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LAUC-Berkeley discussion and comments on the Library Planning Task Force Interim Report



· Membership and Charge

· There is concern that the task force does not include any representatives from LAUC or from the librarian classification. Library representatives on the task force are all administrators. 

· Two faculty members were included in the task force, but the report references “key constituents” and the need to discuss the report with “library staff.” 

· The participation of library staff from the outset would have been preferable.



· Budget Assumptions

· The report assumes that the total UC cut will be distributed evenly across all campuses/programs.

· Cuts should not be imposed equally on all parts of the University. Mission-critical functions (like library services) should be not be cut beyond their ability to perform.

· Agree with Chair of UCOLASC: “UCOLASC members … suggested including a statement about what faculty expected from the library in terms of service; perhaps noting the bare minimum of support they see as essential.” - SLASIAC 6/2/11 minutes

· Need more development of strategies to recover costs and enhance and diversify revenue.

· Need more data and examples of how the libraries could secure donations to support the libraries or implement student fees specifically designed to support libraries; redirect existing UC revenues (executive compensation!) towards library services.

· Use the funds available at OP to invest in greater efficiencies (including funding for Operational Excellence). Libraries should have the opportunity to borrow money from this bank to work on making efficiencies happen and achieve savings.



· Strategies for the Expansion and Management of Shared Services

· Need a coordinated plan for implementation of the shared services listed in the report.

· Agreement that shared services will save costs and create efficiencies across the UC System.  

· Concern about statement in report that “startup costs and ongoing operational costs for shared services will be funded by a combination of Cross-Campus Collaboration loans… and/or the assessment rate on campus budgets for support of UCOP services” (p.20). Instead we should focus on reuse, and repurpose existing campus resources and services that exist and could be modified, like the SCP program.



· Framework for Planning, Consultation and Decision-Making

· Creation of a new UCOP office for systemwide library planning is unnecessary and wasteful.

· The existing organizational framework (CoULs, SOPAG with input from LAUC, etc.) has the capacity to implement the collaborative strategies recommended by LPTF.

· Any new organizational framework should include a member of LAUC.

· Concern that the CoUL would be weakened by changes to the organizational framework.

· Concern that this initiative to rein in library expenses recreates and/or enhances the Office of Systemwide Library Planning, which is part of SLASIAC’s constellation of support services.  Building staff in this location runs counter to President Yudof’s widely announced objective of pushing academic planning, decision-making and strategic planning to the campuses, in the wake of the reduction in staff that UCOP has undergone this year. 

· The Council of University Librarians must be the coordinating body whose charge should have strong support from SLASIAC and UCOP to implement specific strategies. The CoULs have strong links to the faculty at all levels and are in an excellent position to build faculty support and increase faculty engagement.  

· The CoUL has a strong executive and policy level “voice” in the future of the libraries, this initiative should affirm that process.

· The SLASIAC document lists Library achievements in cost savings over the past 20 years; these accomplishments were made by the CoULs, the Libraries and the California Digital Library operating in close cooperation.  Therefore any actions on SLASIAC’s part should reinforce the already extant culture of collaboration that the University Libraries have created through the UC system.

· The cohort of top leaders who will head this initiative should include a “front-line” librarian(s).  Including LAUC in planning has been a strong point of SLASIAC and SOPAG activities over the years.



· What’s Missing from the Report



Acknowledge of the impact of the cuts:

· Report should acknowledge that budget cuts, austerity measures and increased interdependence via shared services will have an adverse effect on library services and support for the University’s academic programs.



Assert value of librarians and library staff:

· The report needs to re-affirm and acknowledge the core service value of librarians, who work directly with faculty, students, patrons, donors and the university.

· Interim report doesn’t mention the human resources side – librarians only mentioned as a liability regarding retirement funding but not about our work and our roles in the core functioning of the university.



Explicitly address issue of declining workforce:

· Staffing issues with guidelines need to be addressed in the interim report.






LAUC-LA COMMITTEES ON PROFESSIONAL GOVERNANCE & LIBRARY PLANS AND POLICIES

 SLASIAC LPTF Interim Report Meetings & LAUC-LA Membership Discussion Items

Executive Summary



Recommendations of LAUC-LA Executive Board to Joanne Miller, Principal Library Planning Analyst

· We recommend LAUC’s advisory role as defined in Article II Section 2 and Article II Section 4 of LAUC Bylaws be observed throughout all phases of planning and implementation of Next Generation and System-wide shared library services.

