University of Maine System and URSUS

Library Directors’ Council Retreat

Held at University of Maine at Farmington 

Thursday and Friday July 27 and 28, 2007

Attending: Tom Abbott, Joyce Rumery, Sharon Johnson, Frank Roberts, Greg Curtis, David Nutty, Williams, Mary Ann Thibodeau, Steve Podgajny, Barbara McDade, Jonathan Williams, Susan Lowe, Gary Nichols, Chris Knott

1. A special thank you to Frank and his staff for making our meetings at UMF a success with great space, food and support. 

2. LibQUAL:  David provided an overview of next steps related to summarizing and reporting results to “stakeholders.” Directors agreed to prepare a summary report and any action plans for their own library to be shared with all directors.  Frank will analyze the UMS libraries results (perhaps using the raw data and SSPS) and share them at an upcoming meeting. Ideas and suggestions resulting from discussion

· Caution urged on interpretation of responses, e.g., negative comments about lack of resources could well be an education/information issue

· There is a definite disconnect between faculty and electronic resources that we all need to address

· Make sure you/we compare local/UMS findings with national norms

· Compare your library with UMS libraries and/or other peers nationally, e.g., UMF is in the process of comparing its results with the national public liberal arts colleges’ results

· Immediate action should be directed at red zones first

· Drill down into the red zones using the analytic tool to see where the problems actually lie

· Another target area – after red zones are the areas where the biggest gaps exist between “least most desired” and most desired

· There is interest in planning a consortial summit, perhaps presidents, CAOs, CFOs

· Sort comments by common themes and use to pursue further analytical analysis

3. Collection Development Strategies: Our goals continue to include reducing cost of collections materials using a number of continuing and new strategies and the problems working against cost reduction and consolidation: 

· In some cases we either need to purchase the actual back copies or insurance to protect our ownership of back copies when buying or leasing online databases. Such “insurance” would protect us if the publisher (often not the original publisher) should go under or lose their license for the product.  See companies: Portico and LOCKSS for more information.

· Inflation is running at about 8% annually and our base budget is fixed

· We should look carefully at centralization of services as well as collections to optimize our local budgets

· Continue to reallocate from within the budget 

· Cut campus subscriptions for materials and borrow more from other campuses where possible

· Some subscriptions come with the requirement that as we add e-materials or databases, we are not allowed to cut paper subscriptions for x years.

· Need to review shared databases to see if one or two campuses heavily use it and rewrite the contract limiting it to those campuses only. Use savings to buy other items – Jonathan will look at statistical reporting enhancements where possible so we can make such decisions

· Use LIBQual results to document need where it exists 

· Do a better job educating users on what we have already – perhaps a shared strategy on improving information literacy would be a good topic for an upcoming meeting. i.e., we need to help our faculty members answer the question, “if our students are getting A’s using Google research materials, then why do we need expensive licensed databases and e-materials?”

· Encourage faculty who are expected to publish to make greater use of open access peer reviewed journals

· We need to demonstrate/report our ongoing cost savings and reallocation decisions and be able to demonstrate student use of materials before we can ask for any additional funding for e-resources

· SEE COOPERATIVE COLLECTIONS DEVELOPMENT REPORT PREPARED BY DEB ROLLINS ATTACHED. Libraries are asked to review possible joint purchases of databases and e-materials to reduce costs

