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“in a socfefy that {s becoming Increasingly information dependent,
there are few l|lbraries, however well-funded and managed, that are capable
of meeting all the nn‘ormafion needs of thelr cons+1+uen+s. _ s

>

There s increased access to information for library users when’

libraries agree to cooperate with each other to share théir resources.
Resource sharing Is no longer supplemental to local Iibrary operations, but
has become a basic element. A ne+work of rescurce sharing cocperatives
would Increase the effectiveness of locally based efforfs, parflcularlv

,when founded upon use of automa+ed ‘technologies. 3 .

The overall gqal for meeflng Information needs Is: .

To provide every resident of Massachusetts with equal’

opportunity to access that part of the tofal informa-

tion resource which will satisfy the ‘individual’s ecu-
- cational, occupational, cultural, and Tecreational
needs and interests, regardless of the individual's
l6cation, socic-economlic status, possible physica!l
disability, or tevel of intellectuel achievemenf. 4

One of the objecflves relating to the overall" qoal for, meeting needs

Is concerned with resource sharing: * . ' 3 _
l N . X -
Increase cltizens' access to Massachusetts information
resources by sharing resources as broadly and effeg-

tively as possiblel

Librarians today ackncwledge the imposstbility®of maintalning compre-
hensive collections and' praviding totally comprekensive services tc their
users based upon the resources of a snngle library. A goal of resource
sharing is maximum availability of materials and services at minimum cost.

. The emphasIs is on access to ‘Information rather than ownership of

materlals. Resource sharing arrangements among libraries provide the
Ilbrary user with accessv+n resources heyond the local collection.

In its simplest deflniflon, a Ilbrary network Is a meChanism which
faciiltatea the sharing of resources among tibrgries for the mutual tenefit
of their clIenfeles. ObJecfives of a network can be ummarfzed briefly:

- shared access +o collectlons through expanded in+er1!brary loan

and borrowlng privileges
- coordinated collection developmen+ +o avoid unnécessary dupllca—
tion ot materials
- shared access to b;bl!ographlc data
- continuing education-and development of +echn1cal eyporflse of
~ staff members - :

>

The computer's role In ngfworking for resource sharing is one of

mediation between the need on one hand to economize, and the necec on the

other hand to expand services in light of ever-increasing demands from

users. The primary reason to- utilize automation for resource sharing is
“that computers provide the necessary processing capablllfies required for
effective and efficlent retrieval In terms of response time, storage

capacity, and the necessary Iinkage and switching between componenfs

BESTCP“VAVAHABL . S
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Essen+faily, automated resource sharlng~né+w0fks'are establ ished *o
1 provide collectively three activities related to the goals of jncreased
dccess and cost-effectiveness: : " . * ’

1. search services - database files which provide the searcher with
bibliographic citations and/er apstracts of’resources Indexed in
the gafbbase, or, full d-cument text, such as articles, transpor-
tation schedules. w current news stories. - -

s 2

2. cataloging/interlibrary loan services (ILL)- database files of
shared machine-readable bibliographic records which are created’
by Iibraries during the cataloging process and which-indjcate -
library ownership; these files may be searched for Interlibrary
loan purposes. ' .
: . : %

3, circulation/Interlibrary loan services (iLL)- database files of
machine-readable bibllographic records which not only indicate
ownership but also current availability status (on the shel f «and
available for loan, in circulation, or,on“the shelf for reference
use) ‘to the requester.

P}lnclpleﬁ o k
These principles are consldereﬁ the baslc‘affrquTes of a resource
sharing network in Massachusetts: - . -

> 1. Each individual has the right tr access the iInformation that meets
N his or her needs. ‘ o s

2. All network services should be provided at a level %of operation as
close to the user as possible. A local library should be the user's most,
efficient and appropriate service center. Therefore, network services
should be provided through libraries as often as possible. The nétwork
must support local Iibraries, not compete with them. ‘ :

- L .

-

3.- The objectives of the resource sharing network shouid be.realized
without harm to the missions of participating libraries, although their
_methods of operation fnvariahbly must be adjusted. All libraries have a
responsibility to cdllect the materials needed regularly by their own
constituents. Resource sharing Is no# a“suybstitute for local acquisition,

only a supplement.

ed%blé lndlviduallibrarleﬁfo
e allowing for local flexibili= -
ecognize existing Individual -

4, 1t is essential that the netwo
“maximize the gains of resource shering wh
ty; network members must understand and’
constraints. : ' : ' :

5. The resource sharing network shguld be built upon ex!sting' coopera-
~ tive systems and exlsting library strengths. New resource sharing systems,
bui It upen strong Individual library collections and services, should
evolve where existing cooperatives, are no longer effective. The network ~
sholld not-compete with existing arrangements, but rather Improve, re-
direct, and extend thoze already existing, and offer aiternative approaches
which will prove more valuable and useful. ° v g

» 6. Networking is not free. Besides equipment and material costs,

viii




sfaff time®i's necessary fp provide shared’ servlces Therefore, each parfl-

N c!panf fust bé able to balance benefits with Investment. “This baiance need
not be measured solely in the traditional lnferl!brary toan concept of net

. the Increased benefits of Improved access to more: resources. A cost-
Toe benef i+ analysis Is an appropriate mefhodology fo study the benefits of
- network investment. _ - '
- H 7

7. The flnanclal and fiscal basis o%¥ the continued operation of net-
work components must depend upon local rather thdn federal, state, and
private funding sources. Local funding sources Include assessed membership
- fees,. cost recovery/raimbursement-fees; ~and allocations—from-the-institu-
tlons. ‘Governmental and private grants and Intermittent l0cal fundraising
are unreliable as a fInancTal base since they.are mgre apf to change

N annuaIIy : :

N 8. Resource sharing efforfs must not be ltmited to within the Sfafe
- When and where economically, fechnlcally, and politically feasible and
desirable, the State's resource sharing network and its related services
should overcome geo-pol itical bouhdaries, broaden!ng'access into the total
Information resources of the region and the nation.

-

-

2 Mission Sfafemenf and Activitiés

“

o

A mission statement for .developing an automated resource sharing

I1brary - network In Massachuseffs s necessary to serve as a framework for

network acflvlfles . .

'Develop cosf—effecflve methods of resource sharing that
will Increase access to the Information resources
needed by Massachusetts residents. by promoting coopera-
tive efforts .among libraries of various typgs and by
reducing barr!ers to nefworklng : :

LY

borrowing versus net Iendsng o¥ materials.  Attention also must be given 10’

The library nefwork concept for Massachusétts is based upon the.

Itnking by telecommunications of independent cooperative, systems™ of

libraries, each with.a center that not:only coordinates fhe internal

activities of the system, but also serves as the cooperaflve's link wifh

the ,centers of other systems. The network is hlerarch;cal in that cogpera-

flve centers communicate with other’ cenfers in a planned oufward ahd upward
process.

Information needs do _not recognize.péllflcaf boundaries.
Massachusetts residents need access Into the Information resources &f New

. ~ England and the nation. The hierarchical network structure can provide a
means for |ibraries to participate In the resource .sharing activities
undertaken in other states, when and if this becomes feasible and

‘desirable.
N

Acflvlfles‘relafed to the Mission Sfafemenf’are-

1. Develop and Iink b|bliographic datzbases fo provide greater -

access opporfunifles to resources . . .

v pandlng parficlpaflon In online circulation/ILL control sys-

W w g BT AVAILABLE

a. Develop access polnfs info the Informaflon resource by ex=



" Standards

"cal and-cooperative agreements among network participants.

. funds. ongoing network operdtions mus?t depend upon loca

.TemS WNere 17 1S TeCHnical iy aiu SLuUNUIILOl iy . 1TUI L ity s vy
“developing new systems where ‘they are needed. Second, develop
ther"access points ipto +he information resource, to be
called Information Network Centers (INCs), which will'be a
cooperative effort of two or. more local“libraries (of the same
or different types), In which one library houses the appro-
prsiate equipment to provide’dccess for dhe public and member
INC librarians to search,'q?Talogihg/lLL, and clircviation/liL

-+ sgrvices. o )
<b. D;%:pr;iedebommunicaflons | inkages between circulajion/ILL

“clusters, and between INCs and clrculalen/lL} clus¥ers, to
‘expand the gcope of resources available for accessing and
sharing. o e

c. Develop interfaces.between circutation/ILL conirol- systems and

v cataloging/ILL utilities to ensure -that” the system's database -

file of bibliographic records is as current as possible for
searching ‘from other access points. § '

¢ »

2. Develop document request and déliVery procedures.  Use electronic
‘means' to transmit resource requests whenever possible. Document
_ “dellvery should utilize the fastest, cheapest, -and most reliable

means available. -, toe

3, Develop a prograﬁ of computer |iteracy/training for librarians
who are without direct access to computerized network sy§+ems. .

r

[N
<

Standards .are necessary In any cooperative effort. In the attomated
resource sharing network, objective or technica! standards will be adopted
+o facilitate the coordination of resourcé sharing in a nefwbrg environment’
by ensuring compatibility. ' .

Bibliographic control for the network must be based upon standardized.
cataloging rules and compatibility with the MARC format of the Library of
Congress. A common format. for bibljographic record Structure will facilli-
tate resdurce sharing commupications between circulation/ILL: systems.

L4

" Eleménts of an inteflibrary loan form must be agreed to'in the techni-

S

o -
‘

. STrbfr‘Qsmuflllzed within the network will be evolutionary as the
technoldgy .ad the network develop. The Network Advisory Committee wlll ™
continually monitor standards. policies, and operations.

Funding

The most successful networks are those Ifi which the member |ibraries
have made a significant commitment with funds from their operating budgets
and view 'the services as an integral part of their operations. Because of
t+he unpredictability of categorical federal funds, sfaferjunds. and pqiyafe

operating budgets
and fees.. - ‘ . .

? . “ -

Jord
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Local funds should be provided to the |ibrary fda’ participation in the

.automated ‘resource sharing network because I+ is more cost-effective’ +han
- € continuing the effort toward local salf- sufflcnency ‘However, it is a
stated goal of the Board of Library Commissioners to Increase access-to the
information resources of the Commonwealth: -To encourege fesource sharing
. by develop'ing access points, the Board of Library CommlséTbnefs should
= - provide capital fundcng, as feasibde. for installation of central site

- circulation/ILL control systems and the establishment and first year's
Implemen+aflon costs “of the Information Network Centers (INCs).. Because of
constraints on existing funds, the Board should' approach the-General: Court

for additional state funds for these capjtal investments, and for TPIecom—
municationseand other ,functional costs associated with the - esfablishmenf

‘and operaflon of the resource sharing network. o .