· We encourage SLASIAC to share its working documents on a frequent and timely basis directly with LAUC for feedback.

· We recommend the LAUC SLASIAC representative be given a more active role as participant.

· We recommend LAUC be granted representation on the LPTF, either through the inclusion of the LAUC SLASIAC representative on the LPTF or the designation of a LAUC representative to the LPTF.

· We recommend greater coordination and communication between SLASIAC/SOPAG representatives and the NGTS POT groups or other appropriate system-wide groups. 

· We recommend the NGTS POT groups establish a communication channel for providing status reports to the LAUC SLASIAC and SOPAG representatives.

· We recommend that the LAUC Executive Board charge the SOPAG and SLASIAC representatives to provide frequent periodic updates to the Board on the these groups and their reports as a way to keep current with their activity.

· We encourage SLASIAC, SOPAG, HOPS, and related groups to more actively use a blog or some other social media where threaded conversations can be recorded. We support an increase in communication/ transparency between CoUL and COVC regarding shared services, and we recommend current channels of communication be utilized more effectively to achieve this goal.  We do not concur that a central office for system-wide library planning is necessary to achieve this goal.

· We support governance and oversight of shared library services to remain vested with CoUL, and as such, we encourage CoUL to:

· Prepare an initial assessment of the current portfolio of shared library services and their operational and financial relationships to proposed new services in Phase I, by or around October 1, 2011.

· Prepare detailed analyses of candidate shared services projects for each Phase, to be submitted to COVC at an agreed-upon time in the early fall of the time frame for that Phase, to be accompanied by the initial (Phase I) or annual (Phases II and III) assessment of existing shared services.

· Prepare for each Phase a report evaluating progress in implementing services scheduled for that Phase, and identifying preliminary candidates for consideration in the next Phase, to be submitted to COVC at an agreed-upon time in the spring of the time frame for that Phase.

· We support a basic premise that no staff cuts will be made to achieve the budget-reduction and cost-savings goals outlined in the SLASIAC LPTF Interim Report.

· We support the continued expansion and development of policies and practices that seek to avoid unnecessary duplication, provided campuses retain authority to decide when duplication is necessary to support individual campus needs.

· We suggest that  LAUC members be proactive and take the lead in identifying and implementing efficiencies that support the UC Working Smarter Initiative and help move us towards the budget goals outlined in the Interim Report.

· We recommend that a new central office vested with governance and oversight of system-wide library planning receive no further consideration.  





Summary of LAUC-LA Membership Major Discussion Items

· Strategies for the Expansion and Management of Shared Services

· Some Phase I Action Recommendations have already been implemented and there is overlap of the SLASIAC LPTF three-phase action recommendations with existing proposals, such as those being developed by SOPAG (see APPENDIX 1).

· The Interim Report lacks specific strategies for formulating system-wide methodologies and best practices for developing and managing print and digital collections. This was seen by some as a positive as it theoretically leaves room for LAUC to be proactive in helping to shape, prioritize, and implement the next set of targets.

· There is concern over the one-size-fits-all approach. A necessary degree of autonomy is needed to fulfill the individual needs of campus stakeholders.   

· Strategies that Address the Pricing of Academic Publications

· Members commend the LPTF for recognizing the importance of working with faculty to explore and support new methods of scholarly communication.  No dissention noted regarding leveraging system-wide clout when negotiating with publishers.

· Strategies to Recover Costs and Enhance and Diversify Revenue

· Some of the cost-recovery strategies outlined in the Interim Report have been successfully implemented at various campuses.  However, concern remains over mandated system-wide implementation.  Concern also remains over proposed assessment of student fees specifically designated to support the libraries when students are already facing steep increases.

· Strategies to Improve the Framework for Planning, Consultation, and Decision-Making

· We do not support the recommendation to establish a new central office vested with governance and oversight of system-wide library planning.  An added level of governance between the Libraries and UCOP could require investment, on-going expense, and may, in fact, become counterproductive in achieving goals to meet budget targets.   

· There are also concerns about the one-size-fits-all concept inherent in the “flat tax” or “funding flows” model. 

· There are concerns that the Interim Report suggests expanded roles for COVC, CoUL, SLASIC, Provost/EVP for Academic Affairs, and UCOLASC, but no greater or influential role for LAUC.  

