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Joint Library Planning Committee
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October 23, 2009

10 am – 4:10 pm

Appointed Members

Dr. John Holdnak, Division of Florida Colleges, DOE

Dr. Nancy McKee (Chair), Board of Governors, State University

  System of Florida

Ms. Mary Jane Tappen, Division of Public Schools, DOE

Ms. JuDee Pettijohn, Department of State

Technical Workgroup

Mr. Jim Corey, FCLA

Dr. Richard Madaus, CCLA

Dr. Tom Owens, SUNLINK

Mr. Mark Flynn, FEL

Others Present

Judy Bentley, CCLA

Jean Phillips, FCLA

Claire Dygert, FCLA

Brenda Ferris, CCLA

Dave Whisenant, CCLA

John Opper, Florida Distance

   Learning Consortium

Deborah Robinson, Chair, CCLA

  Advisory Board/SPC

Janice Henderson, NWFSC

Melvin Davis, CCLA

Martin Wood, FSU College of

    Medicine

Denise Potvin, Legislative Staff

Paul Parker, Consultant to IFS

1. Call to Order and Approval of Minutes

Chair McKee called the meeting to order, thanked Richard Madaus for hosting the meeting, and welcomed all.  The Minutes were approved with JuDee Pettijohn moving approval and John Holdnak seconding the motion.

2. Timeline
a. A survey was sent to encourage reactions to the draft report by librarians in each sector and Florida Distance Learning Consortium (FDLC) members.  Responses were received and are provided on the JLPC Web site.  

b. Chair McKee suggested that there should be boards and councils identified that review the final draft and submit a letter of response as part of submission to the Commissioner.

c. Another survey will be administered for second draft report in November with a similar response timeline.

d. A meeting has been scheduled for November 16, 9am – 1 pm, at the Turlington Building to incorporate November 12 updates in the final report.  The original date of submission to the Commissioner, November 30, has been changed to November 25.  Ms. Tappen will arrange a briefing with Chancellor Haithcock with a planned follow-up meeting with the Commissioner during November 16-20 to provide him an orientation prior to receipt of the final report on the 25th. (Note:  Ms. Tappen has arranged a briefing with the Chancellor for 4:30 pm, November 16; personal communication 10/28/09.)

e. Entities to be provided a copy of the report on November 23 for acknowledgement letters and/or comment include: the SUS Council of Academic Vice Presidents, the FCS Council on Instructional Affairs, Florida Association of School Administrators, the Florida Association of Media Supervisors, Library Network Council, CCLA Advisory Board, FCLA Advisory Board, Florida Distance Learning Consortium, and the Florida Library Association.

3. Follow up from Previous Meetings 
a. Dr. Madaus began the follow up discussion with a summary of the library automation features of three specific states; Ohio, Illinois, and Georgia.  Highlights include:

i. Consistency and uniformity are not always as publicity would lead one to assume.  Various themes on library automation systems, system maintenance, and periodic refresh in terms of state or local costs and geographic placement/collaboration were revealed.

ii. Georgia’s Evergreen system, as a developing open access library management system, was discussed in depth and led into further discussion of cost trade offs of free open source software and purchased software.  Open source is supported by a community of programmers and technicians but requires knowledgeable, skilled personnel at each site to implement fixes and upgrades.  So license savings can be offset by expanded personnel needs.  However, it appears that one future option that is now emerging is open source  software tailored by each institution to suit its patrons’ needs.

iii. Illinois has developed a relationship with OCLC for all types of libraries in Illinois.  Cost distribution is loosely based on materials acquisition budgets of each library; higher budget means higher contribution to OCLC contract.  A similar arrangement might be considered for Florida with approximately 325 “entities” buying into an estimated  $6 million contract; variations based on size and funding could be factored into a funding formula.  This would provide WorldCat, ILL, and cataloguing only.  Does not include library management systems or eResources.  Dr. Holdnak encouraged consideration of all possibilities irrespective of cost for the sake of covering all possible ground.

iv. Consideration of the trend to open source rather than proprietary software within libraries and among vendors as well as the longevity of various solutions led to discussion of an anticipated “lifetime” for each proposed solution.  Ms. Tappen requested a timeline for proposed solutions that enable one to see the likely time span of efficacy for each.

