Library Information Technology Advisory Committee

February 24, 2006

Reference and Loan Library 

Meeting Notes

Members present: Alan Engelbert, Anita Evans, Leanne Hansen, Vibeke Lehman, Lorie Docken, Travis Jiskra, Vicki Kuenzi, Judy Lyons, Stef Morrill, Martha Riel, Joshua Ranger, Annette Smith, Stacy Stevens, Jim Trojanowski, Mike Tyree, Mary Williamson, Ross Wilson

Members absent; Alan Barclay, Jim Davis, Peter Gilbert, Marilyn Rasmussen Arlys Zellmer, Meredith Atkins (resigned)

Staff present:  Bob Bocher, Mary Clark, Sally Drew, Donna Steffan, Mary Struckmeyer, Terry Wilcox

Guest: Mark Beatty

Introductions

Bob Bocher called the meeting to order and asked for introductions.  This was the first meeting for six new members.  Bob asked for approval of the meeting notes and Ross Wilson moved and Vibeke Lehman seconded approval which passed unanimously.  
Status on RFP Processes and draft language
Sally Drew discussed the Wisconsin Resource Sharing and Information Access RFP process.  She said that it was still a work in progress.  She said that a request for procurement had been sent to the Department of Administration (DOA)and that the Department will need an official approval to release the RFP.  DOA has informally approved the concept of the RFP process.  Sally anticipates that the RFP will likely go out at the end of March or early April.  
Sally said that LITAC members had indicated at the last meeting that they wanted to be able to look at the products before a decision is made.  Sally has been talking to DOA about this part of the process.  DOA has recently used a process that allowed people other than the review team members to attend the vendor demonstrations.  The demonstrations are scripted so that vendors must show the functions that the Division and reviewers are interested in seeing.  Those that attend are considered Subject Matter Experts and are asked to provide written feedback on whether the vendors can adequately demonstrate functions that they say they can provide and whether the overall system appears to be useable.  Sally said that LITAC would be invited to attend the demonstrations and that other groups would likely be invited as well.  She also said that costs would not be available at the time of the demonstrations.  She said that an evaluation committee would be formed soon and that it would consist of 7-9 people.
Anita Evans asked what criteria would be used to select evaluation committee members.  Sally said that an attempt would be made to include a variety of different types and sizes of libraries, with geographic distribution and different levels of staff.  There would be some representation from the Division staff.  It is likely that members be chosen from current advisory committees including LITAC.  Lorie Docken asked what the timeline for appointment would be and Sally said sometime within the next week.  Sally said that she would be coordinating the process, but would not be a voting member of the team.  
Sally described the process in more detail.  She said that there would be some meetings of the evaluation team to assure that there was a common understanding of the RFP and the responses.  Review team members would provide individual scoring.  If the scores are close, vendors could be given the opportunity to provide final and best offers.  Lorie said that from her UW experience it is useful to have evaluators in on the RFP development process and Vibeke Lehman seconded this concept.  Sally said that reviewer names would not be announced during the process to avoid their being contacted by vendors and other interested parties.  Bob Bocher wanted to know if there had been more scrutiny because of the various “scandals” and Sally said that there had not been a lot more of this.  DOA has been encouraging use of the “bid” process rather than the RFP process and Sally has had to convince them that it would be better to do an RFP.  Sally said that since all LITAC members had signed the confidentiality statement, they could see more of the language once it is drafted if they wanted to.  
Sally Drew asked the committee if there were specific suggestions concerning the specification language.  Mike Tyree wanted to know if the concept of extracting bibliographic records would hinder OCLC from responding.  Sally indicated that OCLC has the ability in that it is possible to download records.  She indicated that OCLC is moving to subscription pricing for many services, rather than the per transaction pricing that exists now.  Josh Ranger thought that the group services contract may allow for downloading.  Martha Riel wanted to know if current group services members all have OCLC cataloging now.  Sally said that at lease one library in the consortium that they belong to may be a cataloging member, but that all libraries do not have this.  

Leanne Hanson questioned why federated searching was included in the list of services.  Sally Drew said that people had indicated that they were interested in finding out what vendors can do in this area, however, it would likely not be rated heavily in the scoring.  Vibeke Lehman suggested that federated searching would not have to be made mandatory.  Sally also said that some functionality could be charged back to those that want to use it rather than have it subsidized by the state.  Stef Morrill wanted to know how authentication would be handled as it would be important to both the portal and other services in the RFP.  Joshua Ranger wanted to know if we needed patron level authentication for BadgerLink.  Stef Morrill said authentication would be needed for various kinds of databases.  Ross Wilson also said that authentication was a bigger issue than this RFP.  Sally said that part of the reason to include it in the RFP was to gather as much information as possible as to how authentication might be handled.  Bob Bocher reminded LITAC members that there was a paper on authentication on the LITAC web page.  