· LAUC-LA members desire a greater role in important decision-making in light of their experience and relationships with stakeholders; namely, UCLA faculty, students, and staff.

· Budget Assumptions

· LAUC-LA members have been informed that the projected budget shortfall in the LPTF Interim Report are actual cuts, thus these funds will not be going to the libraries. 

· Many members still have questions about how the targets identified in the three-phase action recommendations will be realized. 

· Many members expressed strong opposition to realizing these budget cuts through staff reductions.

· It was reiterated that it is in the best interest of LAUC members to be proactive in finding solutions towards supporting the goals identified in the LPTF report.



cc:	Mitchell Brown, LAUC Vice-President/President-Elect

Cynthia Johnson, Incoming LAUC SLASIAC Representative

Barbara Schader, Outgoing LAUC SLASIAC Representative

	Michael Yonezawa,  LAUC President

	


UCI Libraries Wide Meeting to Discuss the SLASIAC Report, June 29, 2011



General Comments:

· The report sounds much like what we have been hearing in discussions about NGM, NGTS etc.  So there is not much new here.  

· Not clear on what the role of SLASIAC is.

· The dollar figure for the cuts seems to be a moving target. Don’t know exactly how the amount was settled on.

· Faculty want more say in decisions and the shared service model.



1. Expand and collectively manage shared library services


· No mention of the infrastructure changes that will be needed to make further resource and service sharing possible.

· Collaboration takes a lot of energy and staff time too.  It is hard to cut back and do more collaboration.

· Would like to see UCI being in the forefront, to be a leader in these changes rather than following.



2.   Support faculty efforts to change the system of scholarly communication.

· Have to continue to work with the faculty .  Scholarly communication is their process.  The costs are shifting, but some is shifting to the authors who are the faculty.  

· Need to talk to our faculty and encourage them to publish in open access journals.  They are very concerned about high citation counts, etc.  We need to help them see the importance of moving to open access.

· Should be more direct and tell them which journals are unacceptable.



3.  Explore new sources of revenue.  

· What obligations do we have to be open to the public?   We do have to be able to protect our resources.  There is statewide talk about our responsibility to help citizens and the state economy.

· Have to be frank with our non-UC users that we cannot offer limitless free services for them.  We should refer them to ASAP services, etc.  But, we need guidelines on what levels of service we will provide for non-UC clientele.

· There is a wide diversity within UC campuses.  We could create plays, artworks, etc. and use them to generate money.  We could use our talents to create something people would pay for and generate revenue to help us through these tough times.  

· We could also partner more strongly with the Alumni Association.  Tell them “Here is your chance to put your stamp on the collection, etc.”



4. Improve the existing framework for systemwide planning, consultation, and decision-making.  

· How we are going to get faculty to buy in to this.  They care about their campus and don’t think systemwide.

· We have as a library  done a lot of collaborating.  We have gotten used to the concept of one UC Library.  So, we are ahead of the faculty on this.  We now need to influence the UC system to collaborate more as one.

· We have already been cutting the fat in our collection.  There is little duplication on our campus.  Not a lot of fat left to cut.

· This also assumes it will take this long for the state economy to bottom out and come back.  It could come back faster. 

· Shared purchasing will require a culture change.  Leadership is needed at the top and in the lightening groups.

· Is there an advocacy component to the SLASIAC report?
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Hugh & Hazel Darling Law Library                                                       385 Charles Young Dr. E., Los Angeles, California 90095-1458



August 31, 2011


Joanne Miller - Senior Library Planning Analyst


California Digital Library

434A


415 20th St., 4th Flr Oakland, CA 94612


(joanne.miller@ucop.edu)


Dear Ms. Miller:


Re: Recommendations from LAUC-LA to SLASIAC LPTF Interim Report (May, 2011)


Enclosed please find the Librarians’ Association of the University of California, Los Angeles (LAUC-LA) division’s comments in response to the SLASIAC LPTF Interim Report (May 2011) in four parts per the attachments listed below.  


We appreciate the opportunity to participate in the dialogue regarding systemwide strategies and investments relevant to the quality of UC library services.


As the soon-to-be immediate past LAUC-LA chair, I want to acknowledge the tremendous work performed by the LAUC-LA members below. Their transmittal letter explains the process and conscientious analysis they performed to create our response.  