4. Science Direct will be turned on approximately August 20, and we are reminded that during the 5 years of this contract we are not allowed to cancel Elsevier Journals, but we can swap titles that are equal value – this was the arrangement that allowed us to dramatically reduce the cost of Science Direct online. If anyone has questions, call Deb Rollins. 
5. Presentation by Mantor Library Staff. Janet and Shelly made a presentation about how Mantor is connecting with its community especially through marketing and information literacy projects.  Handouts and slide presentations were very helpful. All appreciated the use of their mascot, the Beaver, in the handouts and posters – overall theme was focused on visibility of the library and getting students and others to visit and use the library – NICE JOB AND THANK YOU 
6. Web Page Improvements: at a number of points during the meeting it seemed that all present agreed that it would be a good idea to discuss how to make our libraries’ web pages more effective and useful. Suggestion made that it be a topic of upcoming meeting perhaps with an “expert” on library web pages. Possibilities to consider: streaming library tours. Jeopardy-like game with library resources as clues, blog on library page, survey (e-suggestion box) of students’ experiences and expectations. 
7. Required Credit Course on Information Literacy: Brief discussion about how information literacy might be integrated into the curriculum – subject for upcoming meeting.  There is also interest in a statewide information literacy get together/workshop/forum. Directors are very supportive. 
8. Assessment: there is also interest in as statewide or at least URSUS-wide discussion on improving assessment techniques and using data effectively 
9. HOLDS: Continuing discussion on problems created by changing from item level holds to title level holds with the following results: 
· Problem: faculty have semester check out at their library do not have the same privileges at some other libraries – SOLUTION: all agreed that informing their staff members, they would agree to abide by this new common loan rule for faculty with the understanding that recall is expected if material is needed – all directors who need time to check with their libraries and then report approval to Jonathan by August 3 Friday.
· Problem: title level holds while desirable for some, creates significant inefficiencies in that the transit slip can not include the patron’s name until the item is actually checked out - -and that multiple holds can be placed on multiple copies  -- holds are filled as the items are checked in
· It then takes an extra step to check out the book to the person and print the screen with his or her name – especially problematic for sites where they hold the book for the patron but do not check it out
· A new III release expected in December will allow us to customize the transit slip with the person’s name and phone number 
· Jonathan proposes another solution in the mean time.  It is an item level hold that applies to “Copy returned soonest.”  With the common faculty loan rule in place, returning to the item level hold gets the paging slip printed with the person’s name etc,. it looks the same to the patron, and will rarely cause delays – who knows it may well be the long term solution we need. Jonathan, thanks for digging deeper and finding this solution – (See Jonathan’s detailed e-mail dated 7/30/07 2:27 PM)
10. “Go Get It” Jonathan reported that “Go Get It” was working well and that it would continue to be upgraded.  He encouraged all if us to provide a link to it on our website – suggested location: within “search for materials” area.

11. Z39.50 connection for WorldCat is available from Jonathan 
12. Last Copy Center: Progress is being made. It looks very likely that BPL with a generous gift will be able to buy the library at Bangor Theological Seminary to be used as a last copy center. Using high density shelving, there is potential for housing one million books and other items. If offices are brought up to code, the Maine Info Net staff could also be housed there.  If sale goes through, study of upgrading the building and purchasing HD shelving will commence. Bond and or Legislative funds are being considered. 
13. Maine Info Net Summit: Thursday the 2nd of August- all are encouraged to attend – contact Barbara for more information
14. Maine Info Net Report: 

· Search for CEO for Maine Info Net is underway (handouts included copy of announcement and Joyce reported on the lengthy list of placements) 

· Some materials in UMS collections show as available in the OPAC but are actually restricted use and can not be borrowed – result frustration by users especially MARVEL users. Possible solutions: ask III to allow us to have more choices that the current “available and not available” – such as in house use only etc. Jonathan will pursue for us. 

· New Memorandum of Understanding between UMS and State Library is in place with some new language that strengthens the collaboration, as well as the Board’s role  – thanks to David, Gary and Joyce for sheparding this through the channels to a successful outcome. 

· See additional details in attached Maine Info Net CEO’s Report

15.  Portland Public Library: Given the high costs of bringing PPL into the URSUS library environment, it was not possible to make the change at this time.  All directors agreed however that is was mutually beneficial to all to accept PPL as an Associate Member of the URSUS Directors’ Group – all present were in agreement with this action and established July 20, 2007 as the effective date.  We also decided that we would continue to pursue the inclusion of PPL into the URSUS catalog.
16. End of Year Status Report for UMS Libraries: Using the general goals and activities developed within the UMS strategic planning process, the directors agreed to prepare and end of year (FY 07) status report outlining progress on a number of items:  (Tom will develop a draft for all to review and discuss) 
· System libraries’ mission and vision statements

· Collaborative collection development 

1. Last Copy Center 

2. Shared purchases among campuses, with state

3. Centralization of some technical services cost benefit study

· Assessment practices (LibQual) 

· Creating Maine Info Net Organization

· Shared training activities 

· Budget stability 

· Problem of inflation with library materials and potential solutions 

· Capital equipment budget (bond/fund raising) plan

· Fund (grants?) for innovative planning\

· OTHER??