The prlmary source of revenue for ma:nfauning clusters and ,INCs will’

be membership fees paid by libraries from thelir operating. budgefs In
addition to local membership fees, cost rec0very/rezmbursemenf fees
assessed to other |ibraries and, in some cases, users constitute another

-t

source of operational funds for clusters and INCs. I+ Is both ethical ‘and -

~ feasible to charge users for specialized services. which go beyond the
curren+ communify sfandard for free use. '

Serylces between clusfers and between lNCs and clysters can be cos+
recoverable’reimbursible ‘subject to state and !ccal laws. The cooperative
agreements befween clusters -and between INCs and clusters will result In
the development  of a hierarchical resource sharing’ ‘network. There should -
not be fees for loans among clusfer members: free reciprocal boqfowing
and/or Interlibrary loar should be'one of the benefits of belonging!/to the
cluster. Higher up.the hierarchy. though, ~fees for fTriter!ibrary.lpan may

be imposed but should reflect cost recovery or reimbursement.
f A

.

\ LY

.

Governance . ) T )

The purpose of the né%wokk in Massachusetts is to voluntarily co-

‘ ordTrate, facilitate, ahd tmprove access to the information resources of o

) librarles inm the State. _The network is not-to Inferfere with the preroga-
"~ tives of existing Ilbrary‘boards ~ _ .
Formal. written agreemenfs need to exist to define network activities
;and responsibilities: In addition to_the cooperative and technical -agree-
.ments, circulation cliusters should, at a minimum, incorporate as nonprofit.

“ non- sfock, membershlp cerporaflons T ) .

Whlle nonprof!f lncorDoraflon has many benefits. that “type of incor-
poration ‘under exidting Massachusetts law would requ«re municipel approval
for circulation clusters with public librartes as members to purchase and
own data processing equipment for the exclusive use of librarfes. The
Board of Library Commissioners should file Jegislation aufhorszing the
creation of quasi- governmental data processing entities for, the. éxclusive

- use of all types of Iibraries. Such entities should be empowered to -
utitize debt financing (bondlng for capl*al equipmenT) to -suppliement fees.

o
4

@

‘Legislation | ~ : , . . K -

’ 4
Y

To facilitate aufomafed resource sharing In the Commonwealth. it is
recommended fhaf at least three Ieglslaf!ve proposals be studied, draffed,

'BEST 067 }'AVAILABLE

.- i -
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-

and filed wtth the Gerieral Court: L o E

- Amend legistafion to allow the Reglonal~Public Ljbrary SVs?ém to
provide document dellvery asd-retrieval to network participants that— . -
- ‘are not public libraries. ‘ s T . . i Bk
- Rite legislation creating quasi-governmental entities with data pro-
cessing facilities for the exclgslve'}se of various types of co-
operating |ibraries.” - - L : R i

-

- > o

- Flle’leQleaffon and/or.receive Speclal status from fhe telephone, .
-rate-setting Department of Public Utilities-that would establish a . -«
Iowgr_+elécommunica+lons,"Ilbrary network rate" for participants.,

I+ Is essential that libraries, especially participants in the.net-
work, ‘be able to take adventage of any statewide telecommunications ef for+t
that would be more cost-effective than leased | ines. There%ore, the,

_enabling’legislation fof the Massachusetts Corporation for -Educatiofal —
Telecommunications (MCET) should be amended to include .library participa-
tion and input on the Board of Directors through. an ex-officio, voting
membership for, the Director of “the Massacffusetts Board of Library Commis-. -
sioners. - ' T ‘ o ' .

Role of the Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners - : e
' The Board of Library Cornmissioners has the responsibil ity through
legislative mandate to plan, develop, establish, implement,.coordinate,
monitor, and evaluate an automated resource-.sharing, multitype |ibrary
network. The Board, therefore, should assufme responsibilities for the
overall development and coordination of network activities and aspects of o~
the network as appropriate, draft ‘and propose appropriate legisliation, act
upon recommendations from the State LSCA Advisory Council on Libraries, and
establish a Networke Advisory Commi+tee charged with providing advice,
- submitting reports and recommendations, and providing evaluations to the’
Board concerning network activities. =~ 4 " '

, b v EN P

Representatives to the Network Advisory Committee will‘pe appointed by

the Board of Library Commissioners and will include:

&% D o
1. a-representative from each -automated circulation/ILL cluster whose

. computer-system can be accessed via dial-up recommended by ifs'mgm:::s;

N . -2, represenféflVé; from the Information Nethrk.Cenfers recommended by - -
e the participants; * i . L - . . . )
N 3. +wo- represenfatives from the’ LSCA Advisory Council recommended by

the Chairperson; - . S
~._4. two staff members of the Board of Library Commissioners recommended cal
by the.Director; _ o . e : R
5. the -Regional Administrators from the Regional Public Library
y System; . . ‘ . P - _ . L
6. the Chalrpersons of the standing Automation Committees of the
. Regional Public Library System; o : . T .
S J. @ representative of ths Massachusetts Conference. of Chief
Librarians-of Public Highér Education Institutions (MCCLPHEI) recommended
by the Chairpersos; ) : - . '
8. a representative each from the - Massachusetts Library Association,
the Massachusetts Association for Educational Media, and a Massachusetts
" member each from the Boston Chapter of the Special Libraries Association
uo

I T xi - =00

o+




“Library Commissioners.

and the New England Lhapfer of the Assoclation of College and Research

Llegarles, recommehnded by the respec+lve Presidents; .
9. a Massachusetts representative from each ca+aloqnng/ILL service _
recognized as such by the .Board of Library Commissioners; and .
10. a representative from each of the formally organized Inbrary
resource sharing consortia or cogperating groups existing in Massachusetts,
recommended by the, Chairperson of the consortium or group. Consortia or

groups must register with +he Ltbrary Developmenf Unit of the Board of

-

Public Information

THe network is designed to increase.access for residents to-the

" “State's: information resources in a cost-effective manner~by applying aute-

mated technologies to the resource sharing effort. Thus, utilization of
the network will benefit both the user and the librarian. |+ is essential
that both be aware of the capabil'ities the network will offer.

- Librarians will be reached through media such as-MBLC Notes, and
informational meetings. Making the library user and.potential user aware
of th® capabilities of the network will be substantially a local activity,
+hrough the local l'ibrary with assistance from the Board of Library Commis-
sioners and -the Network Advisory Committee. . In addition, . the merits and
ac+.vl+les of the network should be made known to the appropriate gov-
ernment officlials, admlnfsfrafors, and managers at every political and
organizational level: - .

<

Evaluation

?
< <

Evaluation Is necéssarily an ongoing acfivlfy of. the nefwork The

' Nefwork Advisory Committee shal| be responsible for developing network

performance criteria measures and utilizing evaluation techniques to ap-
prise the Board of Ltbrary Commissioners of nefwork performance and worth
and offer approprlafe recommendations.

R
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R T ~ " RECOMMENDAT IONS .

Lo ,Amultitype |ibrary resource sharing network based uan automated
- technologlies should”be Implemented. The network will be hierarchical.
In that cooperative centers will communicate with other centers In, a
planned'oufward,and’uqurd.process. All network services should be
provided at a level of operation as close to +he user as possible, and ~
through local Ilibraries as often as possible. = : :/%
i

3

1l. The Mission Statement and Statement of Related Activities.of the
- automated resource sharing {ibrary network for Massachusetts should be )
adopted: . ‘ . '

Develop cost-effective methods of resource sharing that will”
) Increase access to the: Infcrmation resources needed by Massachu-
* . setts residents by promoting cooperative efforts among Iibraries
of varlous types and by reducing barilers to networking.

: N\

1. Develop and‘llnk.blbliographic dafabases to provide greater
access opportunities to resources. - . ) T

a. Develop access‘poinfs into the Informa*lbn resource. -

1. expand participation in online circulation/ILL control
” systems where it 1Is technicaliy and economically. fea-
sible, and develop new systems where they are needed.
: ' 2. develop Information Network Centers (INCs) To serve'as
access polnts into the total Iinformation resource by
providing IKCs with the capacity of utilizing search,
cataloging/ILL, and circulafton/iLL services.

‘ _ b. Develop felecommunications !inkages between clrculation/ILL
) clusters and between INCS and clusters to expand the scope

A of resources avallable for accessing and sharing. Linkages.

between disparate systems should-be explored and developed.

; Cy ¢. Develop interfaces befween circulation/ILL control systems

' and cataloging utilities to ensure that the circulation/ILL
-system's. database" of bibliographic records is &s current as
possible for searching from other access points.

2. Develop documéh+ request and dellivery procedures.

a. Use electronic means to Iden%lfy Ifbrary holdings and to
. transmit requests whenever possible.

b. Document delivery should utilize the - fastest, cheap~-
est, and most reliable means possible.

3. Develop a program of computer llferacy/fréinlng for librarians
who are without direct access to computerized network systems.

»

I1l. The Board of leréry‘Commlssloners shou!d support resource sharing
activifies in the State by providing state and federal funds for

13
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V.

developing access points as approprfafe and feasible. |n addition,
the Board should seek state funds to assist In the costs of telecom-
munications. T , ' ‘ -

£ : v

un

In order to facilitate resource sharing in the Commonwealth, coopera—’

+ing groups of 'libraries recelvlng-fundé through the Board of Library
Commissioners for 50% or more of the costs associated with central
site circulation/ILL control systems or equipment upgrade should agree
to: -

1. Provide at least five percent of their system ports, but not
fewer than three ports, for telecommunications |inks from
other access points in the State. At least one of the ports
should be provided for dial-up access, and a toll-free liné Is
desirable.

2. Install a circulation/ILL control system that can support the
U. S. MARC format, data content and rules-of AACR2, and au-
thority control. : .

3. Adopt a bibllographic record structure developed with the

~ Board of Library Commissioners.

4. Provide free reciprocal borrowing and/or lhferlibrary loan
among members of the cluster. R S

5. Have their bylaws'approved as to form by Board staff. -

6. Allow other network partliclpants to copy, at the other group*éf
cost, the database of bibliographic records (as specified in

< *the con+rac+)_+o assist In the conversion of records from
manual” format to a machine-readable format.

7. Participate in fhe State's resource.sharing network.

8. Incorporate as a nonprofit, non-stock, membership corporation
under Massachusetts laws. .

In order to facilitate resource sharing in the Commonwealth, Informa-
+ion Network Centers. (INCs) should:

1-Be In a llBrary opeh to users and librarians.

. 2. Be an ongblng,.cooperaf!ve effort of at least two libraries
(of the same or different types).

4

3. Provide access to search, cataloging/ILL, and circulation/ILL
services as specified in the .contract with the Board of

Library Commlissioners.

©

4. Create machine-readable records via a cataloging/ILL service

incorporating the MARC format and AACR2 codes.

©

‘5. Participate in a ca*aloglng/lLt service that provides access
+6 the database's bibliographic record file with holcings
Informaflon:for'lnferlIbrary loan purposes.: -

T ' ~_
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6. Demonstrate that they possess sufficlent personnel and other
‘resources within the INC membership to support continued —
operations. . . : .

