LiLI Steering Committee
August 24-25, 2106

Purpose:  To share information regarding the implementation, planning, and sustainability of Libraries Linking Idaho programs and services. 

Desired Outcomes
· Understanding of the types of resource sharing solutions available for Idaho
· Plus/Delta of the solutions reviewed
· Decision on desired future direction
· List of action steps to move forward

	Topic
	
	Time

	WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 24

	Welcome and Meeting Setup
	Shirley Biladeau
	9:00am

	ICfL Update and Announcements
	Ann Joslin
	9:05am

	Round Robin Introductions
	All
	9:20am

	OCLC - Statewide Resource Sharing for Idaho

	Katie Birch, Andy Bush
Matt Goldner, Christa Stark
	9:30am

	Networking Lunch
	
	12:00pm

	Round Robin Introductions
	
	1:00pm

	Auto-Graphics – Statewide Resource Sharing for Idaho
	Mary Clark
Albert Flores
	1:15pm

	Announcements and Information for Thursday
	Shirley Biladeau
	3:45pm

	Meeting End
	
	4:00pm

	

	THURSDAY, AUGUST 25

	Welcome and Agenda Review
	Shirley Biladeau
	9:00am

	Information Debrief
· Plus/Delta Review
· Clarification & Discussion
	
All
	9:10am

	Planning Elements
· Timeline, Milestones, Parameters
	
Gina Persichini
	10:10am

	Break
	
	10:30am

	Checkpoint: Future Directions
	All
	10:45am

	Action Steps
· Brainstorm, List
	
All
	11:00am

	Communication Needs (If Time Available)
· Brainstorm, List
	All
	11:30am

	Summary of Next Steps
	Gina
	11:45am

	Meeting End
	
	12:00pm



Day 1
The first day of the meeting was devoted to learning about resource sharing tolls and solutions.

Idaho’s Resource Sharing Experience

Gina shared some background about Idaho’s activities around resource sharing services through libraries.
2003 – Pilot project for introducing libraries to online interlibrary loan functions (http://libraries.idaho.gov/files/rs-project-report.pdf)
2004/5 – Started Group Services Agreement with OCLC (LiLI Unlimited), which brought most of the libraries in the state to some kind of active resource sharing. Participants paid an annual fee to share the costs for access to online cataloging and interlibrary loan tools.
2009 – First decrease in participants in LiLI Unlimited. Program saw decreases of just a few libraries each year for reasons that included:
· Annual participation fee too high
· Shipping costs for ILL too high
· Not much use of the service by patrons
· Information about program participation not communicated amid staff transitions
2011 – First notable decrease in interlibrary activities using OCLC. 
· From FY2010-FY2015, Idaho public libraries saw a 27% drop in interlibrary loan transactions
· At the same time, intra-library lending within consortia increased with improvements to regional consortia ILSs.
Since the start of LiLI Unlimited, there was a significant recession, which had a long-lasting impact on library budgets. 
2015 – A needs assessment conducted by an outside agency identified that the ability to access materials with libraries outside of consortia relationship remained important. The costs, however, were not sustainable in the current model.
2016 – ICfL released a Request for Information to survey the landscape in an effort to identify different models that may meet the needs of the Idaho library community. Two responses were received, but resulted in more questions and some needed education about the technology and workflows. The organizations that provided the responses were invited to today’s meeting to share more information.

OCLC Presentation

Representatives from OCLC shared information about their services and asked questions to learn more about the activities driving the usage they show. Topics included:
· Trends in the move to econtent
· Recommended reading: The Library in the Life of the User: Engaging with People Where They Live and Learn (http://www.oclc.org/research/publications/2015/oclcresearch-library-in-life-of-user.html)
· [bookmark: _GoBack]How Idaho libraries are utilizing their tools now
· More than half ILL requests are filled outside of Idaho
· Libraries  haven’t enabled patron-driven features that would save staff workload
· Libraries also are not utilizing account configuration options that would automate processes and alleviate workload
· Potential solutions, or mix of solutions
· Shared ILS via OCLC WorldShare Management System
· Traditional ILL via WorldShare Interlibrary Loan
· Utilizing the ILL Management Center for centralizing functions where staff resources aren’t available
· Utilizing WorldCat Discovery for streamlined access to econtent provided by the State
· Collection Management for easier sharing of holdings with others (replaces batchloading)

Auto-Graphics Presentation

Representatives from Auto-Graphics shared information about their services and demonstrated functions in their products. SHAREit is the primary resource sharing tool, with multiple modules that can be adapted.
· Ability to search across libraries using Z39.50 connections
· Patron centric ILL
· System ILL is among libraries participating in the service.
· ILLs outside of Idaho can be linked via NCIP links to services like OCLC
· Shared holdings can be combination of shared catalog (Verso) and Z39.50 links
· Search results are FRBRized
· ILL Request form is short
· Customization for local lending policies can be done by library.
· Locally, patrons can continue to use the ILS of their home library, but SHAREit offers an expansion to more
· Copy cataloging within the SHAREit system by using records added by other participating libraries. First library with the item catalogs it using whatever source they would otherwise use for acquiring or creating MARC records.

Day 2
The second day of the meeting was focused on hearing the input of steering committee members, refining our description of a desired future for resource sharing in Idaho, and identifying next steps for continuing resource sharing services at the close of the current contract agreement.

