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Report of Business 

Suggested topics include: achievement of objectives established for this meeting; progress toward achievement of ALCTS Strategic Plan objectives (see https://members.ala.org/alcts/strat_tact/HELP_Welcome.php); recommendations for board action; summary of actions, decisions, discussion (be concise and highlight major actions).:

Restructuring Tech Services in Lean Times - the Long-Term Impacts of Budget Cuts on the Future of Technical Services

The ALCTS Technical Services Managers in Academic Libraries Interest Group met at ALA to build further on our “Coping with Cuts” discussion from Midwinter. The discussion was designed to center around the impact of budget cuts on the way we restructure Tech Services of the future, moving beyond how to deal with the immediate impact and beginning to consider long term changes that are necessary. 

The meeting was called to order by chair, Roberta Winjum. Approximately 55 people were in attendance. The group began by holding an election for the new chair. An Ping (Annie) Wu, Cataloging Coordinator, University of Houston, and Linda Lomker, Specialized Cataloging Section Leader, University of Minnesota, were nominated, and Annie was elected. She begins her new term following the conference. Discussion followed regarding a nickname for our group to fit with its new name. Not being able to think of a better or more meaningful name, we decided to keep the “Medium Heads” nickname for now.

The discussion was organized around five tables with five discussion leaders and four topics.  Topics included:
1. How to increase sharing across institutions 
2. How to redeploy staff to cover vacancies 

3. How to maximize efficiency (2 tables) and

4. How Technical Services’ role is changing.
The table leaders were members of the group’s steering committee. These included Linda Lomker, Annie Wu, Jack Hall, Joanne Deeken, and Betsy Simpson. Each table also had a volunteer recorder. We thank them for their participation.

Reports at the end covered each table’s discussions. The time went by quickly and many felt that we barely scratched the surface of the various issues.  The report of each table discussion below has deliberately been left long for the benefit of those unable to attend our session.

Table Topic 1: How to Increase Sharing Across Institutions

We began by addressing the question of sharing space.  For example, there are already groups of institutions with shared storage space; this is especially prevalent on the East Coast.  But what about central Technical Services work spaces, built to be shared by several institutions?  OhioLINK had an idea for Technical Services "hubs"; also, negotiations are underway for Cornell University and Columbia University to share space.  How will this work for Cornell and Columbia, since they are separate private institutions and are not under a single state-funded umbrella? It will be difficult to establish common expectations for the level of service to be provided.  

Using a common space to house Technical Services staff from several institutions has the intention of reducing or sharing overhead costs (the building itself; computers and other equipment; books, databases, and other resources used by catalogers and other TS staff).  

If Technical Services departments get moved far away into these shared buildings, wouldn't we tend to see an "out of sight, out of mind" effect?  If upper administration rarely interacts with Technical Services, they are more likely to wonder what it is we do.  We already deal with that when we're in the same building with everyone else.  How much worse would it be if we weren't?  Our space is coveted.  The pressure to relocate Technical Services and free up that space is unlikely to decrease.

A related topic: How should a vacancy be handled when e.g., a music librarian is preparing to retire?  Should the library try to hire a replacement, or instead develop a relationship with another institution, perhaps making arrangements to share a Music TS librarian? Technology can facilitate the sharing of work (e.g. through messenger/voice/video services like Skype). Re Cornell and Columbia's plan to share a Slavic Technical Services librarian, there will be some sharing of funds, but beyond that, the details are not clear yet.  It is important for such a shared worker to retain the ability to make decisions to serve his own institution.  

In addition to technology, organizational structure, and financial/accounting structures, cultural differences can create difficulties in forming partnerships, e.g., a large state school and a small private school.  Furthermore, there is the problem of how to share public and private money – and the resources bought with these funds – in these instances.  Private institutions could allow the public partners to "own" the last copy in a shared collection, choosing instead to withdraw their own; this way, the public institution could still meet its public obligation.  Here, however, the specter of ARL statistics still looms – if resources are being shared between institutions, what can be counted toward each institution's statistics?