7. Assume'operaflonal'Césfg%gf the services after the flrsf.year.

8. Acqulre,modemé capable of transmission at 1200 baud with
downward capacity to 300 baud. '

9. Use ONTYME 1| as one electronic mall service.

10. Sponsor and conduct workshops demonstrating search, cata-
loging/ILL, and circulation/ILL services to librarians.

11. Participate In the State's resource sharing network.

VI. Technical and cooperative agreements should be established.between
circulation/ILL clusters, and between liformation Network Centers
(INCs) and clusters, defining such areas as fees, scope and level of

- cooperation, responsibili+ies, communications protocols, document
request and dellvery procedures, and others.

VII. The Board of Library Commissioners should monitor and participate In
~ the development and implementation of the statewide network proposed
‘ by the Massachusetts Corporation for Educationa! Telecommunications.

VI1I. The Board .of Library:Commissioners should:
1. Amend existing legislation to:allox +he'Regional Public
Library Systems to provide document ‘delivery and retrieval to
network participants that are not public libraries.

2. File Ieglsla+lbn»*o c¢reate quasi-governmental data processing
entities for the exclusive use of various types of libraries.

a O 3. File Iegls]aflon;and/or recelve speclial “$tatus from the tele-
phone rate-setting Department of Public UttlTties that would

establish a lower telecommunications "library network rate"
‘for participants: B ot -

4. Amend existing legislation to include the Director of the
Board of Library Commissioners as an ex-officlo, voting member
. of the Board of Directors of the Massachusetts Corporation for
Educational Telecommunications. g L :

’

IX. The Board of Library Commissioners should establish the Network Advi-
sory Committee charged with ‘providing advice, submitting reports and
recommendations, and providing evaluations to the Board concerning
network activities. : :

"The Board of Library Commissiohers should coordinate, with the Network
Advisory Committee, a publl% informatlon program about the nefwork‘for'“”"
state residents and librarians. -
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- INTRODUCTION

-

The attached document "Automated Resource Sharing In Massachusetts: A

- Plan" is |ntended to provide a conceptual framework for the structuring and

activities of a multitype resource sharing library network utilizing. auto-
mated technologies. As a.structure, the network is composed of independent
units which act as access points into the information resources of

Massachusetts. New England. and the United States. These units. referred

to as clrculation/ILL (interlibrary loan) clusters and Information Network
Centers (INCs) are themselves |inked to each other through telecommunica-
“tions, and through technical and cooperative agreements.

The purpose of the network Is to help l|ibrarians to locate. request.
and receive information wanted by their patrons as efficiently and effec-
tively as possible. Two assumptions are made. First, people have a need
for all types of information located in all types of sources In all types
"of |ibraries. Second. |ibraries cannot be self-sufficient because they
lack the financial resources and/or the physical space to acquire and store-

“all the materials needed by their patrons to meet their needs. Resource

sharing provides |ibraries with a means to meet those needs.

" While it is Important. and necessary. for all libraries to be resource
sharers, it must be emphasized that resource sharing.and interlibrary |oan
are not substitutes for local acquisitions. All |ibraries have a responsi-

blllfy‘To‘gafher materials needed regularly by thelr patrons. Resource
sharing Is intended to supplement this basic library service. :

The "local library" referred to in the document denotes any type of
ltbrary which is considered by the user to be his or her primary source.
For example, an undergraduate student may consider the col lege's library as
the local Iibrary. A technician's local |ibrary may be the collection of
materials at the company. In most instances, the local library is capable
of providing interlibrary loan services for its users.

The basis of the network is the development, continuation, and Iinking
of physical access points into the informationwesources of . the state's
libraries. In its simplest form, an access point (circulation cluster or
INC) locates which library owns a desired item. Requesting and receiving
that item may occur at the access point or through the user's local

|tbrary. Not all l|ibraries will be access points although one expecfafloﬁ
Is that most libraries will either become an access point or share an
access point with other libraries. In the network framework. +the access

points utilize automated means to locate materials, ascertain availability
status if possible. and request the items. |In the future, delivery may
become more automated as machine-readable formats evolve. The point Is
t+hat the network's purpose Is to locate ‘information resources and provide
for their sharing using automation as an effective and efficient process.
The network Is not to become, a bank of computers.

One of the most effective means of conducting Interlibrary loan Is
utilizing an automated circulation control system. Turnaround time for
document request and dellivery can be reduced because requests are forwarded
only to libraries known to own the item. and more |ikely forwarded only to
those libraries with the item Iimmediately avallable. Linking the
circulation/ILL control systems using telecommunications enables a I1brary
in one cluster to search the holdings of another cluster, expanding
resource sharing capabilities. A result will be less burden on current
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heavy lenders as more libraries participate In sharing resources.

However, not all_libraries caqaﬁdrficlpafe in circulation clusters .

- because of flinancial and other constraints. Yet users of these |lbraries

stil] have -information needs, and it Is prudent for their libraries to
participate In the resource sharing network. As a solution, the concept of
the microcomputer-based INC was developed. Using -the telecommunications
_capability of the microcomputer, the INC will provide search, circula-
t+ion/ILL and cataloging/ILL services for its library participants. Search
services which provide database files in information retrieval databases
(BRS -and DIALOG, for example), expand the local reference function. INCs

will also have the technology to dial Into the holdings files of circula-
t+ion/ILL clusters to ascertalin the location of requested items. Tnlird,” INC
participants will use a cataloging utiiity or service to create machine-

readable records of their acquisitions. Not only wiil the INC be able to
search the holdings of the other members of the utility/service to locate
materials, but the machine-readable records INCs create can be accessed by
other utility/service members also searching for ifems. As a result, INCs
will be lending as well as borrowing materials..

Nefwork\sfandards, evaluation, public relations, and other Issues are
discussed throughout the document. However, the Network Advisory Commit-
tee's (NAC) purpose and responsibilities may need some additional discus-
sion. The Board of Library Commissioners is responsible for the planning
and Implementation of activities apd aspects-related to the network. Many
recommendations concerning the network such as priorifies, revising this
document, and others wil! come from the LSCA State Advisory Council on
Libraries. However, both the Board and the Council are concerned with
matters of a broader nature, and are not, on t+he whole, network partici-
pants. Therefore, the NAC was designed to assist and advise the Board and
+he Council on network activities and operations:through reports, studies,.
and recommendations. Such studies may include: '

- telecommunications alternatives

- legal issues concerning shared bibliographic records :

- mode! technical and.cooperative agreements

- document requests via microcomputers

- communications between disparate circuletion/ILL control systems
- document. delivery (it used to be so simplie}

- new technologlies and their impact upon network structure and

services

Broad-based and composed of both network partictkpants and representatives
" from library assocliations, organizations, and consortia, the NAC will also
serve as a forum for discussion of network concerns and Issues and provide
a communications Iinhk for the human aspects of networking. -

To update section two of this document (Past+ Planning Efforts): the
Automation Planning Committee (APC) met throughout the fall and winter.
Members developed an outline of the network's ob jectives and activities
that was discussed with librarians attending the ‘March 16, 1983 informa-
tional meeting of the Massachusetts Corporation for Educational Telecom=-
munications (MCET). The LSCA Statewide Advisory Council on Libraries -
reviewed the outline on April 21. Comments from both groups were Incor-
porated into the first draft+ of this document,” completed In May. On June
16 the APC adopted a revised draft, copies of which were mailed on June 30
+o two hundred librarians and organizational representatives throughout the
state for comment. The APC also recgmmended +o the LSCA Advisory Council

17
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that the document and its recommendations be approved,. which the Counct!
did at their meeting of July 27. On August 11 the Board of Library Commis-
sioners voted to accept the recommendations of +he APC ‘and the LSCA
Advisory Council "that the document entitled Automated Resource Sharing .in
Massachusetts: A Plan be approved as a conceptual framework for the devel-
opment of a statewide.multitype llbrary resource sharing network for Massa-
"chusetts and serve as the current update for the LSCA long.range program
for Massachusetts." oo .

~

-Implementation of network activities and operations wlll take time.
The Board of Library Commissioners will need to establish priorities with

the asslistance of the LSCA Advisory Council and the NAC. "Furthermore,: this’

document and the network are intended to be dynamic and must be continual by
reviewed, - Incorporating modifications, galned experience, and new theories

and technologies. It is essentlal “that this plan be kept current to -

provide librarians In the state with a guide to the Board's concept of
resource sharing and networking. .

d The content of +hé document is necessarily choppy. To explain fully
some of the technologles or concepts discussed would have Increased its
length by several hundred pages. The ALA Glossary of Library and Informa-
tion Sclence edited by Heartsiil Young (ALA. 1983) provides adequate defi-
nitions for many of the terms used. Readers who may want more In-depth
information are directed to'the foothotes and bibllography. Staff members
of the Board and NAC members shou!d endeavor *o mainqaln the currency of

" the bibliography.. - _ \

. Finally, although not appropriately a part of an Introduction. the
acknowledgement of several people-cannot be..lgnored. Members cf the Auvo-
mation Planning Committee spent considerable time’developing tiis document
and beat the bureaucratic odds by-completing it. The Board's Agency

“management team Including Roland Piggford. Director, Mary‘@urgarella.‘Head
of Library Development, and Irene Levitt. Business and Personne} Manager,

2
LS

provided enough support to have completed three plans. Tom Scully, Direc- .

tor of the Peabody Institute Library in Peabody. shared. his experience and
vision. Barbara DeYoung, Director of the lawrence Public Library, and Anne
Reynolds, Director of the Wellesley Free Library, served as sounding boards
throughout the effort. Christine Kirby of the BLC staff provided editorial
assistance. Lisa Keller, EDP Programmer, and Mary Litterst. Planning and
Research Speciallist, provided assistance wherever needed. Two other
members of the Fiscal Planning and Systems Development Unit of th: Board
were critical to the document's completion. Ann Desmond edited the
handwritten drafts and word processed (and word processed and word pro-
cessed) the text. Susan Bjorner, Automation Consultant, served as princi-
pal editor, logistician, and advisor. Without Ann and Susan, this plan

would still be just a lot of talk.
Robert Dugan

Chair. APC
September 1983
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1. WHY 1S A'RESOURCE SHARING NETWORK PLAN NEEDED?

-

“

People need Information contributing to survival and success in
living. They have always needed it, but now, In our complex society, this
need Is growing and becoming more obvious.! In a society that is hecoming
increasingly information dependent; there are few |ibraries,” however well-
funded and managed, that are capable of meeting all the information needs
of their constituents. : :

There |s increased access to information for library users when
libraries agree to cooperate with.each other to share thelr resources.
Resource sharing Is no longer supplemental to local iibrary operations, but
has become a basic element. A network of resource sharing cooperatives
would Increase the effectiveness of locally-based efforts, particularly
when founded upon use of automated technologies.:.

A plan to provide guidance for Incorporating and developing resource
sharing cooperatives and activities into a Massachusetts network which

_utilizes automated technologies to Increase access to information resources’

is needed because:

- 14 is important for all |ibraries +5 share resburhes with ofher

Iibraries of all types. There are many barriers to resource sharing; these

barriers, however. could be reduced or eliminated by designing a network
that not only increases access and sharing, but also allows for necessury

focal flexibility.

