University of Maine System Libraries

Circulation Heads Committee

June 21, 2006, 10 a.m. to 2 p.m.

FFA, Memorial Union, UMO

Present:  Jonathan Williams (system); Nancy Fletcher (UMPI); Judith Clarke (UMA); Louise Hinkley (MSL); Donna Bancroft (in for Janet Babb) (OCLS); Marie Pierce (MSL); Sofia Birden (UMFK); Greg Stowe (Law School); Jerry Lund (UMO); Barbara Higgins (BPL); Janet Brackett (UMF); Jeanne Parker (UMM); Marianne Thibodeau (UMM); Casandra Fitzherbert (USM); Edward Moore (USM-GOR); Stephanie Ralph (LEG). Guests: Jen Alvino and Sarah Campbell (PPL).

Absent: Judith Nottage (UC)

1. Nancy Fletcher called the meeting to order.
a. Sofia Birden agreed to take the minutes.
b. The minutes of December 8, 2005 were accepted as submitted.
2. Introductions: Jonathan Williams was introduced as the new Systems Manager. Jen Alvino and Sarah Cambell, two representatives of the Portland Public Library, came to the meeting. PPL is interested in joining the URSUS consortium.  

3. Topics covered by Jonathan Williams:

a. The Mil-Cataloging tutorials are available on the library support page.

b. Various issues related to MaineCat libraries were discussed, but more detail will be further down.

c. Sounds in MilCirc are either on or off. For those who want the sounds completely off contact Jonathan. UMFK is one of them. The user manual mentions how to change the sounds but only an authorized login manager has access. Jonathan will send to everyone any new information he finds.

d. If anyone does not have the Innreach tab (it is turned off) and would like to have it turned on, contact Jonathan.

e. The Cataloging Standards Committee discussed electronic items (esp. gov docs) looking like physical items. A suggestion made at the CSC meeting was to change the status from available to online. UMPI gets a lot of requests for online docs. Others mentioned the same problem. Cataloging is working on it.

4. Info net (MaineCat) Overdue procedures:
We went over the procedure for handling fines and replacement charges with MaineCat libraries. 

a. We are still waiting to see how the new MaineCat software will work with overdues and bills though it seems some circ reports have not changed (Jonathan will look into it).

b. Jonathan has seen a more detailed breakdown of libraries in other reports but was unsure of the circ reports we were interested in.

c. Some discussion was brought up as to ownership of materials. Is the borrowing library responsible for a patron losing an item? Or is the patron responsible. Much discussion ensued. 
d. Jonathan suggested talking to Karl Beiser with regard to billing. What we want in the end is to be able to run daily notices for our patrons who owe MaineCat libraries. Sofia said she would play around in telnet URSUS. (side note: Sofia has done so to no avail. The overdue reports generated still lumped Minerva together).

e. We discussed the fact that though the procedure for producing and sending bills to MaineCat libraries was fine and could be implemented as is, we still wanted to wait to see what Jonathan came up with regarding a more automated service.
f. In the procedure list, numbers 1 and 5 were discussed. Number 1 was about checking for fines that were 2 weeks or 1 month overdue. We discussed 2 weeks versus 30 days versus 60 days. Sarah from PPL reminded us about the institutional overlap. Some additional clarification was presented: Book checks out on an institutional loan of 6 weeks. Then the book is checked out to the patron based on the library’s loan rule. No consensus was made at this time. Finally number 5 referred to creating a template for a bill we could all use. We will keep this in mind and present any ideas we have after we hear from Jonathan. 

g. We were reminded that once our patron has a MaineCat book from other library, if the book goes overdue, Tim generates notices and sends to the different URSUS libraries.

h. Final decision on Procedure is to table it until Jonathan has had a chance to look at it all.

i. One piece that came up as a side note to this discussion was a question regarding allowing patrons from other libraries to drop off their books also from other libraries at a different location. Concerns were postage costs and responsibility for the items. Several of the libraries said they did and would continue to take such books. However, it was strongly suggested that these books should always be checked in before returning by mail or courier. It was also mentioned that if the book could not be checked in and if the patron was there, to return the item back to the patron. 

