Library Information Technology Advisory Committee

September 16, 2005

Reference and Loan Library 

Meeting Notes

Members present:   Sylvia Contreras, Anita Evans, Jim Gingery, Vibeke Lehman,  Paul Moriarty (for Lori Docken), Marilyn Rasmussen, Martha Riel, Joshua Ranger, Mike Sauvola, Annette Smith, Linda Stelter, David Weinberg-Kinsey, Mary Williamson, Ross Wilson, Arlys Zellmer

Members absent; Peter Hamon, Barbara Kelly

Staff present:  Peg Branson, Bob Bocher, Mary Clark, Sally Drew, 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 Anita Evans and Joshua Ranger.  Sally Drew said there are still five more vacancies to fill.  The meeting notes for the May 25, 2005 meeting were approved unanimously without corrections on a motion by Marilyn Rasmussen and a second by Anita Evans.  

Wisconsin Library Technology Strategic Plan

Sally Drew reviewed the Wisconsin Library Technology Strategic Plan goals and objectives changes made at the last meeting and asked the committee members if these changes reflected their intentions and if there were any further changes.   She said that when the document was completed, it would be posted to the website as LITAC’s working plan for the next year.  

Goal 1:  Vibeke Lehman asked that the language be revised when referring to visually and physically handicapped.  She said that the phrase should be “people with visual,  physical, and cognitive disabilities.”  Anita Evans suggested that the words state and local government materials be added to point 5.  Jim Gingery suggested that the 4th point be placed next to the 2nd point to complete set of concepts about information networks.   
Progress summary sections:  Jim Gingery suggested moving the WISCAT progress summary before the BadgerLink section.  Anita Evans suggested adding another point to the BadgerLink section emphasizing the need to notify all users of changes to BadgerLink databases and products.   Joshua Ranger pointed out a mistake in what WHO stands for which should be Wisconsin Heritage Online.  

Anita Evans moved and Mary Williamson seconded the motion to accept the changes in the strategic plan and have the Division publish it.  The motion was approved on a unanimous voice vote. 

Sally Drew passed out additional statistical analyses from the resource sharing survey conducted by Russell Consulting, Inc.  The first chart compares two demographics – the frequency of items loaned and borrowed.  There is a table showing the frequency of responses for each question.   There was also a chart of the willingness to pay broken down by type of library.   The data was reviewed to determine the frequency rate of libraries that said they were willing to loan materials under specific conditions that showed that the response rate was between 59% -77% depending on the specific condition.  Debra Johnson had also compiled an analysis of open-ended questions 13 and 14 which were about suggestions for improving the current statewide resource sharing system and a description of an ideal resource sharing system.   Analyses which have not been done yet would identify the geographic regions by county of the respondents and a categorization of respondents by size of library.  It may be possible to do the county analysis, but will be very difficult to do the size of library analysis.  
Sally Drew introduced Debra Johnson who was hired to facilitate the Interlibrary Loan Work Group meetings.  Debra explained that the Work Group charge was to develop the purpose, goals, and principles for a statewide interlibrary loan system which involves all types of libraries.   The outcome was to complete a revision of the 1996 interlibrary loan guidelines.  The committee was also to discuss the basic functions needed for future resource sharing system.  The committee did not cover the statewide delivery system and did not discuss or recommend specific vendors.  She said that the work was 98% complete and would be finished during the last meeting on September 19, 2005.  Jim Gingery asked if funding levels was part of the discussion and Debra said no.  Debra explained that the group agreed with the “ideal” that every library would lend everything in their collections, but also looked at more realistic parameters for lending.   Debra said that the guidelines related to inter-system borrowing and also put the responsibility on the borrowing library.  Jim Gingery said that the statement that considered interlibrary loan to be a basic service seemed redundant and suggested it be dropped.  Debra said that the committee had discussed that, but felt it was important from a funding point of view.  Mary Williamson emphasized the need for interlibrary loan to be considered a basic service.   David Weinberg-Kinsey emphasized the need to look at resource sharing as broader than just interlibrary loan and said he liked the use of the word “materials” as broader than books.  Debra explained that the overriding principle was that if you have it, lend it.  She explained that the staff developed a “best practices” section to expand on the interlibrary loan principles.   Joshua Ranger asked if distance education patrons had the same rights as local residents and if primary clientele were treated differently than secondary clientele.   David Weinberg-Kinsey noted that technology is often less of a problem than the interlibrary loan policies themselves.  Vibeke Lehman requested a review of the use of the words “may”, “should” and “will” and suggested standardization of “loan” and “lending”.  David Weinberg-Kinsey suggested using the example of book groups when referring to lending for groups.  Jim Gingery suggested working on setting consistent due dates.  
Debra Johnson emphasized some of the key recommendations.  Area interlibrary loan plans will no longer be required.  The concept of area clearinghouses is de-emphasized. There is a strong statement that the next automated interlibrary loan system system has the ability to provide unmediated patron generated interlibrary loan as long as appropriate checks and limits can be made.  She said that there was some concern about how much variation there are in public library system clearinghouses and how much customization that the Reference and Loan Library is being required to do to accommodate this.   The Work Group was not willing to say everyone should operate the same way, but urged users to decrease the variations to a minimum.  She pointed out that there is a cost to the variations.   Debra said the group discussed state level resources and that there was strong support for the type of work done by the Reference and Loan Library as a state-level clearinghouse.  This work resulted in state planning, coordination, equity of access, and management of automated resource sharing systems.  Deb said that there was some concern expressed about how the Reference and Loan Library could remain innovative while dealing with day-to-day operations.  She said that the Work Group would have the opportunity to revisit this discussion without Reference and Loan Library staff present.  

