Collection Management in Public Libraries Discussion/Interest Group Minutes

Sponsored by ALCTS/CMDS and RUSA/CODES

ALA Annual Conference – Chicago, IL

Monday July 13, 2009

1:30 – 3:00

50 people in attendance
1) INTRODUCTIONS


-Melissa DeWild (Collection Development Manager, Kent District Library, 



Michigan)


-Matt Kish (Audiovisual Materials Selection Specialist, Dayton Metro 



Library, Ohio) – filling in for Jean Gaffney of Dayton Metro Library

2) SIGN IN SHEET


-The sign in sheet was passed around


-Melissa asked for attendees to use the sign-up sheet to indicate their interest 



in co-chairing the group at the next session since she is stepping down

3) INTRODUCTIONS BY THE ATTENDING LIBRARIANS AND OTHERS


-All those attending the meeting introduced themselves by name, indicating



what library system or organization employed them, and by stating



which other topics they would like the meeting to address

4) ADDITIONAL SUGGESTED TOPICS FOR DISCUSSION


-General discussion of floating collections (3 members)


-Issues surrounding setting up a centralized collection development office


-Tips on selecting reference material


-What to do once the collection has been satisfactorily weeded


-How conversion to electronic resources impacts serials selection

5) TOPIC #1: WHAT ARE LIBRARIES DOING WITH THEIR VENDORS TO MAKE SELECTION MORE EFFICIENT? Led by Melissa DeWild


-Standing orders for bestsellers


-Making greater use of vendor-supplied lists and/or carts


-Using pre-selection committees and digital resources such as BookLetters to



aid cart building


-Continuing to centralize all aspects of collection development


-Outsourcing some collection development functions, using Baker & Taylor’s



Parade Account for specific genres



**The librarian stated, however, that she feels strongly that central-




ized collection development omits the expertise of staff subject




specialists and that knowledge is lost for good


-In Ottawa, Canada, no one (at first) wanted the newly created position of 



centralized collection development manager in spite of the fact that 



many staff vocally opposed the idea of centralized collection develop-



ment since it deprived them of their role in collection building.

-Some library systems that lacked a centralized main branch were finding it



difficult to create and situate an office of collection development


-Some library systems split the collection development responsibilities, i.e. the 



selectors do selection approximately half of the time and perform 



reference or other public services for the other half of their time.


-The model that most library systems seemed to prefer was that of centralized 



collection development with professional staff members continuing to 



contribute as pre-selection committee members


-Streamlining of fund codes was mentioned as being essential to the model of



centralized collection development regardless of the level of staff involve-


ment


-Weeding junkets are an additional part of the evolution of centralized collection


development


-Centralized collection development is more efficient because large quantities of 



multiple titles can be ordered once rather than time after time after time 



(by different branches or locations) streamlining acquisitions, cataloging,



book prep, transit, and more



**This point was emphasized several times 


-Splitting the materials budget (ex. 75% for centralized collection development to



spend, 25% for branches to spend individually) seems not to work



**Branches seem to overspend or underspend their budgets repeatedly



**There are often significant delays in ordering certain titles



**Popular and/or important titles are missed more often


-Ottawa, Canada has a “service delivery model,” or template based on community 



size and profile and this template has a large role in deciding order 



quantities



**This helps make centralized collection development more efficient



**It is not a hard and fast template and the selectors can make order-




specific changes



**This concept is similar to outsourcing, but it is done internally


-In Phoenix, collection development has shrunk from 5 full time staff to 2 ¾



Full time staff due to budget cuts



**This mandates outsourcing



**The “holds list” (or patron request list) is where collection development




does the most work



**By outsourcing most of the collection development, the best and most




popular items are ordered by the vendor well in advance of 




publication



**This frees staff to do other work



**Staff has anecdotally reported that they don’t miss doing collection 





development as much as they thought they would


-Ottawa has not had to downsize because their public funding is structured in a 



very different way


-Phoenix also uses turnover reports, dusty book reports, patron requests, and staff



suggestions to tailor and fine tune collection development


-Another library system used 2 sets of fund codes



**One set was for centralized collection development



**The second set was for branches to use




--This became redundant and unnecessary


-Standing order plans and customized carts were deemed a less threatening type 
of outsourcing that was still effective for centralized collection development