From there, the discussion turned to catalog records and how, for one reason or another, sometimes they cannot be shared.  Sometimes records than have been bought from vendors cannot be shared, no matter how much post-purchase work has been done on them.  In the long run, failure to share records creates silos of information – the very thing librarians are trying to move away from.  

On the subject of ILL and e-resources, why should we still need to keep track of whose patron is whose?  If the overarching goal is to help patrons, does it really matter?  It certainly matters to vendors!  They charge more for libraries to provide access for non-affiliated people.  Some consortia are further along than others in providing universal access to some resources for all residents of the geographic areas they cover.  Consortial decisions can sometimes work to libraries' detriment, as when states decide to go with a particular ILS, libraries do not have the autonomy to go against this decision.  

Focusing back on e-journals, can we get vendors to relax their restrictions on sharing remote access?  It seems like it might just be a matter of getting enough libraries on board to make it worth the vendors' time – or it might be a matter of having been fortunate enough to get in on such a deal.  What about writing it into our licenses that we would act as intermediaries, collecting "outside" patrons' payments for the publishers?  A pay-for-service model exists with ILL and some other library services.  The payment collection system would be an accounting nightmare; instead, maybe libraries should try something like an enhanced Friends of the Library program, of course with proper accounting.

Re digital repositories:  Repositories should be easy to share – invest in the technology once, then go to a shared content management model.  However, some still don’t have electronic theses and dissertations (ETDs). Some places have ETDs that they can't use because the support software no longer exists.  Young faculty members dislike digital repositories because if their work is made available for free, they can't get it published.  The resistance is not uniform, however. Some states are taking initiative on sharing of digital repositories and putting mandates in place. With digital repositories, we run into the same problems as for shared cataloging: ILS differences, etc.
Table Topic 2: How to redeploy staff to cover vacancies
This group began by introducing ourselves in turn and describing the current situation at our institutions.  Everyone’s description pointed to challenging times now and in the foreseeable future.  

Staffing issues are a major component of the challenges.  The discussion started with management issues: setting priorities, what might be eliminated or done differently, dealing with expectations. 

The discussion flowed naturally into the issues of working with the staff: changing assignments, resistance, stress over and fear of change etc.

Table Topic 3 (2 groups): How to Maximize Efficiency 
Group 1: 

What workflow changes or new workflows have you implemented to maximize efficiency in your Tech Services area?  How does your Tech Services staff handle the workflow changes? What was done to make the changes more acceptable? 
· Workflow change with OCLC Expert Experiment practice. Change the master OCLC record after a local record is changed. It’s necessary to go to the network level to solve cataloging problem via cooperative cataloging. It will help catalogers in the long term.

· Workflow change with position eliminations and new technology. 

· Retirement shifts jobs—some work is not being done.

· Older staff recently took on new jobs with no raises for a couple of years.

· More project-oriented work. 

· One university almost eliminated series standing orders. Long term series now come piecemeal, and are harder to catch.

· Both staff and managers have stress with change, they are afraid they will drop a ball with juggling so much.

· One tip is to feed people to help adapt to change, i.e. camaraderie.

· Another tip is to voice your problem to your supervisor – e.g., not enough staff, no specially-skilled staff.

New Technology: Have you recently applied new technologies such as Web 2.0 applications in your Tech Services work processes to enhance efficiency? Is your staff receptive of the new technologies?  Why or why not? 
· Use Wiki to collect procedures, micros and standards.

· Use Sakai, an open source, to record procedures, meeting minutes. It has the capability of keyword searching to find the document you need.

· Library gives small innovation grants for innovative projects.

· Big screens or dual screens for catalogers to maximize their efficiency.

· Use Google Docs and Spreadsheet for collaborative work. 

Staff Position Changes: What staffing changes have you made in your Tech Services area or your library? (e.g. combining positions: cataloging + ILL or Tech Services + Access Services etc.) What caused the staffing changes? How did the staff cooperate with the changes? 