4. Budget Allocation by Funding Source to Each Sector

a. Refer to Exhibit 5, Item 2, Supporting Documentation, for breakdown.  Technical experts and their staffs walked through the expenditures and fielded questions from the committee.  K-12 was the most difficult sector to report on due to the need to survey media specialists and to rely upon their interpretation of terms.  For example, some respondents interpreted library management systems to be eResources and many did not separate local funding source expenditures from those bought with state funds.  The responses came from 21 districts representing about 75% of students in the state.  Dr. Owens explained these issues and how he treated them to report the figure on the matrix for K-12 budget and source of funds.  Ms. Tappen asked about relative expenditure on electronic versus hard copy resources.  Dr. Owens responded that when e-resources are available through other means, e.g., FEL, media specialists report putting limited resources into purchasing print materials.  This is the preferred mode for teaching students at this level to read in all disciplines.

b. Mr. Corey added an explanatory comment regarding the state funds allocated to FCLA.  A standing committee of the Council of State University Librarians (CSUL) allocates the expenditure of those funds each year for system wide resources.  In effect, these monies are seen and utilized by the universities as if they were included in their local funding.  Dr. Madaus reported a similar procedure for some of the funds allocated to CCLA.

c. Dr. Madaus pointed out that an updated matrix of organizational management of similar tasks and procedures across sectors has been included in the committee packet for the 10/23 meeting.  He asked for input.  Chair McKee indicated that she would check statutory language cited in the matrix regarding establishment of the BOG.

5. Discussion of Initial Draft of Report
a. Chair McKee began the discussion by observing that a gap exists between the description of the current status of library automation and the “pros and cons” as they are stated in the Recommendations.  She suggested that the options be more fully developed.  The committee digressed into a brief discussion regarding the purpose of the proviso and how best to focus the report to meet the needs of the legislature.

i. Chair McKee offered some questions (Attachment to these minutes) to better flesh out the goals and purpose of the committee’s work and offered these to aid in deliberations.  Committee members agreed that the questions are relevant but that, given time constraints, the focus must be directly on the requirements of the proviso language.  The questions were provided to the Technical Work Group to assist in their work.
The Committee broke for lunch at 12:15 pm and resumed meeting at 1 pm.
b. Discussion resumed following recognition by Dr. Holdnak of the

      Technology Work Group’s hard work, expertise, and well organized 

      Work products in support of the Committee’s inquiry and eventual

      report. 

      Ms. Pettijohn expressed concern over numerically fewer pros and 

      several well developed cons wherever a change in status quo is 

      analyzed. 

      Chair McKee said that the options must be more developed so that the 

      relative costs in products, services, and access are clearly identifiable.

      Ms. Tappen requested a format that clearly indicates what is required

      for each option, cost for all necessary resources, and long term impact. 

      She is especially concerned about time necessary to implement change

      and the anticipated duration of each option over the long term given 

      that technology is changing so rapidly.  She emphasized that content

      must be as objective as possible.

      Audience member, Dr. Paul Parker, asked for recognition.  He

      suggested that an effective format for expressing options might be a

      matrix where like indicators are visible across possible options and

      anticipated outcomes are easily compared. 

      Chair McKee emphasized the necessity of citing authorities and

      sources because anecdotal commentary is perceived as too subjective. 

      She further requested that a complete glossary be included.  She stated 

      that while the report to the Committee from the Work Group is clearly

      their work product for Committee use, the final report should clearly 

      be from the Committee to the Commissioner with the Working 


Group’s report as back up material.

      Chair McKee asked if there were any further comments from the Committee before moving to a page by page review of the draft report.  Ms. Tappen suggested that a brief update be provided at the November 12 joint SBE/BOG meeting.  Dr. Holdnak said that the agenda has been in progress for weeks and that this item would likely not be considered for inclusion.  Chair McKee concurred with Dr. Holdnak.

c.    Page by page review was started with a discussion of changes to the Preface.  Chair McKee stated that the current preface is the Working Group’s introduction to the Committee and that a preface from the Committee to the Commissioner will be different.  Ms. Tappen strongly suggested that all Work Group materials be on paper with a large DRAFT watermark and dated versions.

i. Ms. Tappen questioned the value of the historical document.  Dr. Madaus noted that its place will be in supplemental materials, not as part of the report itself.

ii. Chair McKee suggested a brief description of FEL, CCLA, SUNLINK, and FCLA including constituencies, services, numbers of records, governance, location, and magnitude of audience served; perhaps ½ page for each, two pages total.

iii. Ms. Tappen asked for a graphical representation of access to union catalogs by sector; Venn diagram, perhaps?  The graphic should include costing information related to access to WorldCat by sector and inclusively.

iv. Page 4 contains inaccuracies regarding school library materials as they relate to Next Generation Standards (NGS).  Only core instructional materials are tied to NGS; otherwise, collections are broad and various but not bound by NGS.

v. Dr. Holdnak suggests that the draft report that advises the Committee should not be altered to serve as the Committee’s report to the Governor.  It should be used as back up material from which the Committee generates a report that responds specifically to proviso.  His point is that to continually revise the Working Group’s report and submit the final as the Committee’s report is disingenuous.  The Committee’s report will be information pulled out of the supporting documentation.  Chair McKee concurred.