Debra also said that the Work Group discussed the state level interlibrary loan contracts.  The group felt that the Milwaukee Public Library should be for unique items owned, not for general materials.  The Work Group felt that the priority and funding for the contracts should for WiLS rather than Milwaukee if it was not possible to do both.   Jim Gingery said that Pat Kennedy felt uncomfortable about being asked with WiLS staff to leave the room during the discussion.  Debra explained this was necessary because the needed discussion was not taking place prior to making that change.  
Debra asked for reactions or comments on the Interlibrary Loan Work Group recommendations.  David Weinberg-Kinsey said that there is a sense that many changes are being made and that everyone has limited resources so it is necessary to set priorities.  He said the basic questions needed to be on the table even if it is uncomfortable.  

Debra Johnson also led a discussion on the technology scenarios and the vendor demonstrations.  She said that the Interlibrary Loan Work Group had a similar discussion and recommended a hybrid union/virtual catalog.  There was not consensus on the type of hybrid as some felt the union catalog should be complete as possible and others said it could only have holdings for libraries without local catalogs that were Z39.50 compatible.  The Work Group did not think that a statewide integrated system was practical for the short term.   Jim Gingery said that long-term functionality should include ease of use, use of an enterprise model, necessary protocols to be maintained.  There was discussion as to whether it was desirable to define the specific functions needed or the type of technology.  Linda Stelter said that schools can be included in the union catalog, but would be left out if there was only a virtual catalog and they would not be in a large shared integrated system.    David Weinberg-Kinsey asked who WISCAT was most important to and made the observation that most academics have alternate systems.  
Sally Drew said that it was important to talk about functions because these would be specified in the RFP.  The group then did some brainstorming on needed functions. The following items were listed: 

Patron-initiated holds and requests (Jim G.)

Holds kicked out for certain criteria (Martha R.)

Way to handle duplicate bibliographic records so don’t have to search across multiple records (Martha R.)

Patrons checking status of their requests (Joshua R.)

Customizable front end, especially for wording (Martha R.)

Scoping of libraries with flexibility in scoping sets and subsets (Anita E.)

Patrons – seamless underpinnings (Mike S.)
Designate pickup location (Donna S.)

Status checking to include local circulation status and interlibrary loan status (Joshua R.)

Material is discoverable on Google (have to be where people go) (Joshua R.)

Catalog record with links to summary reviews, cover art, contents (Anita E.)

Home delivery (David W.)

Staff production steps automated (David)

Source of cataloging?  (Martha R.)

Yes, cataloging is needed (Linda S., Arlys Z.) – Less important (David W.)

Patron-initiated  not important for school (Linda S.) not important for corrections (Vibeke L.)

Federated searching (David W.)

Several members suggested that staff put together a list of functions.  Mary Williamson pointed out that LITAC had done this as a past exercise.  Debra said that the Work Group also planned on prioritizing a list of functions so perhaps the same list could be used for both LITAC and the Work Group. 

Debra Johnson also led a discussion about funding statewide resource sharing programs.  Sally said that $772,500 is allocated from LSTA and library fees for WISCAT and WISCATILL.  She said that she hears that people would prefer the Division spend less on these projects, but want the projects to exist.   Peg Branson said that WISCAT/WISCATILL uses about 20-25% of federal funds.  Vibeke Lehman asked if there had been moves to reduce WISCAT costs and Terry Wilcox pointed out that costs had been cut when the OCLC tapes were eliminated.  David W. said that some libraries are paying thousands of dollars for resource sharing.  Sally also said that the WiLS contract costs $44,600 (@13,000 requests) and the Milwaukee contract costs $36,000 (approximately 3,000 requests) currently.   Sally also said that $75,000 was currently used to fund delivery.  
Debra Johnson asked for suggestions on priorities.  Jim Gingery gave his priorities as 1) cost of ILL system, 2) delivery, 3) funding for net loans.  David Weinberg-Kinsey said that net-lending reimbursement pits one library against another and it is better to have protocols that prevents net-lending.  Sally Drew pointed out that there does not seem to be a push from this committee to put either more or less funding into WISCAT.  
Joshua Ranger provided an overview of the Wisconsin Heritage Online (digital library).  He described how WHO was formed, the digital registry, research into other state’s programs, and the formation of working groups.  He said the project hoped to attract more of the museum community.  The museum community uses different software, complicating the technology solutions.  The digital planning committee is looking at ways to harvest and store metadata from various projects.  Local historical societies often have volunteer staff and there is a hope that the local historical society and the public library will work together.  The De Pere Historical Society has digitized a great deal of material.  Working groups have been formed for collection development, education/training/outreach/, metadata, technology, preservation, accessibility, and future directions.  The planning committee is considering taking part in an OCLC pilot project that would put records into Open WorldCat.  The committee is also looking at the KE EMU Portal Model which is a virtual model with federated searching.  
The meeting was adjourned at 3:30 PM.  