· Don’t expect Reference Librarians to do our work, but to understand and appreciate our concerns. 

· Involve public services librarians in technical work such as reliable reference collection.

· Have public services librarians help with e-journals cataloging.

· Use of students for limited and supervised cataloging projects.

· Have copy catalogers trained to catalog more complex formats such as e-resources and archival/special collections materials.

· New managers took the position of retired managers. New positions have to be justified. 

· Serials and Acquisitions group get crossed-trained to merge as one group.

· Fewer materials are ordered with budget cuts, no more backlogs. Good time for cross training.

Outsourcing: What kind of work does your tech services outsource to outside vendors? What impact does the outsourcing have on staffing or job changes?

· Use PromptCat for approval plan. Books are almost shelf-ready.
· So much is outsourced.  Acceptable level of quality has dropped. Mistakes are not caught upfront. 

· With outsourcing, more database maintenance/clean-ups are needed.

· The “Shelf-ready” still needs work.

· Outsource E-books cataloging to Serials Solutions. Their knowledge database doesn’t have all the E-books databases. Will need to work with SS to include more databases, or we’ll need to batch catalog them ourselves.

· Gift books from Kuwait got outsourced to OCLC - an example of international level outsourcing.

Group 2:
What workflow changes or new workflows have you implemented to maximize efficiency in your Tech Services area?
Restructuring the cataloging department, starting with individuals who formerly provided copy cataloging handled all levels of complexity.  Metadata teams were organized to catalog electronic resources and serials.  Catalogers were paired an experienced monographs cataloger.  A database management team consisting of a catalog librarian, a library specialist, and an additional staff person was also formed.  The department previously had a siloed approach to handling work, which resulted in a lack of communication.  They now work more harmoniously. 

Elimination of serials check in for print titles has not caused problems.  Check in for newspapers and ephemera has been eliminated, and check in is no longer provided for materials that are not retained for longer than six months.  

Working on the institutional repository necessitates freeing up staff time.  Many of the participants noted that they no longer place call number labels on certain types of materials.  Moving to shelf ready materials was cited as another way to maximize efficiency.  One institution will send materials directly to the shelves in the future, bypassing technical services. 

The priority is to handle hidden collections. Automating invoices using EDI eliminates human intervention and frees up staff time. 

Tolerating minimal level cataloging in the ILS by using vendor supplied records for acquisitions.  The records are sent to Marcadia and matched to OCLC copy.  

Pursuing efficiencies to enable us to pursue new initiatives

Staff are needed to implement things such as ERMS and IRs.  The approvals return rate is so low that shelf ready is an acceptable option.  

Unique journal issues are shared consortially.  One print copy will be retained in perpetuity and others will be discarded.  Aqua Browser will provide seamless searching of issues.  

No authority control is provided at one institution; they will not trace corporate bodies.  

Many participants are no longer writing call numbers in books to save time.

How were the changes made possible?

It was agreed that money is an incentive, but upgrades are not always possible.  Campus human resources make this difficult.  

Using CONSER level records for certain types of materials.  The cataloging process has been honed down to things that require original cataloging, authority control, etc. 

How do you motivate staff to accept change?

Some employees like challenges while others struggle with change and new technologies.  

Appeal to the employees’ sense of service.  Demonstrate how certain changes are more beneficial to users. 

One institution offers support staff membership in local library organizations and encourage them to attend meetings.  ALA’s support staff certification program will help staff to deal with change.  

Web 2.0 technology has been a challenge for staff.  One institution uses a wiki for online documentation that tracks changes via log-in name.   Anyone who has suggestions for changes or additions to documentation is encouraged to make those changes.  This has helped to keep procedures current.

Student assistants open mail, do labels, etc.   They were mentored by staff and it was a positive experience with successful results.  Another institution has used community service workers.  

Purchasing on demand has been implemented via interlibrary loan.  If a requested title is within scope, it will be purchased.  The order will be placed, holdings will be provided and the item is loaned to the patron; cataloging is provided when it is returned. 

Faculty positions have been replaced with high level support staff. 