-'A viable structure wllliincrease the abilfity .of libraries to locate
and dellver needed materials to library users effectively and efficiently.

- Every existing cooperative s currently pursuing, its own independent
course. Guldance and coordination are essential or so much variation will
develop that it will become increasingly difficult for the cooperatives to
interact wlth each other. Coordination 4s particularly Imperative in the
application of bibliographic and communication standards.

"~ 1t Is likely that any”re-authorization of Title III of the federal
Library Services and Construction Act (LSCA) will require a resource
sharing plan as a component of the annual Basic State Plan, which must be
filed in order to receive funding.

- The Massachusetts Leglislature, a potential source of funding for:
aspects of.the network, would need a plan prior to considering funding.

. =~ Foundations and private sector corporations may be interested in
assisting planned efforts designed to benefit members of the community at
large and thelir employees In particular. . :

o

1. National Commission on Libraries and Information Science, Library.
and Information Service Needs, p. 268. ' .

2.. David Boals., ﬁlnferllbrary Loan -Networks." .pp. 124-5. .

19
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- A library network should plan tp utlilze the telecommunicatlons
network belng designed and Implemented by the Massachusetts Corporation. for
Educatlonal Telecommunications (MCET) as 1) an alternative/optlonal tele-
communications mode between network components, and 2) a source or vehicle
for llbrary and/or network programming -locally and statewlde, and 3) for
. teleconferencing among “and between librarlans and llbrarles. The effort to

use the MCET network must be planned and Implemented Immedlately. ° ’
_ For the current or .potentlal -library user, resource sharing-activitles
would broaden the scope of the resources avallable to meet Informational. .
needs. o :

©



2. PAST PLANNING EFFORTS o o
s . ) o v -

Several efforts have been undertaken in the*recent-past to plan re-
source sharing cooperative activities. This particu ar’ retrospective

4beglns with a 1975 conference and brings the ptanning effort to the
. present. . . ~ _ N

Y

Conference on Interlibrary Cooperation In 19753 - 7

In June 1975, the Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners
appointed a Planning Committee composed of |ibrarians from all types of
institutions, chaired by Paul Perry of the Gutman Library of Harvard

.University's Graduate School, of Education. The Committee was charged with

arranging a Conference on Interlibrary Cooperation. . The primary purpose of
the Conference was "to suggest-priorities Toward statew'de sharing of
|ibrary, media and Information resources so as.tQ provlde greater access to
these resources far al| citizens of the Commonweal th.

, The Planning Committee engaged Dr. Andrew Ford. of the New Hampshire
Col lege and University Council as Conference Facilitator to help plan and
conduct the Conference. Attended by 65 |ibrarians drawn from all types of
libraries throughout sthe State, the Conference was held at the University
of Massachusetts during November 10-12, -1975. Participants were divided
into"five groups reflecting overall Conference composnflon and were asked

to address the followlng +hree questions: : o
1.° What Iibrary and user needs are not being met adequately?

2. . Wha+ obsfac|es stand in the way of meeting +heir needs?.

)

3.'> Wha+ are some of the so|u+lons to these obsfacles and recommenda-

, Tions tfo the Board of Library Commissxoners'P

The Conference Facilltator prepared a summary reporf that would serve
both as a framework for presenting the Conference's solution and recommen-
dations,”.and as a ba-!s for resolving apparent contradictions

‘between the group's recomimendations. He reported that the participants
believed that all libraries in the Commonwealth. should be considered as a -

total, single resource and that the Board of lerary Commissioners should.
forma||y adopt this point of. view; *that parts comprising this whole
resource are aytonomous and ought to remain so and be treated as such; and

that the Board, with the library community, ought to work toward the

Opflmum utilization of this valuable resource.

\\ However, the Plannlnq ‘Committee noted ThaT some Conference parflc;- T

pan?s were not in agreement wlth the Facilitator's summary. Respondlng to
a qu\\TL\pnalre, participants deve|oped a brlef summary of Conference

results: \\\\\\ , ; - .

3., Confere:ze\on Inter|ibrary Cooperation, "Cooperation amopg Massa- .

chusetts Libraries." ,

" pESTOOM m:\m_ﬁ i \3. 21
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1. The Conference gave immediafe priority to a rejexamlhéTIOH of the
overadl| structure affecting |Fbraries, including funding, le§is~
lation, and communications. Also given immediate priority were

scommunity.needs assessments. .
b " v

2. An intérmediate ﬁrloriTy was to improve theuse and sharing of

<exlsting resources through better use of technology and other

means. -
v . - Kl

3. Less emphasis than the above was gfven +o Items such as: user
payments to libraries directly for special services, shared pro-
cessing to free p(bfésslonal time, training for governing -and
advisory bodies, and specifying and answering the needs of
special classes of users  and non-users.

" State Advisory Gouncil on Libraries4

" The LSCA State Advisory- Council on Librérigs is responsible for up-

dating the annual -Long Range Program for Library Development as required
under the’library Services and Construction Act as amended by P.L. 91-600.

‘In 1977, the State Advisory Council on Libraries revised the Long Range

Program and inc(udeq_ﬂjscusslon of and“recommendaflons’for |ibrary coopera=
t+ion. I - :

@

A,survéy on 1n+er|lbraryrcodpera+lon was maf|ed»rn 1977 to approx-
imately 1,200 public, academic, school, and specidl |ibraries in the State
and to°the three administrators of the Regional Public Library System. |IT

concerned current activities in interiibrary cooperation. The survey was,

~ designed to Indicate:

4

1. - any cooperé+ln§ groups In which the responding library 'was a -

‘member-;

@ -

2. cooBeraflve activities in whlch_fhe“ibﬁary was currently en-

gaged;
3. COOperéTLve a¢+lvl+és which m:ght enhance services to pa+rohs;
and. - ) o 4 : .

’

c

4. existing or anticipated reasons .why a library might not partici-
pate in cooperative activities. ) ‘

H

-The maJorny of public |ibrary respondeﬁ+s LndlcaTéd no cdbpefa+lve
activities other than their participation in the services provided by the
Regional Public Library System. Cooperation among_individual school

|ibraries within a school system was not universal. Informal cooperation

between the school llibraries and public libraries was indicated frequently
by the school library respondents; such cooperative activities, however,

. were primarily conducted on a professional level of “librarian-to-librarian,

rather than on an institutional level. Special libraries cooperated
primarily and Informally among themselves. Survey results also indicated
that academic libraries constituted the primary membershlp in most of the
formally organized groups in Massachusetts. § _ \

4. MassachusefTS Board of Library Commissioners, Linking lnformational

~

1S

22

© D TT pesT o0y RUMLANLE



L]

I8

. The questionnaire also asked I|tbrarians to rate specific cooperative *
activites by priority .and benefit. The first priority of all respondents

was reciprocal borrowing. With all but the school Ilbrarles, the second
priority was expanded interlibrary loan. . »

-~ Overall, survey results indicated a wllllngness on the part of Massa~
chusetts libraries to cooperate, .with recognition of the restrictions
placed on them by their administration and.clientele. Furthermore, respon—
dents-indicated that only adequate, sustained funding and provision of

sufflclenf staffing would permit all types of libraries to consider .

serlously Inlflaflng and expanding cooperaflon fhroughouf the Sfafe

The LSCA Advisory Council agreed on an overal | goal for meeflng heeds:
To provide every'resident of Massachusetts with equal -

opportunjty of access to that .part of the total- infor-

mation resource which will satisfy the individual's

educational, workipg, cultural. and leisure time needs

and Interests, regardless of the individual's loca-

fion, soclial or physlical condlflon, or level of Intel—-

Y lectual achievement.

[e3

Additional ly, a Statewide and Regional ImpacT‘Program'yas déveioped
with the purpose: " : . . ‘

To provide every resident with equal opportunityto-
access that part of the total iInformation resource
which will 'satisfy the Individual's needs. To accom-
o pllsh this goal, a statewide plan must be developed
’ which provides a united front for libraries in plan-
ning priorities, policies,. and programs for all types
of resource sharing and for seeking the funding/legis-
lation necessary to implement them while balancipg all
“library interests. The development of this plan shaII'
:be the maJor goal of +hls five-year program.

¥

In 1980, ‘- the purpose of the Sfa*ewldé and Reglonal Impacf Program of

the Long Range Program was amended fo Include:

Recognlzlng the role that aufomaflon o%n play in re-~
source sharing and the cost-effective operation of

¢ libraries, efforts will be made to study, evaluate and
-make recommendations for the future developmenf of
automation in Massachuseffs libraries.

The nexf‘year's Long Range Program unveiled a revised purpose for the

Statewide and Reglonal Impact Program that remains in effecf-fo date:

To provide every resldenf with equal opporfunlfy of

access to that part of the total information resource °

‘which will saTlsfy the Individual's need. To accom- -

plish this goal, projects for all types of resource

sharing are encouraged. Recognizing the role that

automation can play in .resource sharing and -the cost-

effective operation of Iibraries, projects which

facilitate resource sharing among |ibraries using )

automation in the process of development of a compre~

BEST ipy AVAILABLE
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" hensive database will be a priority.

-

The develdpment of a resource sharing plan within ‘the five-year’period
jargefed in 1977 wae not fulfilled, although it 'was attempted several
times. The latest effort was well underway at the end of 1982. However,

~ the LSCA" Advisory Council clearly revised the purpose of the Statewide and
Regional Impact Program #hroughout the five years, f.-om developing a re-
“source sharing plahcin 1977 to studying automated resource sharing in 1980
to designating,.as a priority in 1981, the use of automation in developing

" resource sharing databases. The intent of the proposed plan was evident;
missing was the text. : ' : : Ly

Governor's Conference, i978-19f95' ..

~ The Massachusetts Governos's Conference on Libraries and Information
Services was held on April 26-27, 1978 and March 27, 1979 In .preparation

Lo~ for the White House Conference on Libraries and Information Services in
_ late 1979. : Unitke the previously held Governor's Conferences, the 1978

. Conferénce was not composed primarily of representatives of the ibrary/in-
formation science community. Instead, the Conference's 1§0 voting dele-

‘gates were predominantly lay people. N

* Among the many resolutions passed by the Governor's Conference was
thist :

. o \‘
Whereas the bulk of support for library resources Is
at the local and institutional level, and whereas
given the fact that geographic, institutional and
political boundaries mean nothing to the Tndividual
seeking iInformation, therefore be it

RESOLVED: 1.  that systematic research and planning

should take place on local, regional,
_ state, and national levels ‘for sharing
Ve - s resources and services;

2. that there be adequate federal aid to
encourage, support and sustain inter-
type. |ibrary cooperation; '

3. that such cooperation consider existing
networks and include ah adequate needs
assessment to avold duplication;

4. that such federal aid should augment '
and enrich already funded programs at
all levels; and

5. +that such funding be made available to
. individual libraries; *to state
: libraries and to networks themselves.

I3

5. Sandra Waddock, FEinal B’eg_od of the Governor's Conference on
Libraries a.nd_ Information Services.
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" This resotution was among The top ten priorities The Massachuseffs
delegaflon carrled to the White Housé Conference.