Plus/Delta Reviews based on information provided

	OCLC

	Plus
	Delta

	· Good presentation professional
· Pulled our stats that represented Idaho-had Idaho specific data
· Landing pages were cleaner/clearer
· Interface was intuitive and easy to learn World Share
· Incredibly extensive database
· Ability to sort by library and relevance
· Works with systems we have in academic (gold standard)

	· Potential burden on ICfL as the central administrator, staff time, and cost for implementation




	Auto-Graphics

	Plus
	Delta

	· Graphical interface- aiding FRBR 
· Flexibility-customize to library
· Willing and able to work with any ILS
· Form for ordering multiple copies seemed easier
· List of current customers for information on how it was working for them
· Smaller libraries can potentially afford it

	· Unorganized presentation
· unable to integrate with current academic environment
· Smaller libraries might not be able to afford it?
· Discovery of esoteric items unknown
· Unsure of how cataloging systems work
· User interface was messy and unorganized with library jargon
· Failsafe was to use OCLC
· Tiering didn’t mesh with Idaho geography
· Customizing background information interface in two places double work
· Did not do homework on Idaho libraries
· Unclear on how resource sharing is better than what we have
· Needed specific examples of how it was working in their example libraries
· Academic libraries will stick with OCLC
· Relies on delivery system
· Lack of preparation reflected lack of enthusiasm to work with Idaho




Clarification & Discussion
· Source of MARC records in SHAREit would probably be OCLC. Who owns records?
· Our previous needs assessment was clear that training will need to be a priority. Participants want more help in using the tools they have now.
· Data says more than half of the ILL are filled outside the state of Idaho. SHAREit would be nice for in-state sharing
· Appreciate that systems work with Biblionix Apollo system in use by many small public libraries 
· Envision a way for these two systems could exist together
· Most libraries would probably stay with OCLC, but the one size fits all model in place now is a concern as well as the cost
· Minitex combines multiple systems combine to fill requests for their members
· ILL still a priority as it allows library to use space for purposes other than collections
· Libraries are pro-resource sharing however priorities vary when it comes to the staff and fiscal resources
· Understanding impact on ICfL if academics did not participate as they will stay with OCLC
· Current contract expires June 30, 2017. Costs need to be lower for all involved.

Timeline for Consideration
· October 2016: Session at ILA to get feedback from library community
· January 2017: Ideally a solution identified
· March 2017: Potential library participants will need to know pricing for the next year’s budget
· June 30, 2017: Current service agreement ends
· July 2017: New model in 

Comments and Discussion
· Current cost is not sustainable for both library and ICfL 
· Not all cost driven for academic libraries
· What is considered/perception of core services in regard to ILL?
· Suggestions to reconsider ILL as a “core library service” for LSTA eligibility
· Need established in Needs Assessment done by outside contract
· Importance?
· Level?
· Libraries with significant ILL usage will continue with OCLC regardless
· Need a multi-tier system for participation so libraries can participate within their needs and means
· Is there a cost savings with the 2 tier system?
· Is the use down 27% because of the patron shift in non-use? Not necessarily. There have been increases in overall resource sharing activity in public libraries. The statistics and the needs assessment report suggest that resource sharing has shifted to intra-library lending (consortium reciprocal borrowing)
· An easier system, more accessible system for low-activity libraries, and more support for using all the functionality could increase use of resource sharing.

What is the Ideal Model for Resource Sharing among the Idaho Library Community?
· Two tiered system: maybe libraries with more staff resources would facilitate their own requests and libraries can opt to have their requests facilitated centrally.
· Easy to use the interface
· Strong training
· peer to peer
· official training from vendor—what is this?
· a variety – not necessarily centralize
· on demand-always available for new staff
· whatever is needed, always available, multiple delivery formats
· Promotional aspect to address the lack of knowing the service is there (awareness of service); customized for audience: boards, staff, directors, public, state leaders
· Attitude shift: have buy-in from both patrons and staff for resource sharing services
· Unmediated patron driven ILL, with options to mediate when automated policies don’t fit needs
· Free service to users
· Solution for delivery of physical materials among Idaho libraries
· With timely delivery of materials
· All material types are loaned
· All Patron types can access services
· Understanding potential limit on minors 
· All libraries expose what they own
· Anyone in Idaho can see all Idaho holdings
· Access to shared materials outside of the state/country
· Different cost mechanism for supporting the model
· Potential per-use fees 
· Service would be funded by state, which recognizes the value and cost efficiency of sharing publically funded materials
· Strong vendor support
· Every library part of the consortium
· Union catalog style listing of holdings as a first step
· Clear cost model from the vendor
· Accommodate locally defined parameters (lending policies)
· Participants honor Interlibrary Loan Code for the United States and the ILA’s Interlibrary Sharing Guidelines 

Proposal:

Because more than half the interlibrary loan requests for Idaho libraries are filled out of state, a minimum solution to create the ideal model of service must include OCLC. As a step toward that vision, ICfL staff will:
· Design and get a cost estimate for a blended service model with OCLC 
· Blended model would include:
· High-use libraries could facilitate their own ILL activities
· Lower-use library could opt to route requests through a central administrator(s)
· The approach must take a “fresh start” perspective in that the current group service model in place as it is now is not sustainable.

After discussion and confirmation that no options are off the table for future ILL services, there was agreement to collect more details from OCLC for implementing this model including costs, implementation considerations, etc.  Additionally, staff will do more research about the resources needed to sustain and administer this kind of model.

Next Steps:
· Use the ILA session to invite feedback from the library community about the vision for ILL services as described above. LiLI Steering Committee members would like to participate in presenting the vision.  Gina will work with Eric, Sandi, and a school library representative to coordinate the presentation development.
· Include information about links to the Strategic Priorities and to other state priorities like Advance Idaho, etc.
· Gina will work on research and information gathering for a service model for further consideration.

Meeting Review

	Plus
	Delta

	· Collegial discussion
· In person Demo
· Details about product from vendors as information specialists rather than sales person
· Hotel/ food/ great hospitality
· Nancy

	· More context before demo presentation