5. InnReach books and barcodes:

a. There was continued concern that many MaineCat books still did not have the barcode in the system (linked barcode). A number of libraries, including PPL, were continuing to get books without barcodes inserted. We felt that there was a communication problem among the smaller libraries. We asked that Karl be invited to our next meeting in hopes to address this problem (and probably more).

b. Another problem is that Maine Maritime Academy’s item barcodes don’t scan. The answer was to type a b then wand the barcode, but you have to use the InnReach tab to do it.

c. Sometimes when a patron requests a book, a different library sends it than was scheduled. This means we can’t scan the barcode because the barcode doesn’t match the item. On one occasion two copies of the same book came in from two different libraries. PPL says that this may be because if the first library can’t find the book, the item is set to lost and the request moves on to the next library. If the first library finds the book, thinking they are being helpful, they send the item to the borrowing library anyway; hence two of the same book.
d. Some ideas: Address communication with MaineCat, provide smaller libraries or libraries just joining the system a mentor, annual meeting of subgroup of MaineCat and URSUS.

6. Ereserve training: Donna Bancroft will look into getting a face to face training for ereserves, and not just basic training but more advanced (administrative level) training.

7. Running MilCirc reports: Answered in 3 and 4 letter d in both.
8. Blocking student records: It was brought up that a tougher system statement notice would be warranted due to the different way some institutions now have to handle their billing. However, another solution was suggested: set up a new bill (#2 or #3) for individual libraries that need it then each can create their own personal statement. Finally a question was raised as to whether PeopleSoft will take care of this issue.
9. Libraries receiving items that should go to other libraries: PI getting USM or ORO items. In these cases it was not the patron who accidentally chose the wrong institution nor was it CD&L, but the packaging was handled wrong (e.g. all PI and USM in one package going to PI). Also, it was noted that we need to make sure to look at the pick up location on the paging slip and not the institution name. Work study student mistakes need to be addressed.

10. Holds on checked out items: it was suggested we add an additional option to the cancel hold list. “Invalid hold – Please request again” or something to that effect because on occasion a patron is able to place a hold on an item already checked out and there is no way to let them know they can request the item again after we have cancelled the item. Clarification was made that no requestor item can have a hold placed on it while it is checked out (excluding own patrons/own items of individual institutions). If the hold is placed inappropriately then the hold is cancelled and the patron must request the item again. This is so we can get a paging slip.
11. Cancelling holds – it was suggested we change “change status to missing” to “change status to onsearch”. Though some libraries use onsearch first, there were many who do not and did not want to change the message/action from missing to onsearch. However, another option was discussed that maybe the onsearch option could be added. Jonathan will look into it.

12. Cancelation notices from MaineCat. We wait a long time before knowing a hold on an item has been cancelled. Sometimes not at all. PPL explained the problem may be that an entry may possibly be missing in the p/u location table. Also, it was clarified that hold cancellation notices get printed at the patron’s library. Jonathan will run tests.
13. Reminder notices: 

a. it was noted that one person was upset when they received a reminder notice that their materials checked out would be due in a week. However most everyone commented that their patrons really like the reminders. 
b. Another notice going out is an email/letter that tells the patron the items they requested are ready for pickup. However, it was noted that many times the notice goes out after the patron has already picked up their book. People wondered if sending the notices out was an option because some institutions did not have this feature. Jonathan will research and see how the notices generate and who generates them.

14. Discussed RFID and security technology. RFID is an inventory management with security built in. Tattletape (also mentioned) is just security. A possible option for inventory management was to look to see if Triple I has anything like it or is working on it. There will be a 3M representative at UMFK in July (possibly on the 26th but no date is confirmed). All are welcome to come up.

15. Requestor in-transit status: verifying that everyone is checking requested items into the system after pulling them off the shelf and before mailing them to the borrowing library. It seemed that most everyone was doing so.

16. (there was no #16 on the list)

17. Materials for distance students process is on hold.

18. Claims returned:

a. Discussed when distance ed students lose a library book, then off campus services will reimburse or replace the item for the library.
b. Discussed the option of swapping fines again. Originally the directors didn’t want to swap fines because they preferred trying to collect the money. Many institutions have very old records of patrons who are inactive and will never pay a dime of their fine (overdues only). We discussed the desire to swap these fines again and talked about bringing it back to the directors.

c. Discussion of responsibility came up again with regard to who is responsible for lost items. Borrowing library or the student? 

d. Discussed lost books and libraries replacing books rather than paying. Most liked the idea.

19.  Medoc/gov doc requests – electronic access: answered in 3e

20. OTHER

a. Local use only items being requested in MaineCat. For example a Minerva library is able to request a juvenile book from one of the academic campuses that does not let them go out. If this happens the request is cancelled. 

b. On the opposite end the problem we had with not being able to request items from MaineCat because they showed available in URSUS, is now not a problem. It seems with the upgrade we are now able to request such items.

c. New names need to be added to support page list (Nancy has these names)

d. New meeting dates: would like a meet me call sometime in August. Next face to face in fall (October maybe).

e. Election for new chair: Nancy Fletcher was elected for second term.