Sfafé'Governmenf Efforts ﬁi?’ ‘ )
B : 3,

In the past two years. the Sfafe governmenT has becoms’ noflceably more
concerned with the sharing of Ilbrary resources through networking. In
July 1981, PolTcy Report #13 appeared in the Senate!s FY1982 bquef narra-
tive.. A discussion of |ibrary resources_avalilable in the public-higher
education institutions, the report supported the development of a compre-
hensive, machine-readable database of.holdings of library materials in the
- State's college and university sys to stimulate resource sharing. A
~ retrospective conversion process utilizing the bibliographic resources of
"OCLC (Online Computer Library Center) was recommended as the most viable,
cog+-effec+lve method of constructing the hoIdIngs dafabase 6.

Roland Plggford Director of the Massachusetts Board of Library Com-y
missioners, prepared a position paper as a response fto Paqlicy Report #13.
Bullding holdings databases was a cost-effective approach to resourca
sharinrg, but the concepf should be broadened to include libraries of all
types Instead of the single-type (public academic l|ibraries) advocated in
the Reporf. Nof only “would .the more‘comprehensive database intensify the
economies of scale phenomenon, but i+:would Increase the scope of the total

" information resource accessible to all residents of the Commonwealfh The

Board of Library Commissioners, as the state library agency. was respon-
sible for developing a planning efforf for the design of an_effective
sfafewlde multitype Ilbrary automated ‘resource sharing network.

" In Decémber 1982 Governor King signed into Iaw Ieglslaflon creating
the quasi-governmental Massachusetts Corporation for Educational Telecom-
munications (MCET). |I+s primary purpose Is the design and implementation
of a telecommunications network linking the various educational institu-
t+ions of the Commonwealth ‘in order to share resources more effectively and
to establish a vehicle for providing programming To remote sites - homes.
businesses, governmenfs, Institutions, etc.

Libraries can take advantage of “the’MCET network in at Ieasf three
ways. First, MCET ‘will develop alternative telecommunication |inkages
(cable, microwave, satellite) not based on telephone |ines. Communications
from ltbrary to.library for, automated resource sharing are currently based
upon dedicated, leased, analog telephone lines. The substitution of MCET's
alternative network modes. where possible, for the leased |/ nes may-yield a
considerable cost savings. Second, because they are located in almost
every municipality. libraries could serve as ‘switching points In the MCET
network, locally rebroadcasflng video programs in-house or to remote sites

6. Massachusetts General Court. Senate Committee on Ways and Means,

onlgy Report #13, pps 23-5.

7. Roland Piggford, "Role of the Massachusetts Board of Library Com-
missioners in the Development of Multitype Library Networks and Resources.
Sharing Consortia: A Position. Paper."

. 8. University of Massachusetts, Office of the President,  Report of
the Commission on Telecommunlcations. R



Planning Committees .

" provide resource sharing among all types of |tbraries."

~ - . -
U
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ubrovrded “+hrough MCEf;iEﬁd.orﬁg[naflng-p?ogrémmlng to be used throughout

the State via the MCET network. Third, MCET will develop and implement a
+gleconferencing capability. .Librarians could utilize teleconferencing at
several sites simuitaneously for timely program o~ committee meetings and
continuing education which could increase the number of participants and
decreade the amount of travel necessary. - - K ‘

- - . ,’ \

.

- .
-

In October 1981, sfaffjmeﬁbers of +he Board of Library Commissioners

- met with representatives of the Massachusetts Conference of Chief

Librarians of Publtc Higher Education Institutions (MCCLPHEI) to -discuss
the Implicationg-of Policy Report #13. oIt was decided” that a Joint
BLC/MCCLPHEI Automation Planning CommIttee-be—formed to discuss automated
resource sharing. By the middle of November, members- were appolinted.
Representi'’ng MCCLPHEl were Richard Talbot,-Unlversjfy‘of
Massachusetts/Amherst, Joseph .Kopycinskl, University of Lowell, and Ben
Hopkins, Massachusetts Col lege of Art. BLC representatives included Gary
Sorkin, who served as Chair, Mary Burgarel la, and Robert Dugan. The Com-
mittee's charge was-to design "a mechanism for the planned development of a

computer~|inked network of economlcalfy-and politically. viable systems’ fo

[N
.,

At the Committee's first meeting, members dec?ded that Massachusetts
librarians needed to be surveyed to learm thelr perceptions of priorities
and .needs related to resource,sharfng prior to holding a conference.
During December, Robert. Dugan designed a survey utilizing a modiflied Delphi
technique employing a two-stage questionnalre. The first questionnalre was
malled to a survey population of 361 academlic, public, and specjal’ -
| tbraries and library consortia. ' -

The Joint BLC/MCCLPHEI Automation Planning Committee met agaln-in
February 1982 to discuss the findings of the first questionnaire and ap-
prove the second Instrument. CommIttee members Felt It was necessary to
expand membershlip to Include representatives from public, private academic,
and speclal libraries. Objectives for the expanded and renamed Joint

Automaticn Planning Committee would be:
: . N

1. to analyze and draw conclusions from the Delbhl survey results’
concerning the needs and perceptions of |ibrarians in the State
with respect to |ibrary automation; -

2.  to develop mechanisms (l.e. task force, study committee, confer=-
ence) which would provide a planning process and strategles for
effectively meeting these needs; and . N

3. to serve as @ Steering Committee in the writing and adoption of
an appropriate planning document for multitype resource ‘sharing.

New members added were Richard Gladstone of the Merrimack Val ley
Reglonal Planning Commission (also a member of the LSCA Advisory Coincl|),
Sherrie Bergman, Wheaton College, and Robert Maier, Bedford Free Public

Library.

At Its first meeting In March, the Joint Automation Planning Committee

reviewed the results from the Delphl survey and establ ished four task

forces based upon the findings. Task forces would explore the present and

potential level of. development and cooperation in each of the findings
. 26
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areas and formulate optlions for statewide planning purposes. A member of
‘the Committee chalred the Task Forces on Unlon List of Serlals, Resource
Sharing, Automated Circulation Systems, and Network Planning. Reports were

expected by July 1, 14982. ; “ '

Only the Task Force on Resource Sharing. chalred by Sherrlie Bergman,
completed I+s work and submitted a formal report. The Task Force presented
four alternative plans to link bibliographic systems In Massachusetts to
permit resource sharing. No other reports were forthcomlng from the o+her\
three +ask forces although all had met at least once.

In mid-August, the Joln+ Automation Plannlng Comm!ttee was called to

» meet by temporary Chalr Robert Dugan because of Sorkin's departure from the
BLC In June. Committee members agreed that it was time to develop a plan
based upon telecommunication |Inks between exlisting and future automated
clrculation systems, creating a resource sharing network. In addition, the
plan would speclfy a mechanism responsible for evaluating the network and
making recommendations for changes. A smaller, working group composed of
Iibrary representatives from all types of Ilbraries was considered the most

., approprlate vehicle for developlng the plan.

As a result -of the Joint Au+oma+lon Planning Committee's decislions, a
new working-group, renamed the Automation Planning Commlttee (APC), con-
vened In October 1982, charged with planning a multitype resource sharing.
network. Membership Included: :

Sherrie Bergman. Wheaton Col lege

Jack Hall, Greater Lowell Regional Vocatlonal School

Ben Hopklins, Massachusetts Col lege of Art

Jane Katayama, MIT Lincoln Laboratory

Robert Maler, Bedford Free Rublic Library

Susan Bjérner, Board of Library Commissicners, .Secretary
Robert Dugan, Board of Library Commissioners, Chalr

The APC met regularly from late 1982 through mid-1983, designing a
planning process, conducting surveys, and developing and approving this
plan for submission to selected advisors and Iibrartans and +he LSCA
Advisory Counclil for reactions and comments.
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3. CURRENT LIBRARY AUTOMATION AND COOPERATIVE ACTIVITIES

In November 1982, the Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners
surveyed 1é400 libraries concerning thelr use of computers In various
functions.” Questionnaires were sent to public, school, academic, and

. special libraries. Seven hundred sevepty-eight libraries responded by
February 1983. For purposes of analyzing the extent of automation, It was
assumed that, for the most part, those |ibraries that did not respond had
no automation projects to report.. Two hundred eighty-fwo libraries (36.2%
of the 778 respondents) were automated in some degree.at the end of 1982

- and an additional 105 (13.5%) indicated fthat they were planning some auto-

mation within the year.

Special libraries showed the greatest level of automation, with 63.3%
of the 199 respondents indicating that they used computers in some way In
their tibraries. Almost as high was the academic group, showing 62.2% of -
111 respondents using some automation. : '

Public and school libraries revealed much lower use of computers than.
did special and academic libraries. Two nundred seventy-=two of the 381
public libraries in Massachusetts responded fto the survey. 0f the public
libraries answering the survey, 23.9% indicated some level of automation. -
Only 21.6% of the 241 secondary-level_school libraries responding said that
they were computerized to some degree. .

The library functions that have been automated vary greatly by type of
library. .Cataloging is the activity most frequently automated in academic
and in public libraries (88.4% of the automated academic libraries are
using computers in cataloging, while 70.8% of the automated public

. libraries are doing so).. Cataloging Is a high priority in special
“I'ibraries as well, with 54.0% ‘of the automated special libraries having
computerized the cataloging process. However, cataloging falls way down on
the priority list for automation in school libraries: only 9.6% of the
school Iibraries that are automated have computerized cataloging.

School libraries, on the other hand, have given highes¥ priority fo
providing computers for their patrons! use (55.8% of the automated school
_libraries have' Introduced computers for thelir patrons), a service that Is
lower on the priority spectrum In other types.of libraries. Only 17.4% of
_academic, 16.9% of public, and 8.7% of special libraries which are auto=-

mated provide computers for use by their patrons.

All types of libraries mention word processing as a computerized
activity that is often implemented in their libraries. 48.1% of the
school, and 43.1% of the public libraries that are automated mentioned that
they use word processing for at least general office functions, if not for.
specific library activities. 44.4% of automated special l|ibraries and’
26.24 of automated academic libraries use word processing.

—}

9. Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners, Computer Use In
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Word processing Is followed.often in al4 types of l|ibraries by manage-:
ment processes (accounting and budgeting, statistical reports ard planning,
scheduling, and electronic mail) as functions that have been automated.

Circulation’ is an ‘activity that public and school libraries have
automated sooner than have academic and special Iibraries. Sixteen public
|Ibraries (24.6% of +he automated public libraries) and 14 school libraries
(26.9% of “the automated school libraries) have computerized clrculation
systems, versus 13.0% of the academic libfaries and only 6.3% of the
speclial llbraries. : ' .

Online searching of remote databases Is another activjty that shows a
wide.disparity in application between types of libraries. Fully 103 or
81.7% of the automated special libraries offer these search services, and -
academic libraries follow with 60.9% of those automated offering compu-
terized |iterature searching. However, only 6.2% of the public libraries
that have any computer use provide access to the national online databases,
and a single school library (1.9%) uses computerized search services.