People have been resistant to the idea of change but are okay once things become official.  Staff has been relieved not to lose their jobs, motivating them to deal with change.  Talking about things in advance and often helps to gain buy in.  

Table Topic 4: How Technical Services’ Role Is Changing 
Does your library have a Technical Services Department?  If you don’t have a Technical Services Department, then what tasks in which departments do you consider “technical services”?

All but one library had a “technical services” department.  One library had split acquisitions from cataloging/processing operations and each reported to a different Associate Dean.  Cataloging/processing reported to the Head of Technical Services.

What tasks should be performed in Technical Services?

One library had a Digital Library initiatives unit which developed metadata schema and created “workbooks” or auto-coding for catalogers; catalogers analyzed and completed metadata.  Another library had two separate cataloging streams: metadata and “regular” cataloging.  

Some participants expressed frustration that Technical Services is viewed as “all about MARC”.  It was felt that this traditional view held by some library administrators and others outside of technical services makes it difficult for TS departments to enter into partnerships with other units involved in digital library initiatives and metadata (non-MARC) cataloging.  

It was felt that Technical Services departments need to “sell” their skill sets and unique abilities.  We must point out that skills related to cataloging support “discovery” of resources by our users and create the “relationships” that are often key to discovery.   It was noted that units adding materials to a digital repository often do not wish to create metadata and would prefer metadata creation be handled by other staff.

What, if any, new tasks been added/removed in the last 2 years?  Why were they added? If tasks were added, were people added to the department to cover these tasks or were current staff assigned additional duties?
One library has acquisitions staff performing original cataloging for electronic theses and dissertations (ETD’s).  One person asked if “ingesting” materials into a digital repository was related to acquisitions.  One library had a very clear distinction between acquisition of print and electronic materials.   One library had transferred responsibility for purchases made in response to an Interlibrary Loan requests from ILL to acquisitions, feeling this was a more streamlined and ultimately more cost effective approach.   

One library no longer removes book jackets and feels the presence of jackets (not laminated) makes their collection appear more up-to-date and increases circulation.  

One institution stated that the Special Collections Department was responsible for cataloging their own materials.  Another stated that binding and preservation budgets were cut and only unique materials were considered suitable for preservation.  Materials readily available through electronic means or inter-library loan were not candidates for preservation efforts, re-binding or re-purchase.  Decisions related to preservation were made by various departments (Technical Services; Collection Development; Preservation) depending on the institution.  

From your Dean or Library Director’s view, is the relative importance of Technical Services growing?  Lessening?  Staying the same?

One person felt that technical service departments are often “in the background being stodgy”.  One person suggested that a Technical Services mission statement should include a statement such as “improve customer service for users by enhancing the discovery experience.”  There was a general feeling that library administrator must allow for changing roles and decision-making within technical services departments.

There were comments concerning the shrinking physical space of many technical services departments due to budget constraints, losing staff, and the transition to electronic materials.  One technical services department shares its space with the library systems and technology department and various archival processing operations.

For those of you who think your importance is growing, what specific actions have you taken to increase that relevance?

Several people mentioned that technical services staff were expected to spend some time on “service” desks and other public service points.  One institution stated that they had cataloged “office collections” for faculty members, representing holdings in their catalog and OCLC as “non-lendable,” but increasing interest in these materials. 

One library was gathering data to illustrate the costs (time and staff) of maintaining data.  It was pointed out that our catalog records and metadata serve a larger public than ever before and that skill sets resident in technical services departments are needed to enhance discovery for that larger public.  There was discussion about what and how much cataloging to outsource, catalog record enhancement, vendor-supplied cataloging and shelf-ready plans, using acquisitions staff to correct foreign subject headings, and eliminating “shelf-listing,” stress on staff members, use of students, cross-training of staff.

Strategic plan update:

The discussions centered on major issues related to changing conditions in the economy and Technical Services workload and workflow. As managers in Technical Services, we share ideas on how to advocate for technical services in our organizations, and how to manage appropriately in a changing environment.
