Library Information Technology Advisory Committee

December 9, 2005

Reference and Loan Library 

Meeting Notes

Members present:   Meredith Atkins, Alan Barclay, Sylvia Contreras, Jim Davis, Anita Evans, Jim Gingery, Leanne Hansen, Vibeke Lehman, Lori Docken, Peter Hamon, Marilyn Rasmussen, Martha Riel, Joshua Ranger, Mike Sauvola, Annette Smith, Linda Stelter, Stacy Stevens, David Weinberg-Kinsey, Mary Williamson, 

Members absent; Barbara Kelly, Ross Wilson, Arlys Zellmer

Staff present:  Bob Bocher, Mary Clark, Sally Drew, Richard Grobschmidt, Steve Sanders, Donna Steffan, Mary Struckmeyer, Terry Wilcox

Facilitator: Debra Wilcox Johnson

Introductions

Bob Bocher called the meeting to order and asked for introductions.  This was the first meeting for five new members.  Other new appointments will take place at the February meeting.  The meeting notes for the September 16 meeting were approved unanimously without corrections on a motion by Mary Williamson and a second by Marilyn Rasmussen.  

Description of competitive purchasing process to be used by DPI (RFP Process)
Sally Drew described the purpose of the morning meeting session as being to develop a description of the primary products to be purchased for the future information access and resource sharing system and to develop goals and objectives. She also described some ground rules for the discussion:

· Time frame is set by current purchasing authorization

· Purchasing process must be competitive

· Plan to use a Request for Proposal Process

· All DPI purchasing will be consolidated within DOA beginning July 2006

· Write specifications so that multiple vendors can respond

· Careful use of mandatory requirements so as to not eliminate all or most vendors

· All members participate

· Let someone who has not spoken do so before speaking again
Sally Drew described the planning activities that had taken place during 2005 as follows: 

· Needs assessment survey and focus groups

· Meetings of LITAC, COLAND, and LSTA Advisory Committee

· Interlibrary Loan Work Group

· Vendor demonstrations

· Request for Information for costs

· Beginning functions definition

Sally Drew described the level of consensus that may have been reached based on discussions and work with various library groups.  She said that there was not complete consensus.  There seemed to be the most agreement on maintaining a hybrid physical union catalog/virtual catalog functionality using national standards and expanded portal federated searching including full text and web-based information. She said that development of a statewide circulation system might still be considered for the future, but that there was some agreement that timing and politics make this not feasible for short term.
Sally Drew also outlined the unresolved issues as whether or not there was a need for a statewide or international database, full original cataloging service for library staff, the extent of needs for federated searching, and the extent of needed integration with circulation systems.

Sally Drew then opened the discussion for questions and comments about the RFP process.  Peter Hamon wanted to know if LITAC could see the draft RFP.  Sally Drew said that she would be working with purchasing on this and that the draft might need to be considered confidential if distributed.  Vibeke wanted to know if reviewers would get to see costs.  Sally said that costs are turned in separately and one person compiles and scores the results.  The lowest cost generally receives all of the points available and the other vendors are scored using a ratio.  Cost proposals are hard to evaluate in order to determine that fair comparisons are made.  Sometimes she has gotten permission to share costs with evaluators, but it is often discouraged.  The process will include a vendor question period and a vendor conference and vendor demonstrations may also be included.  The evaluators meet and share information with each other, but there is no attempt to reach consensus, and rankings are done as individuals.  It is possible to ask top ranking vendors to submit their best offers.  A letter of intent to negotiate is sent to vendors and negotiation begins with the highest ranked vendor.  

Jim Gingery asked how local costs are figured into the process and would it be possible to figure in local costs and Reference and Loan Library costs.  He is worried that vendor costs will be evaluated in a vacuum.  Sally said that it may be possible to ask vendors about local costs and also interview references to see what libraries have found.  Sally said Reference and Loan costs are known and can be considered, but that the biggest challenge would be defining what local costs are.  Peter Hamon said that WISCAT as it is now is dependent on OCLC libraries creating records and that is a significant local cost.  Sally said that it is difficult to compare local workflow costs as each library is quite different.  She also said that non-OCLC libraries pay for cataloging costs as well.  
David Weinberg-Kinsey asked how reviewers separate vapor ware from real features and if reviewers represented themselves or a constituent group.  Sally said that vendors are instructed to answer “comply” or “yes” if the function is operational today.  Reviewers represent different types of libraries and should attempt to represent both themselves and their type of library if possible.  David Weinberg- Kinsey summarized two local things to consider: cataloging costs and local interlibrary loan processing.  Jim Gingery asked about clearinghouse functions.  Sally said that fewer public library systems operated clearinghouses and more libraries were doing direct interlibrary loan, but that clearinghouse functions would still be considered.  Mary Williamson said that the ILL Work Group recommended automating clearinghouse functions if possible.   
Peter Hamon expanded on the recommendations made by the SRLAAW group, saying that they had also recommended that there be a frank discussion of the place of schools in the interlibrary loan system.  Sally indicated that the ILL Work Group had talked about school participation in interlibrary loan as a part of their charge and were very clear about not wanting to eliminate or decrease school participation in interlibrary loan.  