Sfatistics of computer use in all types of libraries can be 'expected
to change rapidly as libraries proceed with thelr plans to automate. Two
hundred sixty-eight of the Iibraries responding (34.4%) indicated that they,
will begin or extend automation within the year. 39.2% of these libraries
currently report no use of computers at all. The others will be automating
functions that were previously not automated or changing systems In
functions that they have already reported as automated. 44.1%- of the

academic libraries will be starting or adding automation projects within.
the year; 39.2% of the special libraries will computerizé; 34.4% of the
school libraries, and only 27.2% of the public librarles show plans to

automate.

0f libraries that are not currently automated, the rush to computerize
Is strongest among the schools. 30.2% of school libraries which do not now
have computers will be .purchasing or starting to use them within the year.
26.2% of the academic libraries not currently automated have plans to do so

~within a year, while 62.2% of the academic libraries already have some

automation. Only 17.8% of the special libraries now without computer use
will initiate computers within the year, but 63.3% of the special libraries
responding already have some automation. Although 13.0% of the public
libraries not currently automated also have plans fo begin automation
within the year, only 23.9% of all the public libraries responding are
currently using computers. - :

A further check of the returned questionnaires indicates that 66
libraries of all types mention that they share in automation projects with
26 different consortia or cooperating groups. Some of the consortia have
been in existence for a relatively long period and were originally formed
not to automate library activities, but to promote cooperation in other
areas. Other groups, such as C/W MARS (Centra!/Western Massachusetts
Automated Resource Sharing), did establish automation projects congruent
with or shortly after their formation. The costs of. automation, the possi-
bilities of expanding resources, and the desirability of sharing technical
expertise support the likelihood of Increased cooperative activity among

libraries.

There are, of course, several examples:of cooperation among Massachu-
setts |ibrarians where automation Is not a factor. In addition to the

survey ngpuign Use In Massachusetis Libraries, Information is provided
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from a 1977 Bureau of Library Extenston questionnaire and informal and
internal reference files-of the Board of,Librara Commissioners on some 35-
40 consortia and cooperating library groups.1 These cooperatives vary
consicerably In both size and makeup. Some memberships are made up of
institutions of a single type, while others are composed of libraries of
various types. Representative cooperating groups include the following:

Mostly ACADEMIC I|ibrary members:

MCCLPHE! (Massachusetts Conference of Chief Librarians
. of Public Higher Educational Institutions)

Boston Library Consortium '

.Fenway Library Consortium

HILC (Hampshire Inter-Library Cooperative)

WACL (Worcester -Area Cooperating Libraries)

CLGS (Cooperating Libraries of Greater Springfield)
RLG (Research -Libraries .Group) ’

-~

Mostly PUBLIC library members

EMRLS (Eastern Massachusetts Regional Library System)
CMRLS (Central Massachusetts”Regional Library System)
WMRLS (Western Massachusetts Regional Library System)
Merrimack Valley Library Cooperative
Minuteman Library Network
NOBLE (North of Boston Library Exchangg)

o X

Mostly SCHOOL Iibrary members:

-

- EDCO (Educational Collaborative, Greater Boston)
- MEC (Merrimack Educational Col laborative)

Mostly SPECIAL library members:

| _ Massachusetts Health Sciences Library Network
- AHECs (Area Heal+h Education Centers) _
| - BBLC (Boston Bilomedical Library Consortium)
\— CMCHRL (Central Massachusetts Consortium of Health-
ﬁ "Related Libraries) : '
\— CIR (Consortium for Information Resources) ‘
'~ NECH! (Northeastern Consortium for Health Information)
‘— Southeastern Massachusetts Health.Sciences Libraries
'« MIT Industrial Liaison Program
- Boston-Theologlical Instifute
- Digital Library Network
'~ GTE Library Netwnrk
- Honeywel | Information Network
- Route 128 Librarians Group

MULTITYPEiCOOPERATIVES

L CHIN.(Commun[Ty,Healih_lnfocmatlon:NeTwork)

.10. lbld., Linking lnformation Needs, p. 17.
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ECCL (Essex. County Cooperating Libraries)
'MILC (Merrimack Inter-Library Cooperative)

SMCL (Southeastern Massachusetts Cooperating
Libraries) _ '
WELEXACOL (Wel lesley-Lexington Area Cooperating

Libraries) ' .
C/W MARS (Central/Western Massachusetts Automated
Resource Sharing) '

Cooperatives have traditionally formed among | ibraries of the same
type. Similar needs and similar resources tend to draw Iinstitutions
together. This sympathetic relationship is heightened if the Institutions

 Involved share geographic -proximity.

Public |ibraries concentrate a major proportion of their activities on
circulating book materials to their patrons. Not surprisingly, the major
cooperative groups with high pubiic library membership fall into one of two -
categories: 1) the state-funded Regional Public Library System, or 2)
resource sharing col laboratives cooperating in the purchase and operation
of computerized circulation systems. '

Academic |ibraries traditionally have cooperated in interlibrary loan
and the production of union Iists. MCCLPHE! originated out of a joint
purchasing effort entitled "Books for College Libraries" which lasted from
1969-1975." The Boston Library Consortium, Cooperating Libraries of Greater
Springfield (CLGS), and Worcester Area Cooperating Libraries (WACL) all

‘have a history of sharing thelir resources by participation in the organiza-

tion of union lists of serial holdings.

School Iibraries have individual Iy made efforts at cooperating with
the public- libraries of the communities in which they are situated. ° Other
than this |ibrarian-to-librarian contact, the school librarian often finds

i+ difficult to transcend institutional barriers, but Is often carried
along In cooperative efforts by the parent Institution through membership
in a regional system or an educational col laborative.

Special libraries also have heavy institutional .inhibitions to. their
cooperative efforts, but with thelr special ized collections +*hey are
heavily dependent on interlibrary loan activity for materials outside their
mandated subject area. The health sciences |ibraries have a long-standing
network, which was formed in response to a strong need.for resource sharing
and with the assistance of federai: financial incentives. A similar sub ject
orientation Is evidenced in the grouping. of member |ibraries into the

'Boston Theological Institute and the MIT Industrial Lialson Program.

Institutional orientation is obvious in the existence of Intra-

_corporate networks such as the Digital Library Network, the GTE Library

Network, and the Honeywell Information Network. Here, the combined
resources of the corporation often overcome separate divisional budgets and

. ‘Interests, as well as a wide geographic area, to support Informafiona[

networking within the institutional structure.

Special |lbraries are heavily dependent ‘upon professional associations
such as the Boston Chapter of the Special Libraries Association and the
Route 128 Librarians Group for networking outside’of their specialized
institutions. Both of these groups have been influential in faci-litating
informal interlibrary loan arrangéments among selected participants.
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There are few genuine multitype consortia, ~that is. formal organiza-
tions with substantial representation of membership by *wo or more types of
{irraries. CHIN (the Community Health Information Network), including
public and school libraries in its membership, is anchored by Mt. Auburn
Hospital in an effort to disseminate health information to access points in
its service area. SMCL (Southeastern Massachusetts Cooperatfing Libraries),
ccmprised of four academic, two public, and one hospital library, publishes
a computer-produced union |ist of serials and engages in shared reference
service and interlibrary loan activity fhrough a dedicated telephone line
and a delivery system. The Essex County Cooperating Libraries (ECCL) and
Merrimack Inter-Library Cooperative (MILC) are each representational of all -
four types of libraries. They meet regularly, confer on issues in common
and work jointly on major projects, and charge an annual membership fee.
WELEXACOL (Wellesley~Lexington Area Cooperating Libraries) has produced a
union list of reference strengths reflective of its academic, special, and
public membership. C/W MARS is embarked on the irplementation of a circu-
tation and interlibrary loan system for 28 academic, public, and special
libraries in Central and Western Massachusetts. ’ .

In addition to state and regional cooperative activities, Massachu-
setts libraries are making increased use of natjional and even international
networks operating as bibliographic utilities (such as OCLC - Online
Computer Library Center) and online information retrieval systems. Ninety
libraries reported use of OCLC at the end of 1982. One hundred and two.
search DIALOG and 46 search BRS (Bibliographic Retrieval Services, lInc.),
while a smal l'er number use SDC Orbit. NYT!S (New York Times Information
Service), Mead Data, and other database vendors. Support services,.such as
training and update sessions, user committees, and regular printed and
electronic. communications' among members of these groups, provide another
form of continuing cooperation among various types of libraries. Presently
OCLC/NEL INET use is highest among academic libraries, with additional
representation from special and larger public libraries.- Special libraries
and ' academic libraries are the largest users of national online database
- vendors; there is very little use by public libraries and virtually none by

school libraries.

Inter-type library cooperation often requires a greater commitment of
effort and resources than intra-type cooperation. Arespect by all par-
ticipants for the differing missions and limitetions of the other institu-
tions is a prerequisite. Substantial amounts of staff time are needed for
the education of direct participants in the ccoperative effort and the
indirect supporters and users of the cooperative effort within each insti-
tution. - Additional time commitments and creative thinking are required for
the solution of problems encountered in the process of cooperation. A
strong desire to build on the strengths and surmount the weaknesses of
individual institutions in.order to meet al! the information needs of the

user is paramount..

e
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4, OVERALL GOAL FOR MEETING NEEDS

In 1977 the Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners, the State-
wide LSCA Advisory Council on Libraries, and four task forces charged with
identifying user needs c¢sveloped an overall goal for libraries in the '
Commonwealth to meet those needs. The spirit and intention of, this stated
goal provides -the necessary framework with which to begin the design of a
resource sharing network: '

To provide every restdent of Massachusetts with equal
opportunity-to access that part of the total information
resource which will satisfy the individual's educational,
occupational, cultural, and-recreational needs and
interests, regardless of the individual's location, socio-
economic status, possible physical disability, or level -of
intel lectual achievement. :

¢

33

15



5. USER AND LIBRARY NEEDS

People need information contributing to survival and success in
living. * They have always needed I1, but now, in a compluex society, the
need is growing. Life information needs range from survival (general life
maintenance - food, clothing, jobs, housing, personal care and safety,
social and emotional integration)-to self-earichment and growth (informa-
tion needs relating to recreation and leisure, education, and sel f-actuali-

zation). 1

‘A New England study of information seeking patterns conducted in 1979
concluded that 73% of the information needs of people over 16 years cld
related to the theme of "meeting.personal needs." Aspects included infor=
mation to serve in coping with day to day prcblems, frauma, or crisis; news
and current even:-; supporting interest in cultfural héritage,” religion, and
family life; and accommodating needs in entertainment, recreation, and
leisure activities. The on'y other theme to generate wide interest was
"improving organizations and professions" including information to meet
needs of the work place. |Issues in. the "enhancing lifelong learning"
(support education in schools, erase i|literacy and improve reading skills
of the publlc) and "effectively governing society" (increase citizen parti-
cipation in public policy decisions, government needs for census, economic,
and other related information) categories accounted for 7% of the people's

information needs.

