI) Designer, Application & Discovery Services

Health Sciences Library
· Assistant Director for User Services
· Instructional Design Librarian & Liaison to the School of Dental Medicine

Both Libraries
· Webmaster

The individuals chosen for the project included three members of the Application and Discovery Services (ADS) Department, who were responsible for both the initial design and infrastructure of the database list website, as well as the redesign.. The webmaster position is shared by the two libraries and is part of the ADS reporting structure. The UI Designer position is also included in the ADS reporting structure. This position was vacant at the time of the inception of the task force, but a search was underway, and this member was added to the group as initial testing was in progress. Other members of the task force included representatives from the public services divisions of the main campus and health sciences libraries. Since the database list is used heavily in the teaching and research missions of the university, effective design principles were considered to be important. The head of Research and Instructional Services was formerly the Instructional Design Librarian at the main campus library, thus she was tapped as a counterpart on the task force to the Instructional Design Librarian from the health sciences campus. Given the reliance of ECU’s large population of distance education on electronic resources, the Online Learning Librarian was additionally seen as a natural fit for the task force. Due to the chosen website for the pilot test, involvement of the head of Electronic & Continuing Resources Acquisitions, an expert in the different tools and resources, was vital. As prescribed by Norlin and Winters (2002), a good-faith effort was made to make sure that key staff were included, such as the webmaster, a technical services librarian, instructional librarians, new team members (the Online Learning Librarian and the UI Designer), and two library administrators (the Assistant Director for Discovery & Technology Services and the Assistant Director for User Services from the Health Sciences Library).

The UX Task Force enlisted the help of a faculty member from another department on campus who is a UX scholar. This faculty member was adept in organizing and conducting user experience testing as well as with serving as principal investigator on similar projects. He contributed background information and fine details about how usability testing is conducted, including such practices as interviewing users, video recording interviews, using screen-capture software, and developing user personas. He recommended that the group start with a pilot usability study to learn the Institutional Review Board (IRB) process and to use the exercise to test the feasibility of defining UX roles and conducting UX analysis with existing staff.  The roles he suggested the task force adopt included: 
· UX Lead (project manager)
· User Researchers
· User Research Assistants
· Usability and Accessibility Specialist
· Information Architect (interprets and compiles collected data)
· Web Developer/Engineer

Pilot Study
For the pilot study, the libraries’ database list was chosen because it was a relatively stable product that had recently undergone a major redesign without any external user input, so the task force was hopeful that by using it in the pilot study, useful information could be gained that would influence its future development. The pilot project was completed in several phases, including startup, recruitment, testing, analysis, application, and follow-up testing. The remainder of this section is organized to outline the distinct phases in the project and the team members needed to complete the UX study.
Startup Phase
Training. All members of the task force participated in several hour-long instructional sessions taught by the consultant. The training introduced key concepts of UX and covered methods of conducting formal user testing. Two task force members and the consultant were also able to attend a day-long workshop taught by an internationally renowned UX expert, Whitney Quesenbery. During the workshop, attendees learned how to use personas throughout the UX process, different ways to create persona stories to optimize their impact, and easy techniques to apply to the task force’s current UX project. The team also benefitted from the consultant’s concurrent UX project, which was an unrelated university initiative. This project was much further along in the process, so it provided the group with real-life examples of UX testing and a framework for conducting UX work that was suitable for novice task-force members.
Since the group wanted to publish the findings of the research, the task force decided the IRB process would be a requirement from the earliest stages in the development of the pilot study. All nine task force members participated in the CITI IRB Training and created accounts in the university’s IRB portal to be added as co-investigators. Two task-force members took the lead role in completing the IRB paperwork, which included the development of the script and appropriate legal documentation. 
Software Selection. For the pilot study, the task force opted to use Morae, a usability- testing software by TechSmith. The libraries purchased five licenses of the software, which was downloaded onto three university-owned laptops. Morae was chosen because of its unique abilities to record the user’s audio, video, screen capture, and mouse movements to be analyzed by the task force at a later date. It is important to note that although Morae is a software specifically designed for user experience testing, there are a number of additional usability testing tools available; even Camtasia or Jing could be used to record a tester’s onscreen movements. To allow for online collaboration, the task force used Google Drive to share documents, Google Sheets to code responses following the user testing sessions, and PBworks to manage the project. These tools were used to share information among group members, store meeting notes, and catalog user test subjects.