General purpose, scope, and other information for RFP 
Sally Drew turned the attention of the group to the yellow sheet titled information access and resource sharing.  She reviewed the vision, purpose, description, audience and other information gathered prior to beginning work on the RFP.  She also reviewed the unresolved issues and asked for comments on what should be included in the RFP.  She requested that each member be given the chance to speak by going around the table in sequence.  She said that people could pass if they wished and after everyone had spoken, they would be given another opportunity.  
David Weinberg-Kinsey said that he thought the list of issues was good and representative.  From the private academic point of view, it was necessary to have state and broader access.  He said it is important to be able to get catalog records and do original cataloging.  Federated searching is a bell and whistle that is OK, but not key and he is also less concerned about integration with local automated systems.  He did not have an opinion on local clearinghouse functions, but thought that the state would likely need to revisit this based on the chosen vendor for the service.  

Linda Stelter said that she can afford the $2,000 for OCLC CatExpress, but could not afford the $10,000 for full use of OCLC.  She is concerned that schools be able to continue to participate in interlibrary loan.  She said that schools can and do share even though they may not have sufficient staffing and may not be open all times of the year.  She said that somehow public library systems and academic libraries think that schools do not participate but her school is a big participant.  
Annette Smith said that her school cannot even afford the $2,000 for CatExpress.  

Vibeke Lehmann said that correctional institutions have many of the same issues as Linda had expressed about schools.  She wants all types of libraries to be able to participate as borrowers and lenders.  

Peter Hamon said he would take a different approach and talked about what Illinois has done.  He also urged the Division to collect information on the total cost of cataloging.  He would include cataloging in the RFP and also include more money for it.  

Jim Gingery said that resource sharing should be defined so that it does not include the past goal of providing MARC records.  He feels that downloading is not resource sharing.  He does not think it is fair that some are paying for MARC cataloging and some are not.  
Anita Evans said that she is concerned about the funding levels that would be included in the RFP.  She suggested putting in a range and also including local sources of funding.  She also said that her experience is that there are some limitations of federated searching so would include it but not put much weight on it for ranking.  

Josh Ranger said that federated searching should be an “add-on”.  He thought it was important to get library records into Google rather than have users use a library portal.  

Martha Riel said that federated searching could be good if limited to selected resources such as basic BadgerLink resources, but trying to include a lot can be overwhelming.  She wanted to separate the ideas of downloading records from the concept of cataloging.  

Leanne Hansen said that federated searching as a concept is a good idea, but in reality it is very difficult and can be frustrating for staff.  She is also in favor of rethinking and redistributing costs.  She does not like other libraries using her records.  
David Weinberg-Kinsey jumped in to disagree on that one. He said that his library is going to catalog anyway so that we all offer value to each other.  

Vibeke Lehmann also spoke in support of taking a more altruistic view in agreement with David.  She thinks that be being able to obtain MARC records is important for state institutions and wants to keep this function.  

Lorie Docken recommended looking at a pool of resource with everyone contributing something. She said that the database may not need to be international, but that the state should at least provide a gateway to broader resources.  On the subject of federated searching, she said such a tool is labor intensive, is difficult to evaluate, and may be out-of-scope.  She said that integration of interlibrary loan with circulation brings up policy implications that have not be resolved.  
Meredith Atkinson agreed that it would be OK to hold off on federated searching and also agreed that sharing bibliographic records is important. 
Sally Drew noted that few had spoken to the need for an international database.  Sally noted that many libraries ask that requests not be sent out of state during the interlibrary loan process because they are not able to pay postage costs for delivery.  Several members confirmed this.  Sally noted that academic, health science (through DOCLINE) and some public libraries would like broader than state access.  Sally suggested that it would be possible to put the concept of broader access in the RFP, although it would not be mandatory.  It would also be possible to incorporate the concept of providing a gateway to broader resources.  There seemed to be general agreement on this approach.  
Results of Information Access and Delivery for Wisconsin Libraries and Residents: Future Purpose and Criteria

Sally Drew passed out a revised version of the functions survey and continued the discussion on what functions should be in the RFP. 
Peter Hamon wanted to know how many surveys went out.  Sally said that the survey was sent to LITAC members, public library system interlibrary loan staff, and ILL Work Group members.  There was some overlap in those groups.  She said that she estimated that she got about half of the surveys back (19).  
Jim Gingery asked questions about functions related to users being stopped from making requests if a title is owned locally and about the process of users placing holds.  

David-Weinberg Kinsey noted that people wanted a lot of features, but also flexibility to not have to use those features.  

Martha Reil said that it was important to address the quality of searching using various types of technology.  She noted some technologies are klunky and unsuccessful even though it is possible to do a search.  