The traditional.’ book-oriented |ibrary can no longer meet the informa--
tion needs of its patrons. The distribution of knowledge and . information
relevant to all aspects of an Individual's life span requires: ' :

1. the ablllfy to find the location of the information and/or

material in a timely manner both within and beyond the local library col-
lection, and ' ' .

2.  the recelpt of the right amount of informatlion and/or material In
the most efficient mode possible once the iIndividual's need is

determined.!

| : ) .

“ Libraries are not a major supplier of information needs of citizens.
The 1979 study previously mentioned discovered that New Englanders were
most likely to draw upon "interpersonal sources" of information including
personal experiences, friends, relations, and co-workers. Libraries were
consulted as a possible source of information only 17% of the time when a
need for information became evident. This meant that among Institutional
sources |ibraries ranked fourth behind businesses, professionals (doctors
and lawyers), and government agencies and -ahead only of social agencies and

1. Naflohal Commission on Libraries andvlnformaflon Science. pp.
254, 268. : .

12. Ching=chih Chen énd Pe%er Hernon. lnformation Seeklng: Assessing
and Anticipating User Needs, p. 48. A :

13. Roderick G. Swartz. "Multitype Library Cooperative Response.” p.

;15.
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Flfty-one percent of those responding in the Chen study who did not
use |ibraries as a source of Information stated that it wes because they
did not need Ilbrarles, did not think |ibraries could he!p. or had enough
Information from other sources.  Another 10% sald I+ did not occur to them
to consult a library. Librarles were most often used as a source of
Information In situations dealing wlth consumer Issues, getting/changing
Jobs, and educaflon’and~schoollngﬂ : '

Traditionally, libraries have been oriented more toward bullding thelr
col lections than toward using those collections to meet the speciflc needs
of a person. _n most cases, |lbrarlies have been gq?red to serve the

"averade user."

Librarles have.alﬁays reflected certaln assumptions about users.
Desplite studles which have pointed out several-factors to the contrary,
library practices continue to reflect these same assumptlions: :

1. ﬁPafroné'wlll turn to the llibrary when they need something"

v o o From the New England study 1t Is obvious that péople Infre~
quently (oniy 17% of the time) think of the llbrary as a possible
source for thelr Information needs. '

2. "They will be willing to walt fecr an Ttem for varyling amounts of °
time" ' .

« .. They are usual ly unwiliing to walt for material and fheﬁe-:
fore do not even come to the |lbrary but consult someone they
know and get what they need ‘quickly.

3. "They krow what they want"

.« « . They may know approximately what they want but do not -
always real lze what Is avallable to them In addition to the
sources, usually "Interpersonal." known to them. Thus, they can
miss a wealth of pertinent Information through lack of source
Identification. ' : :

a

4, "They are able to describe what fhe§ want adequately" “

. . . Probably not, as any reference Ilbrarlan can relate.l’

Recent reports and studlies coﬁducfed In Massachusetts have noted a
dramatic shift In perception on the part of ibrarians from "collectlion-

14. Chen and Hernon, pp. 53-63. ' c.
15. 1blid., p. 97. R *
16. K. Leon Monfgomery. "LlBrary'Resource Sharing Networks." p. 150.

17. Brigitte L. Kenney. "Network Services for ILL," pp. 128-9.
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orlented, self-sufficiency" toward the need fo- expanding beyond the scope
of the local collection and acquiring access to a wider range of materlals
through cooperative efforts, benefiting both user and librartan. As a
document supporting the FY1982 budget recommendations of the Senate Commit-
tee on Ways and Means (Senate 2222, June 1981, Vol. I1), entitled Poliicy
Report 13: Libraries of the Massachusefls Sysiem of Higher Educatlon,
emphasized, the cost-effective nature of cocperative activities is en-
visicned as contributing to the -development and “utllization of a database
of holdings of Massachusetts libraries in public higher education for
access and resource sharing.

A subcommittee of the Automation Planning Committee conducted a survey
in early 1983 of’ several special tbraries In "high tech" and other flelds
to assess thelr information needs. When asked If the |ibrarians used other
libraries to meet thelr users' needs. 90% responded in the affirmative.

Over 50% of the special librarians utilize an online bibliographic search-
retrieval system. Obviously, the special libraries have a need for infor-

mational resources beyond their local col lections to meet the needs of
their users. - ) -

In late 1981 and early 1982 the Board of Library Commisss!oners and
the Massachusetts Conference ‘of Chief Librarians of. Public Higher Education
Institutions (MCCLPHEI) assessed need priorities of public, academic. and
special librarles and |ibrary consortia using a modified Delphi. technique
employing a two-stage questionnaire. The first questionnalire posed a
general question to which participants could respond in whatever manner
they chose. The 400+ responses were then grouped into categories. elim-
inating duplicates and those responses not amenable to numeric ranking.

‘The remaining responses were then contextually reviewed. combined where

possible, and finally reduced to a manageab!e 28. Participants then had
the opportunity to rank the responses numerically from one to ten indi-
cating their priorities. Rankings were statistically analyzed employing an
arithmetic mean which ylelded eight high pricrity areas:

MEAN
RANK (10 maximum) NEED
1 8.09 Union list of serlals on a statewlde/
regional/local basis
2 7.60 On-line catalogs for resource sharing (interlibrary
loan capability) ‘ - »
-3 7.54 Support of capital costs for library participation in
networks N :
4 7.26 Devefopmenf of axéfafewide plan for library automation
5 7.12 'Aufomafed‘clrculafloﬁ systems on a statewlde/regional/
local baslis ) ‘ ’
6 7.00 Development of networks an Interfaces among networks
7 6.94 Access to bibliographlc utilities
8 ~ 6.78 Training/workshops on automation™.

N,
N\

-~

‘The ranklngs Iindicate that librarians feel the need ¥S\§hare resources by
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participating n cooperative actlvitlies and “networks. Circulation sysfems
can be the major tool of resource sharing with Interfaces and communlca-
tions between systems constituting a network. -~ '

s
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6. OBJECTIVE TO THE OVERALL GOAL - RESOURCE SHARINS -

: | .
One of the objectives developed relating to. the overeii goal for
meeting needs is concerned with resource.sharing: '

Increase cltizens' access to Massachusetts information
resources by sharing resources as*broadly and effec-
tively as possible.

Librarians today acknowledge the impossibility of maintaining compre-~
hensive collections and of providing totally comprehensive services 1o
their users based upon their own resources.'® A goal of resource sharing
is to maximize the availability of materials and services and to minimize
expenses. The emphasis Is on access rather than posses’sion.1 Resource-
sharing arrangements among |ibraries proyide the -library user with access -

" to resources beyond the local collection.

3

The sharing of collections among Iibraries, of one type cannot mdet *he
needs of the total community because users need information from mcre than
a single-type collection. - Therefore.. resource sharing among various
libraries will broaden the scope of resdurces from which to meet the users''

needs.

Resource sharing activities are Increasing because of four trends:

- the goals of library services are shifting from col lec” ion-orientead
to user-oriented; g '

= fiscal concerns are |imiting the self-sufficiency of libraries;.

- studies have adyanced our understanding of use of materials; and
21

ot

- technology Is more accessible and responsive to library needs.

Libraries strive toward self-sufficiency to meet the c¢emands from
users that materials be available on-site and Immediately. However. -
several factors |imit self-sufficiency. First. financial limitatifons Iim-
pede building a comprehensive local.col lection. SéFond.Wlbrarles of ten
lack the physical space for such an effort. Finally.s there may be & leck
of expertise in developing and evaluating the cqjlecfﬁoﬁ. ' .

Libraries aﬁe'becoming lncreaslﬁgly expensive and decliring In cosv-
effectiveness at a time when- users are demanding’ greater efficiency. . The

“ -« 18. Alice Wilcox, "Academic Library Parflclpafloﬁin-NefworksJ'p.
168. . ‘ :
=4

19. Allen kenf% "ThelGoaIs of Resource Sharing," p. 26.
20. Danuta A. Nitecki, "Online Services," p. 7.

21. Thomas J. Galvin and Marcy Murphy. ﬂProgfess Towards Goals in
Library Resource Sharing." p. 80. '

o

22.. Richard E. éhapln. "imits of Local Self-Sufficiency," pp. 57-8.
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cost-effectiveness criterion means that output must increase or ‘improve
with relatively constant levels of funding or ‘it must remain constant at
reduced levels of funding. The costs of library operations have risen
rapidly in recent years resulting in higher costs per unit of output and
lower labor productivity. The prices of library inputs, that'is, books,
journals, and labor, have increased more rapidly than prices generally.

~The 'rising costs of acquisitions will necessitate an Increased level
of sharing. For example. the average hardcover book price In the United
States has increased by 324 from $19.30 in 1978 to0.$25.48 In 1981. 4.
Average prices for annual Journal subscriptions rcse .even more dramatical-
'y. fn%p $27.58 in 1978 to $44.80 in 1982, an increase of 70% in five
years.? During the corresponding period, pg&}lc Iibrary materials expen-
ditures In Massachusetts increased only 8%. Therefore, |ibraries could
not keep pace and necessarily acquired fewer titles. A review. of budgets
of all types of libraries, if available, would show a simitar trend because -

of the spiralling cost of ‘materials. ¢

Resoufce sharing is Increasing as librarians cope with constraints on
self-sufficiency to meet user needs. For example. there was a 60% increase
in Interlibrary .loan nationwide between 1974 and 1977, the last period for
which statistics are avallable.2’ "The avallability of materials which
resource_ sharing seeks to maximize requires trade-offs of time and accus-
tomed ways of utllizing library materials. With interlibrary loan, there
is a delay Ih obtalning a particular item because it is nof held locally;
however,” the money saved from that non-acquisition represents an Investment
in accessibility to more materials than the local - library can afford. The.
cost-effectiveness of resource. sharing is dlqlnlshed, however, because the
effort toward the sharing of resources has to run concurrently with the -
trend of some | ibraries attempting self-sufficiency. L '

A decision to cooperate in a resource sharing effort should be based
on two criteria. First. potential members must acknow ledge that they have
common interests and could achieve higher levels of servic® and efficiency-

by working cooperatively. Second, potential members must be'willing to:
commit “the necessary financial and philosophical support on a continuing
basis. . - - i

‘Interli rary loan has never been free. It only appeared that way
because money was not changing hands In the transaction between borrower

23. Miriam A. Drake, "Economics of Library Networks," pp. 221-2."

24. Joanne O'Hare and Betty Sun. eds., BQukﬁ;_Annujl, p. 388.

25." Norman B. Brown and Jane Phillips. "Price Indexes for 1982: U. S.
Perlodicals and Serials Services." p. 1380. s :

" 26. Massachuseits Board.of Library Commissioners, Data for Massachu- -
setts: Comparatlive Public Library Report FY82. A -

27. O'Hare and Sun. pp. 334-5. -
“28. Kent, "The Goals of Resource Sharing." p. 27. |
29. Ruth J. Patrick, .Guide!ines for Library. Cooperation, p. 47.
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and lender. Although resource sharing c
materlals, 1t highlights . personnel, materials,
. Ignored or minimlized, creating a new set of problems that must.
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7. NETWORKS - THE MECHAN | SM TO, RESOURCE SHARING

In its simplest definition, a Iibrary network is a mechanism which
facllitates the sharing of resources among ‘libraries for the mutual benef it
of their ‘clienteies. A library network exlists when two or more |lbraries
formally .engage In a common pattern of -informatlcn exchange, through com-
munications, for some functionally intérdependent purpose. 1" Networks are
more formally organized than resource sharing cooperatives and dependent
upon-an established system of communication. "

Network functions fall into three primary classes:

1. those that serve the patron directly;
2. those that serve the member |ibraries directly and

the patron Indirectly; and
3. those that support the network structure.