It was suggested that an executive summary of this status report could serve as the centerpiece for the proposed Library Summit with the UMS leadership 

17. Change of Chair for URSUS Library Group:  After serving three years as the Group’s Chair, Tom Abbott has handed over the reins to Joyce Rumery who graciously accepted.  Thanks to Joyce for stepping in, and to all for your support over the last three interesting years from Tom. The group thanked Tom with a round of applause.

LIBRARY DIRECTORS’ ONGOING ITEMS – this is the beginning of the year’s agenda – feel free to edit as needed

· Fine policy for future DONE
· Tom will pursue group contract with Copyright Clearing House (UMS or URSUS wide)
· LibQual – ongoing

· Decision on continuing Docutek

· Career ladder system for MLS librarians – system-wide

· LA III or some other plan for a another level for classified staff
· Cooperative collection development consistent with goals of UMS Strategic Plan

· Analyzing “avoidable” collection duplication

· library buying items to be shared instead of each purchasing them, and/or,

· sharing campus library purchase funds to purchase shared central database or single item to be shared

· Last copy center if possible and if not – planned sharing via cooperative collection development 

· Digitizing bound publications where we control copyright
NEXT MEETING AUGUST 17, 2007 10 – 3 AT BPL
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

TO: 

Joyce Rumery

FROM: 
Deb Rollins, Head of Collection Services, UMaine

DATE: 
24 July 2007

RE:

URSUS/System cooperative collection development of online serials

I’ve done some preliminary analysis on the EBSCO merged serials list for URSUS libraries, enough to see a few issues as we think about cooperative online collections.

For the most part, there are few cost-savings opportunities for URSUS libraries, but many greater-access opportunities, requiring various amounts of additional system or URSUS funding. 

In terms of management it would be efficient for online subscription packages, and the base print or online subscriptions that often determine package pricing, to be managed centrally from a separate budget. However, this would require that a long-term system commitment to fund such online packages be in place, complete with inflation funding as needed. 

A central budget might make a difference in some cases on costs, allowing prices to be based on total FTE, rather than on an individual campus basis. Unfortunately, most journal publishers still calculate prices for the system as seven campuses, rather than as a single entity of 24,000 FTE, even if resources are online-only, and even if only one institution (the System) is the subscriber. The bottom line is that publishers don’t want to lose their existing campus revenue base, or (more frustratingly) their potential revenue base. We have had the most luck with NERL as an intermediary in getting publishers to consider the system as a whole rather than as separate campuses.

Smaller libraries are often the ones that stand to gain the most from system subscription packages, but don’t have the funding to pay for an FTE-based share of the invoice. And indeed, their use may be lower per FTE for many publishers because the titles may not have as strong a correlation to their curriculum. Larger libraries tend to make budget sacrifices in order to sign up for their own packages, and even when these costs nearly cover access for everyone (see examples 1 and 2 below), in fairness they should not have to also pay the extra percentage to add other system libraries. 

If the URSUS and/or System libraries were developing a plan for cooperative acquisition of online serials, with an accompanying centralized budget, the EBSCO merged serials report is just one resource we would use. Such a plan would likely also include a number of resources we could all agree on as useful across all sites. Journal collections such as JSTOR and Project MUSE, would be appropriate and widely used by all System libraries, and possibly, the public URSUS libraries. The pricing for these collections is based on individual campus/library units, so there would be no savings on them, though libraries could cancel some print journals if Project MUSE were subscribed system-wide. Other titles with universal interest are online papers such as the historical New York Times, or indexes such as Reader’s Guide Retrospective. Long-term system and/or URSUS support of these resource subscriptions for all libraries just makes sense. 