Practice Sessions. Later in the startup phase, the UX consultant scheduled two meetings, during which members of the task force paired up and took turns being the interviewer and the interviewee to help the research team become adept in conducting the interviews. These exercises helped the interviewers to quickly become familiar with the script for the interviews and to be more relaxed in consistently administering the scripted questions and other information. Another benefit of these practice interview sessions was that difficulties and unexpected flaws in the script and questions were identified. This helped those on the testing teams develop ways to consistently navigate around these initial difficulties. The entire startup phase lasted approximately 3 months, and all members of the UX task force took part in the training initiatives. 
Recruitment Phase
During the pilot study, 22 users were recruited to participate in the testing sessions. Utilizing the university’s Faculty Senate Libraries Committee, eight faculty members were recruited. Student employees at the libraries accounted for four undergraduate and five graduate student users. Outreach efforts by librarians resulted in an additional three undergraduate and two graduate students to participate in user testing. The recruitment phase lasted approximately 2 weeks. The staffing configuration used for this phase included feedback and outreach from nearly all members of the task force. One central team member reached out to possible subjects via email and phone and kept a spreadsheet of the results of the recruitment efforts.
Testing Phase
The task force identified testing locations in both libraries, and interviewed some faculty users in their campus offices. All participants signed an informed consent document prior to participating in a user test session. The user testing script was developed during the IRB process and consisted of three separate question sets (see Appendix D). The first ten questions were used to gather participant and database usage information. The second part of the interview script gave the users eight tasks to perform while using the database list product. The third part of the interview script asked the users ten follow-up questions gauging their opinion of the database list. All the questions revealed helpful information for the database list redesign. The testing phase lasted approximately 2 weeks. The staffing configuration included six task members who formed two-person testing teams with the additional members serving as backups when needed. All but two of the task force members observed or proctored at least one user test session. 
Analysis Phase
The analysis of the user tests were completed by a two-member team from the task force over a course of 2 weeks. The user test recordings were divided amongst the two members, and each viewed their recordings and transcribed the responses to the questions asked. The responses were recorded using a Google spreadsheet, with the first column being a generic ID (i.e., Faculty 1) and separate subsequent columns representing each of the questions asked. The transcription consisted of the user’s responses, how long it took them to complete the tasks, observations on how they moved their cursor around the screen, their facial expressions, or how their eyes moved when completing the tasks.
In the initial transcription, an important consideration was to not include translations or personal opinions of what each user was saying. The approach of writing a direct account was adopted by the reviewers and notes were taken separately on what the implications were for the functionality of the database list. Once the analysis was completed, a document was drafted to report the findings with recommendations for changes and was submitted to the ECU Libraries’ interim directors.
Application Phase
To capitalize on what was learned from the initial testing to improve the database list, the website was redesigned by members of the ADS team according to the recommendations developed by the UX Team. The UI Designer developed a wireframe, which was a non-functional draft of the new webpage (see Appendix B), and the main campus library’s Lead Developer coded the new design (this staff member was not a member of the UX Task Force). The general organization of the information and infrastructure of the webpage was not changed significantly; the same tools and sections were included in the updated database list, including a search box, an A-Z listing, subject headings, and a breakdown of resources by format. 
Follow-Up Testing Phase
 Once a new version of the database list was developed (Version B), additional tests were completed by the UX Task Force in small groups. The follow-up tests were similar in format to the initial testing, but Version B was the subject of the test. The same participants were contacted by email and responses were received from four faculty members and one undergraduate student. Since the retest involved the addition of questions to ask about the new design, an update to the IRB was required. The update was expedited, due to the similar nature of the follow-up user test (see Appendix E). Once the tests were completed, a similar analysis process occurred, and the findings were used to make changes to Version B. The follow-up testing phase took approximately 6 weeks and included 2 two-person teams to complete the testing and the original team to analyze the data. 
Results
Initial User Tests
While most of the participants thought Version A of the database list was easy to use and that its layout made sense, there were some glaring issues that caused confusion when completing the tasks. These findings factored heavily into the recommended changes made by the task force. In the report that was submitted to the interim library directors, the recommended changes to the database list were primarily separated into two categories: design hierarchy and labeling.
Design Hierarchy. When prompted to find a database in their area of study, most of the student participants used the subject categories. With the faculty, this was the case even when some knew the database for which they were looking. Only four faculty members used the A-Z alphabet grid or the search bar. After analyzing the manner in which the tasks were completed along with the additional anecdotes, the task force realized that the design of Version A of the database list prominently featured the subject category listing, and this design elicited a wider use of the tool. It was also found that in many cases, users know the database for which they are searching, whether they are familiar with it or they are given direction from a professor or librarian.