Josh Ranger brought back the issue of cataloging and wanted to know if it needed to be included.  David Weinberg-Kinsey said if we don’t include it, then we eliminate a solution that a vendor could potentially provide.  Peter Hamon said the key is putting local dollars on the table and talked about Illinois.  David Weinberg-Kinsey said that Wisconsin has less statewide money than some other states.  

Martha Riel expressed concern that there are some public libraries that are not now participating in WISCAT and said we need to address those underlying issues.  She said we need to find something that works for everyone and that the current situation is having a negative impact on resource sharing.  
Alan Barclay said that for health science libraries, broader is better so that at least national would be good.  He agreed that federated searching implementations have some issues.  Open APIs like Amazon is easy, but the proprietary stuff will be difficult.  He thinks working with Google is interesting.  
Jim Davis said the challenge is to think about benefits outside our experience and after we are gone.  “Ownership” and “this is the way it is” comments may not be helpful. He said that we need more efficient marketing for collections and to solve tomorrow’s problems not just today’s.  
Peter Hamon said that larger libraries are happy to do things themselves, but smaller libraries still need clearinghouses and he has yet to see a good way to get away from that.  

Jim Gingery said that that we need to look creatively at clearinghouses.  He said Milwaukee may need to rethink the clearinghouse model and also suggested looking at Reference and Loan Library’s role.  He also said we need to be realistic about taking people where they are -  one model may not fit all.  Academic libraries use OCLC and some public libraries use group services.  There needs to be a place to vent and get these issues in the open.  

Leanne Hansen said that NEWIL has developed a subcommittee to look at ways clearinghouses can do other things because interlibrary loan is more point to point at this time.  
David Weinberg-Kinsey said that patron authentication is still an important service.  

Sally Drew thanked the group for their comments and discussion.  She said that she hopes to be able to get RFP sections to LITAC for comment at the February meeting.  

Presentation on OverDrive (electronic book contract)
Steve Heser from the Milwaukee County Federated System made a presentation on the OverDrive service.  He said that the program was started by the Wisconsin Public Library Consortium in February/March 2005 and that most public library systems are participating.  The service provides access to electronic books.  Evan Bend from OWLS designed the web site.  Milwaukee County, Winding Rivers, Wisconsin Valley, went live in August 2005.  At first there were not enough books and more content was needed.  It is necessary to have a SIP connection to OverDrive to verify patrons.  The patron types in a library card and selects a library from the drop down menu.  The patron can review checked out items and holds.  The checkout period is 14 days.  The software is all Windows based and Media Player can be used for downloading.  It is possible to create a CD from the electronic book, but only one section at a time.  There are currently 387 titles available, 1,563 patrons registered, 2,510 total checkouts, and the waiting list is pretty deep.  There can only be one checkout at a time for each title.  

Issues include the lack of ability to download directly to an iPOD.  Also, an item cannot be returned early.  The collection has so far focused on fiction, but that may change.  

David Weinberg-Kinsey said that the Films for Humanities is going to offer this type of service for videos.  Martha Riel said that the speed for downloads is very slow.  Sally Drew said that the blind community is interested in using the service and they are investigating ways to do this.  Donna Steffan said that schools may be interested and Linda Stelter asked if the program was open to schools.  Jim Davis asked if anyone had discussed the social aspects or impact on kids using this type of material.  
Steve said that the cost was $1,500.  So far there are not children’s titles available, only adult titles.  No decision has been made on whether schools could join.  
Instructional Media Technology Team update 
Donna Steffan provided a report for the Instructional Media Technology Team.  She shared a copy of the Focus Newsletter from the Wisconsin Association of School Boards that has an article on school resource sharing.  Schools need to have a resource sharing plan and the article discusses how schools have approached this requirement.  

She described the Enguage Framework assessment tool.  The team goes onsite to assess districts’ instructional technology programs.  

The upcoming New Wisconsin Promise Conference focuses on literary and will be held in January in Madison.  
The Data Summit will train the trainer on using data to improve student learning.  

Library Legislative day will be January 31.  

The technology component of No Child Left Behind is the sole funding source for school technology in many cases.  It replaces the TEACH money and there have been proposals to cut this funding.  

BadgerNet update 
Bob Bocher provided an update on the BadgerNet program.  The schedules are now in place and system staff will soon meet with DOA.  Public Library systems and schools will likely switch over in the March-June 2006 timeframe.  Most public libraries are data users rather than video users, so the roll out should go smoothly.  WISCNET and SBC and six others are Internet Service Providers that will be able to get in.  ALA is challenging the FCC’s push to expand the wiretapping law to computer networks and that will affect all libraries.  

Sally Drew asked Lorie Docken if she could provide an impromptu summary of the Board of Regents discussion on digitization that took place just prior to the LITAC meeting.  She said that Ken Frazier and Patrick Wilkenson made a presentation on the UW Digital Collections project.  They promoted the concept of collaboration for the digital collections and said that the one millionth image had been added.  The Regents were positive about the initiative.  

The next meeting date has yet to be determined.  Bob will send out a notice of potential days.  
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