In analyzing sample publishers on our EBSCO 8,000-title merged URSUS serials list, as well as NERL licensing deals and publishers’ web pages, I saw several opportunities for change, as listed below with some numbered examples. Possible actions could be categorized as follows:

· INDIVIDUAL LIBRARIES: cut costs slightly by going online-only for certain titles or publishers (3, 4, 6)


· INDIVIDUAL LIBRARIES: cancel certain subscriptions (5)


· SYSTEM LIBRARIES (requires new funding in a dedicated centralized budget): subscribe to system-wide publisher packages to gain access to more journals in a more cost-effective manner, rather than individual campuses subscribing separately to packages (1, 2, 6, 7, 9, 10)


· SELECTED LIBRARIES: cooperate on access to certain online titles, with one library managing the subscription (6, 8) 
Note---My experience with a few 4-campus or 3-campus shared subscriptions: Management---negotiations, invoicing and payments, technical access, billing out to other libraries---is much more time-consuming than management of resources that are either subscribed by one library, or by all system libraries from a system budget; sufficient staffing and cost-effective use of time is an issue


1. Springer journals

URSUS libraries subscribe to around 185 Springer journal titles, for a subscription cost of about $278,500 in 2007. Of these the majority (around 160) are subscribed at UM. The Springer added fee for access to all NERL-member titles (thus 1,447 Springer journals) was 6% of current subscription spend. UM signed a NERL license starting in 2007.
It's possible that a NERL license could have been signed for access for all system members, even though some campuses don't have Springer subscriptions at all, for little more than the price paid by UM (since UM has most of the “spend” in the total cost). UM paid about $16,000. If allowed by Springer, system cost might have been around $18,000 additional per year for all campuses to access the 1,447 journals.  


2. SAGE journals

URSUS libraries subscribe to 188 SAGE journal titles, for a subscription cost of about $119,000 in 2007.

USM and UM signed separate NERL license agreements for $5,288 and $8,410, respectively, a total of $13,698 for 2007 (based on the percentage-of-spend fee for subscription totals under $100K). These two separate campus licenses do not provide access for all seven campuses to Sage journals.

The system cost would have been about $13,100 additional per year for all campuses to access the 471-title Sage journals online package, based on the lower percentage-of-spend fee for subscription totals over $100K ---less than the total USM and UM paid separately. 


3. Ecological Society of America

Six campuses get ESA journals. Most campuses could switch to online-only for a slightly lower cost, and another (such as UM) could continue print+online for its 3 titles to have print backups for the system.


4. e-Duke Scholarly Collection

Duke’s online journal collection of 29 titles would be available to UM for less than it now pays for 20 print titles. Recommend UM switch to online-only (USM has already done so). 

System-wide subscription would cost about $4,200 more than 6 campuses pay now (but only UM and USM have numerous subscriptions—other campuses have 1 or 2). 


5. National Association Of Secondary School Principals

4 campuses may want to cancel memberships. Probably all were members to get NASSP Bulletin, but that title has switched to a commercial publisher, SAGE.


6. Lippincott Williams and Wilkins

There are about 75 campus and public subscriptions to LWW journals, mostly nursing titles. Libraries may want to switch to OVID online access. UM has its own package subscription to 50 titles which gives a discount, but probably only worthwhile for USM to pursue the 50-title discount based on current number of subscriptions. We could ask OVID if an URSUS-wide deal could be made but pricing would likely be on a per-library/campus basis resulting in no savings. 


7. Blackwell

System libraries have 348 Blackwell subscriptions with many duplicate titles. System could subscribe to Blackwell 755-title collection for an additional $26,000 through NERL. This may or may not be a priority for system libraries. UM compared its Blackwell subscription requests to the additional fee for Orono-only, and found the added expense to be too steep to justify. Compared with value received for additional cost of Sage and Springer packages, Blackwell is very pricey. 


8. American Library Association

PPL, BPL, and MSL may want to subscribe to Booklist Online separately or together, though cost is more than print. Academic pricing is prohibitive for this online title, though I’m sure several campuses would like to have access. 


9. Oxford University Press

System libraries have 72 subscriptions, with many duplicates. Using this count as a non-cancelable base, it’s possible that the system could pay an additional $4,000/yr through NERL to have access to the full Oxford collection online, 180 titles in all. This seems like a bargain!


10. Cambridge University Press

System libraries have 83 subscriptions, with some duplicates, for a cost of $33,353. Using this total as a non-cancelable base, it’s possible that the system could pay an additional 5% or $1,800/yr through NERL to have access to the full Cambridge collection online, 198 titles in all. UM has some requests on file to add Cambridge titles. An even better bargain!
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