Based on these findings and according to typical design convention, the UI Designer decided that the tools on the database list should be redesigned according to a hierarchy: search bar, A-Z, followed by subject categories. The section of Version A that parsed out resources by format went unnoticed in its location on a right sidebar; thus, this section was placed at the bottom of the new database list, in line with the other search tools.
Labeling. Many users had trouble with the question, “Using the database list, find a database that includes resources from more than one discipline.” The purpose of this question was to determine if the term “multidisciplinary” was understood by the users. Multidisciplinary is a category on Version A of the database list in the format section and is used to refer to databases that contained general resources from more than one discipline. Most users searched through subject listings in the subject category tool, looking for those that contained more than one discipline in the title, such as Art & Architecture. The initial decision to create a multidisciplinary category was to include a grouping of databases that would be useful for students who are just beginning with their research. To solve this issue, it was recommended that Version B include a “Start Here” option. “Start Here” is a list of popular and multidisciplinary databases. 
Follow-Up Tests
Once the new design was created, a follow-up test was conducted with a fraction of the initial test subjects. The overall impression of the new design was that it was easier to use. Many test subjects mentioned they liked the clean design of the page and having the A-Z alphabetical option near the top. Each one of the participants noticed the removal of color images that had been present on Version A, but they understood the absence was to make way for a cleaner, simpler interface. There were some immediate issues with the initial re-design in that it seemed too clean, that is, it looked as though the initial “Start Here” box section at the top seemed to be a complete page with no other options below. The ability to scroll to further options was not obvious in the initial re-design. Other issues came with unclear wording about the function of “Start Here” and the lack of a visual designation for the tabs on the newly designed, tabbed subject box. Most users did not scroll to the bottom of the page, meaning that if a user did not know that database trials were available, they would stop at finding the desired database rather than locating additional tools at the bottom. Also, while the simple and clean design of Version B helped aesthetically with functionality, it was deemed plain and boring, especially compared to other university webpages. One participant stated that it “definitely reminds me of the boring library.” In spite of these comments, when asked about their preference for Version A of the database list versus the newly designed Version B, each one of the participants chose Version B.
Discussion
The UX consultant had recommended that members of the task force w serve in the following roles: UX Lead, User researchers, User research assistants, Usability and Accessibility Specialist, Information Architect, Web Developer/Engineer. During the course of the UX Task Force’s work, the duties described in these titles were completed, but the titles were not explicitly used by the task force members. Developing these roles ahead of time was not productive and the task force would have benefitted from defining the roles after having the experience of completing the pilot project. In addition, due to the fact that this pilot study went on for over a year, different people served in different roles at different times. For example, the role of UX Lead was filled at varying times in the process by the UX consultant, the Assistant Director for Discovery & Technology Services, and by the head of Research and Instructional Services. In other cases, the task force had to reach out to others outside of the group to get work done. The lead programmer was responsible for application development, but this person was not on the UX Task Force due to work-related time constraints. Some of the key roles were executed by the Online Learning Librarian and the UI Designer; both showed a strong interest in and aptitude for UX-related work. The roles and small groups developed during the UX Task Force’s project are outlined below, broken down by the phases used in the Methods section.
Startup Phase
· UX Instructor (Team Lead)
· UX “Students”--novice group members learning about UX
· IRB Team--two people; not necessary if not publishing in a scholarly journal
	Recruitment Phase
· Recruitment organizer (can serve as Team Lead)
· Recruiters
	Testing Phase
· Team Lead
· Testing Teams—two-person teams
Analysis Phase
· Analysis Team-two people
	Application Phase
· Team Lead
· Designer/Webmaster
· Application Developer
Having effective project management and leadership throughout the process can result in a smooth running project and efficient utilization of staff time. Admittedly, many times during the UX Task Force’s work, the process was delayed or postponed; this usually represented a time when the group was moving from one phase to the next, and new roles were being defined.
Lessons Learned
Staffing
	Early on the task force determined that a large group configuration was unwieldy and resulted in long training sessions and meetings. Once everyone on the task force was brought up to speed after the startup phase, the format of several small groups was deemed much more agile for completing the work. Conducting the pilot study using a group approach with librarians and staff who all had major responsibilities in other areas gave everyone involved a sincere appreciation for the amount of coordination and expertise needed to complete user studies successfully. The task force learned the reasons that academic libraries establish positions whose chief responsibility focuses on user experience activities, rather than an add-on duty assigned to each member of a group. A dedicated UX Librarian could devote more time to coordination at each phase of the process and would likely be hired with the experience needed to move UX projects along in an expedient fashion.  