-Palm Beach uses detailed vendor profiles as the foundation for their own



centralized collection development


-Ultimately, centralized collection development frees up professional staff to 



focus more heavily on public service

6) TOPIC #2: WHAT ARE LIBRARIES DOING IN TERMS OF COLLECTION DEVELOPMENT TO BETTER MANAGE CONTINUED BUDGET CUTS? Led by Matt Kish

Dayton Metro in Ohio has already sustained a lot of cuts to the materials budget.  At this point the book and AV budgets are 26% less than they were last year and have been cut 17% since January.  More cuts this year are possible. Due to these cuts, the Collection Development staff created new guidelines to help facilitate selecting less and still offer as much of what patrons want as possible.  Matt shared these with the group, and they are listed below.  Some of the ideas came from input about materials cutbacks offered on the Urban Libraries Council Collection Managers list serve in June. 
Purchase of New Materials Guidelines (6/17/09)

· Keep the focus for purchasing on bestsellers, patron demand, box office hit movies. 

· Fiction in adult and picture books in juvenile are to be emphasized in purchasing.  Nonfiction with more than average turnover rates will be emphasized. 

· Order fewer copies and add more copies as needed based on weekly demand report. 

· Reduce the number of juvenile replacements to 20 items a week.

· Reduce “titles to order” carts to no more than 30 items a month per committee member.

· Reduce the 2010 comic book order.

· Do not renew downloadable video subscription in July. Only offer single use video downloadables. 

· Reduce purchase of reference items and focus placement of these at Main.

· Limit library science books purchases to the Professional collection and those purchased should support the DML service program.

· Reduce buying for special collections such as foreign language and genealogy.

· No scholarly items to be purchased, except for library reference collection. 

Duplicates and Replacements:

Demand ratios will be adjusted to:

	Media
	Current

Purchasing Ratios

(requests:copies)
	Revision of

Purchasing Ratio (requests:copies)

	Books
	3:1
	3:1

	Audio Books
	4:1
	4:1

	Large Type
	5:1
	6:1

	Music
	4:1
	4:1

	Movies
	6:1
	8:1

	TV Shows
	12:1
	12:1

	Downloadables
	4:1
	5:1


· No duplicate/replacement orders unless there are requests on the item. Exception to this is juvenile book requests. 

· Will not order DVD or music duplicates except for those appearing on the weekly demand report.

Patron  and Staff Requests:

· Item needs to be published within the last 12 months.

· Items substantially over the average cost may be rejected.

· No second tier movie titles to be purchased. 

· No third tier items to be purchased. Suggested item must have potential to be requested by other patrons as well. Refer more people to MORE and ILL.

[First tier titles – those with requests; second tier titles – those without requests but would probably see moderate circulation; third tier titles – niche interest, title circulates less than three times a year.]

Matt explained that the focus is on bestsellers and movies.  They are purchasing less nonfiction.  They have also had to adjust holds ratios. They can no longer purchase all patron requests due to the budget cuts.  However, circulation continues to increase. In June Dayton Metro had a 12% increase in usage for the month and usage is up 6% year to date despite cuts. 
Question from attendee: How do you deal with cutting back on low circ areas when they serve a specific population? For example, urban lit.  Matt answered that yes they are cutting back on low circ and turnover areas, although they have not quit buying urban lit because it is very popular. Previously, additional funds were added to the urban lit budget so that multiple copies could be purchased and large reorders could be done annually.  Dayton is still purchasing urban lit but there are no additional funds to boost the number of copies or to do strategic urban lit reorder lists.
Someone else asked about the cuts to foreign language. Matt replied that the cuts were based on reports such as turnover rate.  However, he is concerned about the long term effects on the collection from the current cuts.  A significant number of the cuts from the state just occurred which is midway through the budget year.  Prioritizing is essential to finish the year within budget. In 2010, hopefully the budget will be more stable.
Another attendee asked about ILL.  Matt said there is a small fee for ILL. Is an ILL request considered a patron request?  Matt explained that their library is very customer-centered.  They were ordering 96% of requests, but they are no longer able to do that.

