Technical Services Directors of Large Research Libraries
June 23, 2017, 8:30-11:30
Palmer House, Adams Room

MINUTES

1. Introductions 

2. Discussion and decision on virtual conference for ALA Midwinter (led by Betsy Friesen) 

A number of pros and cons relating to the virtual Midwinter meeting were discussed. Issues included the cost of conference travel, almost universal preference for in-person meetings, and the ability to meet the needs of different audiences. The preference of the majority of members in attendance was for in-person meetings, though it was a close split. Big Heads members will vote after the meeting to allow all members, including those who weren’t in attendance, to indicate their preference for the upcoming Midwinter meeting.

3. Discussion of technical services "service assessment / alignment" - who has done one recently, what value/impact did it have, what would you have done differently (led by Erik Mitchell) 

Jim LeBlanc and Martin Kurth have written an article titled “Assessing Staff Alignment in Technical Services” which is currently under review for publication.  With the permission of the publisher, they have made the draft available to this group. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Questions for discussion:

How are technical services functions properly aligned to meet institutional needs? What is the right organization structure? Pros and cons of centralization versus specialized services? Where are the gaps from the patron needs perspective? Have institutions been performing service assessments? How did that go? How might you approach assessment? 

Discussion summary:

The consensus among the group was that most assessment to date had involved meeting with stakeholders face to face, formally or informally, and using feedback provided to make changes to organizational structure and functions. Most institutions are still moving towards centralizing technical services, though individual structures for that centralization vary. Trial and error seems to demonstrate the success of that model. Institutional culture plays a major role in this area, and as one member commented, technical services are the marathoners of libraries when perhaps we should be sprinters.

There was a great deal of interest expressed in aligning technical services with larger library or institutional strategic plans. This can help with identifying both areas of growth and potential obsolete functions. Once a strategic plan is in place key vacancies can be used to start shifting to new models of operation. It is vital that we assess not only the history and current needs of libraries but also position ourselves to meet future needs.

A few specific suggestions for assessment included card sorting exercises that can help identify similar skill sets across units, cross-training to provide greater flexibility, and keeping good statistics on both new and ended functions to be able to provide better data for cost/value analysis. Involving an assessment librarian in these tasks may provide a beneficial outside perspective.

4. How have/will libraries transition staff from print to electronic/digital for both acquisitions and cataloging (led by Jennifer Marill, National Library of Medicine) 

This topic covered a number of issues - changing workflows in technical services, transitioning staff from print to e-journal work to support preservation activities, and collection development. As a national library NLM has traditionally acquired the print version of journals when there is both print and electronic. Print can ensure preservation and provide access including robust ILL. About 1.5 years ago NLM established a Print-to-Electronic (P2E) project to rethink efforts to acquire and preserve print. There is a lot of overhead to maintaining dual formats. Print is disappearing from many publishers and NLM wants to be proactive about preserving e-journals. A critical aspect of this work is relying on trusted third party repositories and making sure publisher participation and compliance can be tracked.

The P2E project focused on paid, licensed titles since these are closely monitored and there is support from publishers and vendors for notifications of title changes, ceased titles, etc. NLM had 3 criteria for determining which print titles to cancel. 1. An existing license that meets the NLM licensing guidelines. 2. Good archiving status; beginning with publishers whose titles are preserved in Portico, a TRAC certified repository; and 3. Potential cost savings for subscriptions and staff resource savings for check-in, purchase order maintenance, shelving, binding.
At the outcome of the project NLM canceled over 2,000 print titles from 8 publishers. These publishers have high completeness ratings in Portico. NLM feels that what Portico does is comparable to ensuring the most complete holdings possible. NLM has developed a method for recording Portico participation in Voyager bibliographic records. They expect to do batch maintenance on an annual cycle, using a programmatic way to detect gaps in Portico content. The task of maintaining this data is one of the areas where technical services staff will time shift from supporting print processing to supporting electronic archiving.  
Questions for the group included:
· Should other libraries track content beyond the biomedical content of primary interest to NLM?             
· What do we think the research library role should be? Or is this a role for the national libraries?

5. Data warehousing and Business Intelligence for library data (led by Erik Mitchell and Nina Servizzi) 

Business Intelligence was defined as “an umbrella term that includes the applications, infrastructure and tools, and best practices that enable access to and analysis of information to improve and optimize decisions and performance” (http://www.gartner.com/it-glossary/business-intelligence-bi).