Committee on Library Plans and Policies: Rita Costello, Chair; members Vicki Steiner, David Cappoli, Nancy Norris, Cathy Brown and Maria Jankowska 


Committee on Professional Governance:  Keri Botello, Chair; members Anita Colby, Toshie Marra and Lise Snyder 


LAUC-LA Representative to LAUC Committee on Professional Governance, Lynda Tolly


LAUC-LA 2010-2011Chair-Elect, Louise Ratliff


Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.


Sincerely yours, 

Rhonda K. Lawrence, LAUC-LA Chair, 2010-2011


Head of Cataloging and Metadata


Hugh & Hazel Darling Law Library, UCLA School of Law 


e-mail: lawrence@law.ucla.edu

voice mail: (310) 794-5390; fax: (310) 267-1895


Attachments:


Transmittal letter from the Chairs of the LAUC-LA Committee on Library Plans and Policies, Rita Costello; Committee on Professional Governance, 08/29/2011

Executive Summary 


SLASIAC LPTF Interim Reports Meetings: Summary of LAUC-LA Membership Discussion Items
LAUC-LA Abridged version of the SLASIAC LPTF Interim Report

Cc:  
Mitchell Brown, LAUC Vice-President/President-Elect (mcbrown@uci.edu)


Cynthia Johnson, Incoming LAUC SLASIAC Representative (cynthiaj@uci.edu)


Barbara Schader, Outgoing LAUC SLASIAC Representative (bschader@ucr.edu)
Gary Strong, University Librarian, UCLA (gstrong@library.ucla.edu)


Michael Yonezawa, LAUC President, 2010-2011 (yonezawa@ucr.edu)





 
RIVERSIDE DIVISION P.O. BOX 5900, RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA  92517-5900 


 
September 2, 2011 


 
Joanne Miller 


Principal Library Planning Analyst 


415 20th Street, 4th Floor 


Oakland, CA 94612 


 


Dear Ms. Miller: 


 
We are writing as members of this year’s Executive Board of the Riverside Division of the Librarians Association of 


the University of California (LAUC-R).  The “Presidential Statement on the Status of the Librarians Association of 


the University of California” states that the Librarians Association “shall advise the Office of the President, campus 


administration, and library administration on the operations and policies of the libraries...”  (APM 360, Appendix 


b.3).  It is in that spirit that we write you about the Library Planning Task Force Interim Report. 


 


Four members of the Riverside Executive Board wrote these comments.  Those members are the current and past 


Chairs, the Chair-Elect, and the Secretary.  Our responses may not reflect the views of the entire membership of 


LAUC-R. 


 


We support a System-wide collaboration and shared services. We support CoUL’s continuation of governance and 


oversight of shared library services. 


 


We recommend that before budgets are cut or reallocated consideration be given to the needs, resources, assets, and 


finances of the individual campus libraries. 


 


We recognize that operation decisions sometimes are made at high administrative levels only. Our concern is that 


those solutions may not be efficacious for faculty and students. LAUC members are in a strong position to comment 


on solutions because we work directly with our campus communities. Therefore, we recommend that LAUC’s 


advisory role be included throughout all phases of planning and implementation of System-wide shared library 


services. 


 


We urge that the new System-wide organizational structure fit into the current organization as much as possible. We 


further urge that our current skilled and experienced personnel be reassigned to fill positions as needed. 


 


We agree with the report’s emphasis on preservation and access. We support the evolution of Technical Services as 


an integral part of Collections. This is the direction at UCR. 


 


We look forward to working with you to plan implementation of the proposed strategies. 


 
Respectfully, 


Manuel Urrizola, LAUC-R Chair 


Patricia Smith-Hunt, LAUC-R Vice Chair/Chair-Elect 


Ken Furuta, LAUC-R Past Chair 


Norma Juarez, LAUC-R Secretary 






LAUC-D Discussion of the SLASIAC report – Notes 

July 14, 2011

· Adam Siegel gave an overview of SLASIAC and of the report; noted that many things came up in the meeting minutes (including changing patron needs, specific cost saving and digital initiatives, and types of collections) that did not seem to make it into the final report 

· The implicit assumption seems to be that tech services (via NGTS) will be where many cost savings are realized 

· Final report concentrated on what to do about decreasing funding, and space crisis. 

Discussion comments:

(Note: Comments are those of individual librarians and do not necessarily reflect consensus among LAUC-D members). 