vi. Page 6 discusses catalog records provided with books.  Does the vendor charge for the catalog records?  Mr. Flynn answered “yes.”  Chair McKee asked that cost issues be treated regarding who catalogs the holding.

vii. Page 7, first full paragraph, Chair McKee requests citations for statements made.

viii. Page 9, visibility of records in WorldCat is a function of fees paid.

ix. Chair McKee requested clarification of methods of Interlibrary Loan.

x. Chair McKee asked if all SUS holdings are in WorldCat.  Jean Philips and Mr. Corey said that 90% or more are in WorldCat; there are rationales for not including all holdings.

xi. Ms. Tappen asked about unique holdings at each sector’s libraries.   Dr. Madaus noted that across the college system, 30% of holdings in each library are unique to that library.  However, determining this across all libraries is not feasible in terms of time and money.

xii. Page 11; note that anyone is capable of doing bibliographic search via WorldCat.com.

xiii. Page 12; Chair McKee asked for further explanation of the roles and responsibilities of borrowing and lending institutions and requested that the word “Chapter” be changed to “Section” in the statutory citation.

xiv. Page 13; clarification needed on fees associated with ILL; courier charge for stops, OCLC cost, costs charged to users, differentiation of count of ILL transactions both OCLC supported and outside of OCLC.

xv. Page 20, Ms. Tappen asked questions about authentication.  Members of the Technical Work Group explained the different authentication structures and procedures in SUS (proxy server at each institution), FCS (identity management done through CCLA), and state level (based on IP address; Gale will soon accept ANY Florida IP).  Committee members pressed on possibility of single solution and discussion ensued regarding the fact that vendors can be in full compliance with national and international standards but still vary from each other thus requiring systems to accommodate them.

xvi. Page 36, Mr. Flynn noted that some rural areas of the state have multi county cooperatives, such as, the Panhandle and Wilderness Coast to maximize buying power.

xvii. Page 39-40, Ms. Tappen asked about planning that should be ongoing in anticipation of major technical developments in 2015 (Option 9); what can be implemented across systems in preparation?  Mr. Corey explained that corralling records of all holdings is one challenge and that records are catalogued but not added to WorldCat on the same schedule, if at all.  FCLA and CCLA have scheduled updates in place.  Currently, K-12 and public libraries have a huge logistical problem pulling this information about current holdings together.

xviii. Page 46, Ms. Tappen questioned why the options provided did not cross sectors but paired SUS/FCS or K-12/Public Libraries?

xix. Page 48 & 49, a survey respondent offered the suggestion that library memberships be negotiated by DMS.  Mr. Flynn pointed out that the state funds represent too small an amount for DMS to be willing to negotiate.  Ms. Pettijohn suggested keeping this as an option in the report anyway.

d. Receiving no further comment, Chair McKee began wrapping up the

meeting.  She asked for any further questions or comments.  

i. Ms. Tappen asked how the proposed questions from the user perspective will be used.  Chair McKee said that they will be considered by the Work Group in their research and writing.

ii. Mr. Parker, audience member and consultant to ISF, noted that ISF’s consulting work is to establish clearly the history of collaboration within the state of Florida along with the external evaluation of the states of Illinois, Georgia, and Ohio.  His contention was that Florida has actually been the pioneer in library automation and that fact should not be overlooked in assessing the current status of library automation and networking in Florida.

iii. Next steps, 

1. The Technical Work Group will each notify their councils/boards about the request to review and respond to the final report

2. A revised draft will be ready on November 4 for posting on the meeting materials Web site

3. Chair McKee will administer another survey to librarians in each sector and to the membership of the Florida Distance Learning Consortium.

4. The next noticed meeting will be on November 12 at the CCLA meeting space and is scheduled from 10 am to 4 pm or until the agenda items are all completed.  The Committee will have results of the second survey to take into consideration during its deliberations.

5. A meeting will be scheduled for November 16, 9 am to 1 pm at the Turlington Building (room 1706) so the Committee can review the final draft before it is sent to boards and councils for their reaction.  The goal is to have a report finalized and approved by the Committee on November 23.

6. The final report will be presented to the Commissioner on or by November 25.

iv. Dr. Madaus thanked the group for recognizing his birthday at lunchtime with a cake and further commented that Mr. Corey had been the keynote speaker at the outset of development of OhioLink.  

e.   Chair McKee adjourned the meeting at 4:10 pm.

Respectfully submitted,

Carole Hayes

Board of Governors

State University System of Florida
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