Bob Bocher wanted to know if training and support would still be hosted by Division staff.  Sally said that present staff could still be used for training and support.  She also said that vendors would be able to host the service in their shop or in Madison.   Stef Morrill suggested that the language about operating a gateway seems more mandatory than probably meant.  Lorie Docken asked to have the number of academic libraries included in the background statement.  Vibeke pointed out that although DPI is the contract administrator, the RFP does not address the concept of server consolidation.  Sally said that the project will be administered by DPI.  DOA will be consolidating hardware, but that it is likely that DPI would have access to the software remotely.  It is not yet clear that DOA would consolidate the servers at DoIT or if there would still even be servers in Madison as the vendors may manage the servers.  Sally asked all LITAC members to mark up their copies and give them to her if they wanted any additional changes.  

Sally Drew described the purpose of the vendor conference.  Vendors are allowed to ask questions about the RFP.  All questions and the responses are written and then shared with all potential vendors.  Alan Engelbert wanted to know if the evaluation team attended the vendors’ conference.  Sally said that the evaluation team was not expected to attend, but that they would have access to the questions and answers.  Anita Evans wanted to know why the amount of funding was included.  Sally said that this was usually done in order to inform the vendors how much was available now as there is no guarantee that more will be available.  She said that LITAC had also asked that the local amount spent for cataloging be included and that she had attempted to estimate this.  
Alan Engelbert noted that the current WISCAT uses two vendors and asked how likely it is we will get into that situation again.  Sally said that the RFP includes a statement that a single vendor is preferred.  Lorie Docken said that we might want to list core services but allow vendors to submit proposals for others.  Josh Ranger wondered if we included non-subsidized functions if the vendors would be included to bid.  Lorie Docken noted that there needed to be a statement that we reserved the right not to proceed and not to buy anything.  Alan Engelbert was concerned that the timeframe did not give libraries time to plan for purchasing services from this contract.  Sally noted that we are asking for five year costs, so everything would not have to be ready to start in 2007 if there were services that were not subsidized.  Jim Trojanowski said it would be very important to know if and why costs would increase for small libraries.  

Ross Wilson wanted to know why it was not possible to share costs.  Sally Drew explained that costs were assigned a specific number of points.  If the reviewers know the costs, they might also score subjectively based on costs. Josh Ranger said it would be a good idea to include a statement that some services and costs would be subsidized by the state and others may not be.  Sally pointed out that 20% of the score for costs is the lowest that the state will allow, but that it could be made higher.  
Stef Morrill wanted to know if HTTP could be added to the standards list.  She wanted to know if vendors could do the virtual catalog without using Z39.50.  Alan Engelbert wanted to know if the user interface applied to cataloging.  Sally Drew said that the main section would not, but that there would be user interface items in the cataloging section.  Alan Engelbert wanted to know how ease of use would be measured.  Sally said that this would be part of the demonstrations and would be part of the subjective rating.  

The group broke for lunch and continued discussion the RFP after lunch.  