Collections and services

· Report refers to “electronic formats are readily sharable” -- not actually true, license  agreements and digital rights management protection hinder ebook ILL sharing 

· Research assistance/instruction and collection development are interrelated -- but neither is developed in this document. The omission of the instruction/research assistance component of libraries ends up distorting the quest for efficiencies and value. It leads to an abstract notion of collections, wherein efficiency becomes synonymous with cost cutting, and value becomes equivalent with increased numbers of units (books, journals, articles.) By treating the interface between users and information abstractly one is forced into a trap, were we endlessly pursue more and more things while spending less and less money. Let’s spend our resources more wisely. Use strategic partnerships where appropriate and strategic selections where necessary. By rethinking how libraries support the specific educational and research missions of their University, we can do a better job of right-sizing our collections and services. 

· Report says we should decentralize licensing, but in fact licensing is one of the things that is most readily/easily & helpfully centralized. Makes no sense to not focus on this. We should focus more on centralizing licensing for Tier 2 (and below) deals as campuses are hard-pressed to have resources for this. CDL has a trend of devaluing Tier 2 licenses, but if only a few campuses want something we should centralize this process. 

· There is a one-sized-fits-all approach in the report, but actually disciplines [and how they use the library] are very different, and this is not reflected. Even the same disciplines take radically different shapes on different campuses due to different faculty goals. Rather than one sized fits all we need strategies for effective "Glocalization." 

· De-duplication works much better for journals/serials than for monographs. Hard to imagine how this would work; even graduate texts may get lots of use and be prone to “recall wars” and so need to be duplicated across campuses. Even de-duping serials has serious consequences if a campus doesn’t have money to participate in a Tier 1 or 2 license for that title (now or in future). For monographs, it is very difficult currently to license eBooks from many (most) publishers even if available -- the publishers and us are not ready for this model yet. 

· Another shared service could be among special collections -- there’s a need for a centralized conversion facility for old electronic formats (tapes etc) to standardize preservation -- this could save a lot of time and money among the campuses. 

· There is a lot of room in the UCs for better coordination, especially among tech services; shared catalog frees up campuses to do other things, like catalog special collections. 

· Big eBook/eJournal packages contain lots of junk -- things we wouldn’t buy if selecting one-off. We should be aware of tradeoff between cheap per-title cost and how much we are actually spending on books we wouldn’t buy for our collections. Rather each campus should concentrate on buying what they really need, and free up collection flexibility. We are being very picky about what we buy in paper but not very picky about what we buy as eBooks. 

· We are also spending lots of time weeding print books that don’t get use, but no time “weeding” online collections -- ebook packages that have maintenance fees will cost us forever for the long tail of unused material, as opposed to print books that only have 1-time cost. Perpetual fees are a problem. 

· perhaps look at other models besides ILL -- PDA, rentals, etc. -- and push for better packages with more room to select. 

· shared mono acquisition has a huge amount of overhead associated with it that will be very costly -- enough benefit to do this? Also shared print in place is difficult because of disparities between campuses. 

Space

· From special collections perspective: there are different kinds of library space. Freeing up main stack space doesn’t help special collections, which is collectively running out of room in NRLF within a year. Report does not address this. There are still unbuilt wings of the NRLF that were originally planned for. 

New revenue

· A fee-based system for services for non-UC patrons is needed and would be used by outside researchers, agencies, etc. -- some campuses already have such systems but not all. Could be centralized with a central office to do fee recovery. (Again, licenses make it challenging). 

· We should be aware of simple cost-shifting -- all initiatives take money to do 

· Should we get student fees to support the library? Lots of goodwill from undergrads towards the library. 

Open access

· We have a lot of economic power with the publishers because we are such a major player -- we should use this to negotiate deals that are better for system needs. For instance rather than a single “big deal” a package of core titles for 10 campuses then freedom for each campus to pick and choose additional titles. We should make a marketplace statement and cancel bad deals. But also must put pressure on faculty as they are the ones publishing; should be more forthright about good/bad publishers? 

· Open Access must be campus and system driven -- the success of OA is tied to tenure and other campus needs. Societies shifting to commercial publishers is another big problem (but we also demand more from publishers as consumers, and small presses can’t meet the needs -- journal support is a good idea for the libraries). 

Systemwide coordination

· coordinating funding streams suffers from effect of rich campuses going off to get whatever they want anyway 

· We should look into building outside consortia as well -- California, west coast, subject-specialty schools. 