Building on that definition, libraries need to assess the best ways they can use BI to better understand their own collections and address specific questions. Each institution may have varying needs and widely different resources available. There are many commercial solutions available ranging from Tableau and Pentaho to Google BigQuery. Cost, both in terms of price for use and man power, will likely help determine the best solution for an individual institution. Data-driven decision making only works if the data needed is in a usable format to address the question.
Many comments focused on the diverse, inconsistent data we have across numerous platforms. Not only is it difficult to compare across institutions, as many definitions vary by institution, but comparison within one library is also very challenging given the different streams of data we are trying to interpret. Comparing institutions may require reducing granularity to such a degree that you may not be able to answer the question you pose. Regardless of what method or system is employed, for BI to be effective requires a continual commitment to cleaning up data or requiring consistent data from vendors.

6. ILS plans (led by Marty Kurth) 

Marty Kurth presented the results of a survey of the Big Heads members earlier in the spring regarding plans to upgrade or migrate to new ILS systems. There were 30 respondents to the survey: 5 indicated plans to upgrade; 9 indicated they were in various stages of a migration plan. Generally, those migrating to a new system articulated wanting a development partnership, integration of currently separate systems, and a system that is more actively being developed. Those not migrating indicated concerns about meeting consortial needs, specific financial requirements that the currently available options can’t meet, specific security standards unable to be met, dissatisfaction with current alternatives, need for a more compelling reason to move to a new system, uncertainty regarding the future of linked data, and a focus on the user experience rather than internal system itself.

Questions for discussion:

Anything important missing from the survey results?
Why are folks wanting or not wanting to migrate?
Evolution in our thinking about the role of the ILS? How should we be thinking about the ILS? If the role is diminished how do we balance the overall effort and the significance?

Discussion summary:

There was some discussion regarding the use of commercial software versus open source solutions. Members commented that the trend towards open source may still reverse itself as we learn more about the resources necessary and life cycle of open source solutions. While there is some sentiment that we may no longer need an ILS, for many the ongoing needs for processing print materials and meeting campus budgetary requirements make an ILS the best available solution. Many articulated the need to buy some time to see what changes may be coming and what might be required of a new system in a few years. For some that may include migrating to a new, temporary system while others may try to keep existing systems running in the interim. One important thing to keep in mind is that migrating to a new system can allow for the opportunity to create new workflows and better manage change. New systems will need to take into account things like batch processing and automation where possible.

7. On site retention vs/and shared print repositories: Recording retention commitments, cleaning up adding data to holdings, systems issues (led by Betsy Friesen)

The discussion largely revolved around the HathiTrust Shared Print Program https://www.hathitrust.org/shared_print_program  and how that program under development may change our decision-making processes related to shared print and high density storage. There was consensus that physical storage remains an issue and that we need to move towards a shared understanding of what we are both retaining and digitizing. While many members don’t currently use retention at other institutions as a decision point locally, that will likely change in the next few years. Another point for further discussion is the condition/preservation of the titles retained and how that information is communicated broadly. 

8. Metadata and discovery: As more and more library materials move physically away from patrons, should we/can we afford to revisit “good enough” cataloging. Is "good enough" cataloging no longer good enough?  How can we better help researchers discover and access their materials? What other questions should we be asking to inform our decision making in this area? (led by Marty Kurth and Adolfo Tarango)

Discussion related back to off-site/high-density storage facilities, and how moving materials into those locations change access. The point was made that we need to be careful not to confuse metadata and discovery, as we too often tie those together as though they are interchangeable. “Good enough” cataloging needs to be good enough for high density storage. Many institutions are doing several checks to make sure items meet basic levels of bibliographic description before transfer, but some transfer projects, especially those that are necessary to meet a construction deadline or other timely change may require more effort than there are resources so the number of items requiring retrospective cataloging may exceed our ability to fix. 

9. Housekeeping: Membership update, Selection/election of next co-chair; agenda building for midwinter (led by Betsy Friesen) 

Marty Kurth, incoming chair, will contact USC and Emory to designate representatives to join our group.

Possible topics for next meeting:

· digitization/digital asset management
· Shared Print conversation
· CDO colleagues busy figuring out how to work across institutions, how do we think about processing them collectively?
· archival collections management, struggling with identify management between archival and bibliographic collections and building workflows
· expanding roles of catalogers
· some topics might be good as online conversations…LC Phase 2 Bibframe cataloging project for example

Election of next Co-Chair:

Paula Sullenger was nominated and elected as the next Co-Chair.