The group discussed which browsers should be required and the requirements for downtime limitations.  Sally Drew handed out the vendor list and asked for any additional vendors that should be added.  Vibeke Lehman wanted to know if vendors had to be on VendorNet.  Sally said that they did not.  
The group discussed costs.  Sally Drew said that it would be necessary to find a way to compare the components bid and the costs so that vendors were not penalized for having the most functionality.  Stef Morrill wanted to know if it would be possible to exclude the costs that are currently being paid.  Sally said that she did not think that we could assume that everyone that is paying now would continue to pay while costs were subsidized for new users.  Alan Engelbert asked if whoever was evaluating costs would have to come up with documentation on how costs were calculated.  Sally said yes.  Travis Jiskra wanted to know if there is a single vendor that could bid the entire service.  Sally said that there were probably a couple of vendors that could do that.  Sally said that the vendors would have about eight weeks to reply and it was hoped the contract would be negotiated by September.  
BadgerNet
Bob Bocher told the group that last March DOA signed a contract with SBC for the new BadgerNet network.  The BadgerNet advisory committee meets monthly.  Installations started last fall.  150 schools have been converted, 190 state agency circuits have been converted and 25 public libraries – starting in La Crosse have been converted.  There are 430 public libraries left to convert.  Conversion of public libraries will start ramping up in March with 5-8 installations a day planned from March to July.  It has been found that about half of the library sites need new routers and some also need architectural changes.  Also, there is another level of complexity when a shared system is involved.  It all should be done by August.  For K-12 schools the distance education video  network is radically different so training will be needed for personnel.  Ross Wilson noted that the interface difference has caused some problems and that training is needed.  Wisconsin has the most (90) local phone companies of any state except Iowa and that has caused complications because small phone companies have had to upgrade their equipment too.  Anita Evans asked if there was any control or limit on bandwidth usage at the school level.  Bob hopes that won’t be a problem with the new network.  Ross Wilson said that bandwidth usage keeps growing so it will probably max out again.  Bob said that bandwidth has more to do with what TEACH will subsidize.  
Shared ILS Study
Bob Bocher said that the Division has spent a lot of LSTA funds to help public library systems install and operate shared integrated systems.  In 2005, LSTA sponsored a study to determine how much in total is being spend on shared integrated systems.  The Division contracted with Charles McClure.  Bob described some of the preliminary results.  82% of public libraries are now in shared systems.  13% are automated but have small PC-based systems and 5% have not automated (serving 1% of the population.  There is a high satisfaction level (87%)and those that say they are not satisfied are mostly concerned with costs.  16% of public libraries are interested in moving to a different shared system.  Other services they get in relationship to shared services included training (95%), hardware maintenance (79%), purchasing of hardware (64%), cataloging and processing (50%), and cooperative collection development (30%).  Libraries are beginning to pay a larger share of the total costs.  Total statewide costs were estimated at $6.24 million.  The survey also asked if in the next 4-8 years the state should set a priority on implementing a single shared automated system and 45% agreed.  The survey asked if in the next 2-4 years, if the state should encourage the reduction of the number of shared automated systems and most respondents were neutral on that one.  The survey asked if in the next 2-4 years, there should be a single vendor for the state.  Bob indicated that the marketplace was already decreasing the number of vendors in Wisconsin.  Bob also discussed the benefits and limitations of shared integrated library systems.  Bob said that the final version of the study would be available in March, 2006.  
Virtual Reference Service
Mary Struckmeyer and Mark Beatty discussed the new virtual reference service.  Mary Struckmeyer said that in the 1980s and 1990s, the Reference and Loan Library cooperated with the Library of Congress via mail to answer questions.  The Library of Congress established the Collaborative Digital Reference Service in 2000 and Reference and Loan Library participated in that service.  Later OCLC took over that project and Reference and Loan Library staff started working with the QuestionPoint software from OCLC.  A consortium called Ask a Wisconsin Librarian was established.  South Central Library System and West Bend Public Library used a service called 24/7.  Last year OCLC bought 24.7 so the two are now being merged.  The name of the new Wisconsin consortium is Ask?Away and it includes public and academic libraries.  Fifteen public library systems and 15 academic libraries are taking part.  Any single library can join for $750 and each system pays $1,500.  Libraries can put the logo on their web page and link to the chat service.  The consortium has to cover 40 hours each week.  Libraries are encouraged to cover 4 hours per week and to do their own followup answers and email.  The service provides a lot of homework help, help with college research papers, general information and quick reference for adults.  Stef Morrill is in charge of the publicity committee and April 24 is being declared Ask?Away day.  There is a centralized web site that can be used by members of the public if they do not go through their local library web site.  In the future the Ask?Away logo will be put on BadgerLink and maybe on the state portal.  State agency libraries are being encouraged to take part.  
Instructional Technology

Donna Steffan told the group that they are just beginning to work on EETT grants.  Half of the funding will be distributed by formula and half by competition.  The applications will be due in April and May and projects begin July 1.  Schools need to spend 60% on professional development in using technology.  

The report on the School Impact Study was provided in draft form in February.  855 media specialists filled out qualitative survey.  There was one school-based survey per school.  A random selection of 51 schools were studied in more depth.  The researchers selected five schools for face-to-face focus groups.  The researchers looked at WINNS  data to compare answers to see how they fared and what was the student achievement level.  
E-Rate
Bob Bocher provided an update on the E-Rate program.  $2.25 billion is available to help schools and libraries pay for Internet access.  Wisconsin libraries asked for $30-$40 million.   

CALEA

Bob Bocher said that in 1994, telecommunications companies made it easier to perform wiretaps and now the federal government is asking to apply the same standards to the Internet as well as to phones.  ALA will reply during the comment period to the FCC.  ALA opposes this because the FCC can’t take one law and apply it to the Internet.  ALA is also trying to drive this further up the chain so local libraries do not have to deal with it themselves.  
The meeting was adjourned at 3:00 PM.  