It was determined in retrospect that the UX Task Force could have used more members from the health sciences library to assist with the UX responsibilities for that library. The UI Design position was filled, but the person hired did not start work until after the task force started its project, which was not ideal. Working with an outside consultant from another department on campus initially seemed like a promising collaboration but had significant drawbacks. The consultant was generous in sharing his resources and time, but his approach to the process was not a good fit for the task force’s needs. When the consultant withdrew his involvement early in the study, the task force was left to figure out the rest of the process without the expert’s guidance. Fortunately, the new UI Designer had considerable experience with UX which helped the task force move forward. A number of people from the team left the university during the course of the project. Hiring takes time, so the UX pilot was completed by the remaining members of the task force.
The Institutional Review Board (IRB) Process. Most of the task force members were new to the IRB process and first had to take the mandated campus online training before they could begin working on the study. This took some time during the startup phase. Even though the study was low-risk and therefore exempt, established protocol still needed to be followed for the use of human subjects by making sure each participant in the study signed the waiver form after being informed of their rights. 
Better foresight was needed with the design of the original interview questions and how to handle the follow-up questions. The follow-up questions were not built into the original study due to lack of foresight and lack of experience conducting UX testing. If this had been considered from the beginning, it would have eased the IRB documentation process. Furthermore, the initial interview questions were not sufficiently pre-tested. Due to the pressure to get them drafted in order to get the IRB application approved, it became apparent during testing that they were not sufficient. The questions could not be changed without sending through an amended IRB application. Any future studies requiring IRB approval will need considerably more forethought before an application is submitted. Developing good scripts is key to collecting useful data; therefore, proper pre-testing is essential. IRB approval is not required for internally focused UX studies that will not be published. Thus, as new products and services are designed for library patrons, the UX concepts learned in the pilot study can be applied, and the project management and turnaround of results can happen more quickly. 
Recruitment of Participants. Although the response for taking part in the follow-up testing was less than desired, the results received were valuable and sufficient to make the additional changes needed. Recruitment of interview participants was perceived by the task force members as being difficult. Part of the reason for this was the lack of incentives, which help attract student participants. Obtaining faculty volunteers was less of a problem. Since the pilot has been completed, a process for funding and distributing gift cards for UX projects has been established, so this will not be an impediment in the future. 
Testing & Data Analysis. Several different meeting rooms were used to conduct the user interviews, and consequently it was discovered that sound quality in some of these locations was poor. This made the results more difficult to analyze. A dedicated user-experience space should be established for sessions that will be recorded, where results can be consistently collected and analyzed in a reliable fashion, without ambient noise interference, and where users can feel comfortable. We are also exploring the acquisition of a mobile station to be used for “guerilla” surveys when quick results and spot checks are needed. 
The method for documenting the results of the user interviews was somewhat unwieldy. A spreadsheet was used to record results, but the variety of responses made it difficult to record them in a consistent and understandable fashion. It also took longer than expected, because each Morae recording had to be reviewed in its entirety, and sometimes more than once, because some sessions had poor sound quality. Even though the methodology used in this study was less than ideal, the task force was still able to develop meaningful recommendations based on the way the users interacted with the site.
Limitations and Future Studies
A major limitation of this study was that the students used as test subjects were mainly student workers in the library, although it was determined in the course of testing that employment in the library system did not necessarily correlate with familiarity with the database list. It was discovered that more experience on the part of the researchers was needed to conduct and analyze user interviews in a more effective way; the researchers should investigate and adopt best practices used by other libraries doing this type of assessment. Future studies on the topics of staffing and UX work in libraries may attempt to more accurately research differing staffing configurations in a side-by-side comparison of different scenarios on the same website.
Conclusion
The UX Task Force concluded unanimously that a staffing configuration of UX Lead with two-person project teams is the most agile and sustainable method for conducting UX in the library. The newly designed website (Version C, see Appendix C) is slated to be rolled out at the end of the fall 2015 semester. In addition to the study outlined in this paper, a small team that includes the UI Designer, Online Learning Librarian, and the two task-force members from the health sciences library are completing a personas project. The group is gathering and combining interview data from library users on their personal behaviors and attitudes relating to the library to create these archetypal user profiles.  A persona is defined as a
Fictional person created to model and describe the goals, needs, and characteristics of a specific type or group of users. Does not describe a real, individual user nor an average user. Often includes made-up personal details to make the fictional person more "real" (User Experience Professionals Association, Personas, n.d.).
 The creation and subsequent use of these personas will add to the sustainability of UX in the library, as they will become an essential part of design decisions. At the conclusion of this study, the UX Task Force at ECU will have developed a sustainable method for conducting UX work in an academic library. It is believed that this framework can be put into practice for conducting UX projects at other institutions that do not have the resources to hire a dedicated UX librarian.
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