Dayton is not purchasing AV replacements unless there are holds.  Last copy records are purged monthly.
Someone wondered how the public is responding.  Matt said the public has been understanding because they’re very aware of the economic situation.
Phoenix is down to one shift per day in the branches, but the public is also understanding because they’re dealing with it too—losing homes and jobs.  Phoenix is purchasing more items that have holds and less scholarly materials.

Another person asked if anyone charges for holds that are not picked up. Dayton, KDL, and Phoenix do not.

There was a question about reducing loan periods.  This has not been done, but some are considering lowering their cap on holds and reducing the amount of items checked out at once.  This led to discussion of DVDs.  Dayton Metro was purchasing 150-200 copies of a big DVD.  Another library is limited to buying eight copies of a DVD.  

One librarian mentioned that libraries should provide multiple points of view.  Her library is able to do this through magazines and so far has not cut them.  
7) TOPIC #3: HOW ARE LIBRARIES BECOMING MORE EFFICIENT AT DELIVERING PATRON HOLDS? ARE ANY USING NETFLIX? ANY OTHER IDEAS? Led by Melissa DeWild


-Melissa at the Kent District Library contacted NetFlix to see about partnering 



and was flatly refused

-Brooklyn Public Library system had contracted with UPS to deliver material 

between branches

-In another system, there were so many patron holds that they were effectively


crippling the delivery system so they began using UPS



**The slowdown became so severe that some patron holds were not even


   delivered to the destination branch until the hold had expired



**They were happy with UPS, although they indicated that the rates 


   charged by UPS seemed to increase “every quarter”



**The trucks and staff that had previously been used to deliver patron 



   holds had been repurposed to other functions, including selling the 


   trucks. In a sense, now they are “stuck” with UPS since they could not


   easily begin delivering patron holds themselves without considerable



   financial outlay


-St. Charles City County Library, a 12 branch system which has deliveries 3 times 
per day, so patrons often receive their requests by the very next day


**Patrons were VERY happy with this service, but it was very costly


-Phoenix is working with Polaris to develop a NetFlix-style queue system to allow



patrons (who have a 3 item maximum for holds) to arrange their titles in a


wish list and automatically move them into their holds queue once a slot is 
freed 


-Another library system reported working on a similar “wish list” function which


would allow their patrons to “hold” items that they had not yet requested


-Holds on digital items were growing substantially, and these required no delivery


costs!


-Lafayette, Indiana still has such a low-income patron base that their VHS circs 


much higher than DVDs so for them a digital collection is a long long


way off


-In Los Angeles, the Friends of the Library have been buying DVD collections 


and actually renting these to patrons for a fee, almost like Blockbuster



**This is completely separate from the library’s services



**These items are uncataloged


-Suggestions were put forth for vendors to help more with getting items into the


OPACs more quickly, although some libraries suggested they were 


already doing this

8) OTHER TOPICS: FLOATING COLLECTIONS


-Many many questions about the best ILS for floating collections, and no real


consensus since they all have strengths and weaknesses


-Many many concerns about certain locations being inundated with returns while


other branches see their material disappear



**Branch buddy systems were mentioned, but there seemed to be little 


   faith in these being stable and effective


-Questions about how to handle patron requests since pull lists may lag behind 



where items were actually floating to



**Suggested practices were vague and varied considerably based on the 


   specifics of different systems’ ILS, practices, size, and so on


-Odd problems with Triple I prevented one library system from including their


central library as an actual location within the floating collection


-Ottawa reported that they attempted to float the entire collection but were unable


to do so and had to pull back



**Collections became very lopsided, especially juvenile books and French



   language books



**Staff was not diligent enough to keep up with the constant requirement



   of pulling titles and sending them to other locations


-One system had considered floating laptops and asked if anyone had any exper-


ience with that. No one had.

Time ran out before we were able to address any of the other suggested topics.