The flrst +wo classes are goal-oriented in that they attempt to ful-
fitl the primary goal of the network (service to -the patron) and .1ts
necessary condition (survival of the library). The *hird class Is means-
oriented In that it consists of activities that contribute to the accom-

plishment of the other tw.: functions.

g - Increased

The goals of networking reflect those of resource sharin
Ob jectives of

access and -reducing or controlling the rate of rising costs.
~———-a-network can-be-summarized-briefly: -

1. shared ‘access to collections (through expanded
Jdnterlibrary loan and borrowing-privileges);
2. coordinated collectlion development to avold un-
- : necessary duplication of materials; /
.- ¢« -3 ghared access to bibllographic data; and
4. continuing education and degglopmenf of technical
expertise of staff members.”” . /

e established to provide

Essentially, resource sharing networks ar
increased access and

collectively three fgfivltles related toc the goals of
cost-ef fectiveness:

!

©

1. Seéfch Servlices I /

Commonly referred to as database seanching or information
retrieval, search services involve the process of finding data or
information in remcte files. Created frem a varlety of sources

‘
/
/

31. Joseph Becker. "Network Func;!ons: Rcag%ions.” p. 88.

32. Andrew Leddes. "Publlc Libraries in ‘Local Codperaflve Systems,"

33, Genevieve M. Casey. "Cooperat lon chﬁorking." p. 460.

34. Hank Epstein. "Technology of Library and Information Networks."
p. 425, .
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~ Including legal, medical. consumer. business, and other subject
areas, database files are collections of text and/or numeric data.
in machine-reacable form provided by organizations such as Sys-
tems Development Corporation (SDC Orbit). Bibliographic Retrieval
Services (BRS), and Lockheed (DI ALOG) and stored electronically:
for access by remote users vla.+e|ecommun+ea#+ensv~—Seanchers use -
a variety of computer devices (such as "dumb.terminals" or micro-
computers), and +e|ecommunlcaflons'equipmen+ (such as acoustic
couplers or modems), -to access and search the database flles
compiled by these vendor organifzations on host computers some-

+imes thousands of mliles away.

There are essentially two types of databases. Bibllographic.

database files contain reference or _secondary information

covering a’number of years. and provide searchers with citations

to Journals, serials, research reports, speciflcations. or other

> sources of Information. Bibilographic databases do not ‘provide

complete information but fdentify sources of Information: for the -

searcher. to peruse.- Several files contain abstracts with the

citations, providing more but still.1imited Information about the

source. These databases are usually accessed by |ibrarians anc

information professionals. Source or nonbibliographic databases

- may include statistic and other numeric data or the full text of -

’ t+he document, such as LEXIS (legal materials) or NEXIS (business

"  materials). These nonbibliographic datazbases are often accessed
by end users rather than intermediaries such as |ibrarlans.”

Recently, datdbases were made available to the general consumer

which provide a variety of Information sources including trans-

portation schedules. current news stories from UP!. or Items, for

sale. (an melectronic mail order cataiog".

Advanfages'of search services include:~6

a. speed - online searching is much faster t+han manual searching.
’ b. comprehensiveness - +he online searcher has access to manry
more inflopmation sources than even +the largest of libraries
can support in printed form. In addition. there are Increasing
numbers of databases availgble online which are produced only
in machine-readable form and which have no printed equivalent..
c. currentness- online information sources are often updated
monthly, biweekly. or weekly before thelr published counter-

parts are printed and distributed.
“d. flexibility - the interactive nature of online searching per-
"mits many more access points thar manual searching allows.
One of the most powerful advantages is'the capability of “the
searcher to query the database by & variety of entries: sub-
Ject, title, author,. sponsoring organization, date of publica-’
~¥ion, and tc use Boolean logic, combining search words with
the logical operators ("and," "or," and "not"). The.searcher
has Immediate feedback on the relevance of a search and may
alter the profile or strategy at any point to increase rele-

vance.

et VY

,

35. Ryan E. Hoover, noverview of Online Information Retrieval.” p. 18.
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2. Cataloging/ILL Services

Catalogling services provlide bibl iographic citatlons, through
ca+aloglng"u+lll+le§'or'hefworks"(vendors such as OCLC) for
users to search, modify, add-to, or replace in t+he database. The
database providers incorporate standards in record format and
’ content to ensure record consistency and file compatibility.. End.
products from the file include catalog cards and computer tapes
of machine-readable bibliographic records. :

‘Records are created In machine-readable form, indicating that a

library owns the item. Access to files of records with holdings.
information, elther through a cataloging utility or through a
database file located on a circulation control system, will
facilitate interlibrary loan. S

¢ Libraries which have converted their records into machine- -
readable form using a cataloging utility or service may have
their flle of records copled from the database onto computer
tape. The tape can then be loaded onto .an automated circulation
control system, facilitating the process of conversion from a
manual to an automated system.- '

Another advantage provided by some cataloging networks Is the use
of the ordeting/acquisitions system. Using the same type of
record as the cataloging file, the acquisition record may be used
for cooperative col lection development purposes by a group of
librarles. The |ibrary may then use this record as the basis of
the cataloging record, thus decreasing the need to retype the

record information.*

©

3. Clrculatlon/ILL Services

Circulation services. of fered by such companies as CLSI, Data-
phase, and GEAC, provide optimal interlibrary loan services since
the file not only includes location information but also avall-
abillity status. End products include the current circulation

\

status of |ibrary materials. . \\

Some networks could be characterized as a single~-type cooperative
network, meaning that they serve a single type of library. The argument In
favor of multitype llbrary networks over single-type networks Is con-
vincing. Among the many benefits derived from participating in multitype

networks are: -
1. access to Information about bibliographic re-

sources in other types of Ilbragles;

2. Increased accoss and Increased confidence in the
avallabllity of resources held in other types of
col lections In the network which enables libraries
to galn increased flexibillty in the spending of
their book and journal funds;

3. access to highly special ized and general collec-
+ions to broaden local ly-held resources;

4.' reference searches on databases that are capable-
h of provldlngrelevanT abstracts and/or full

, | _ o 25 43
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document text;

5. +the capability of sharing services such as
cataloging and ordering of materials; and | :

6. increased access to human resources. such as sub-
Ject specialists. general information speciallsts,
and school librarians who have the opportunity to
~train fu%yre users of |ibraries and¢ information
services.”! : ' ’ '

"Multitype lfbrary networks should also consider other information providers .

outside of the Institutional setting such as information brokers and other
information professionals. - ‘ )

”

Library networks must have a positive Impact on users in terms of
access to more materials. The network should also enable an individual
library to provide a corresponding level of service at less cost, Increased
service at commensurate cost, or mych more service at less cost than If the
services were undertaken lndivldually.39 The ef fectiveness of resource
sharing depends upon the avallapllity of approprlaTe'communlcaf!ons,
technology, and delivery systems. To be minimally effective. a |ibrary

network must:

1. provide library service to at least as many users via the
network as were served by each indlvicual library prior to

the network;

2. fulfill at least as many requests for library materials via

the network as were met by each indlvidual library prior fo

the network;

3. -provide bibliographic access t+o library resources at least

as raplidly as conventional location devices such as local

card catalogs;

4. - offer access to a larger col lection of materials than is
avallable at any one of the libraries in the network;

5. provide delivery of materials borrowed via the network
within a specified amount of time (determined by members) in
a majority of network loans. '

37. Mary Ann Roman and Heather Day. "The Role of the Speclal Library
in Networking," p. 301; Richard DeGennaro, "The Role of the Academic
Library In Networking,” p. 306; and Richard Sorensen, "The Place of School
Libraries/Media Centers in Library Networks." pp. 310-13.

38. Ching-chih Chen and Peter Hernon, Criterla of Effectiveness for
Network Dellvery of Citizen Information through Libraries, Pp- 9.

39, Kent. "Directions for the Future," p. 323."

40. Kent, "The Goals of Resource Sharing in Lfbrarles." p. 27.

4. MonTgoméry. p. 137. _ . .
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8. BARRIERS TO NETWORKING

Although networking is a viable means of resource sharing, many bar-
riers persist. A typology of barriers has been_developed by Orin Nolting
which is applicable to all types of | ibraries.42 Although dated, Nolting's
typology provides a useful framework for discussing barriers. :

Psychological barriers are reflected in attitudes or fears that are
held by some librarians and some |ibrary planning/funding authorities. One
such attitude Is that of complacency, . evident when librarians express
satisfaction with the service they offer and thus exhibit+ no.need to co-
operafe.43 One fear Is that participation in a network will alert library
funders to the rich resources available elsewhere, raise unrealistic ex-
pectations for cost savings. and thereby result in reductions of budgetary
support for the library.?4 However, the tradition of local autonomy has
been cited as the greatest, single barrier to cooperation. A library may
know it cannot succeed by itself, yet it is afraid of losing Its identity
by becoming part of a larger resource sharing acflvlfy.46_ It is feared
that participation will cause a |ibrary to give up some of 1+s declsion-

making and management prerogatives. particularly in operating E;ocedures,

collection policies, service piriorities, and budget flexibility.

A second set of barriers stems from the lack of information and ex-
perience about user needs and the functions of libraries and services; the
fallure of smaller Iibraries to realize the value of larger |ibraries'
resources; and unawareness of ‘successful cooperative efforts. One of the
most frequently cited barriers is the unpredictability of demands on the
library by Its primary users. _For example, students and teachers have an

" "immediacy of needs" for materials that inhibits schools from lending

resources. -Librarians do not want to deal wlth users who do not look
kindly upon discovering that the materials they want are out on loan to

another library.

Tradition and history operate ‘as constraints to resource sharing
because of the human tendency to maintaln the status quo and because of
past experiences with funding, collection overuse, and the limitations of
access to academic and special libraries. For example, there Iis preference
by all types of libraries to cooperate first with libraries of the same
type, thereby |imiting multitype cooperation. One reason for thls is that

42. Orin Nol+ing, Mobllizing Total Library Resources for Effective
Servlice, pp. 6-10.

43, Edward G. Strabte, "The |llinois Experience," p. 142.

44, DeGennaro, pp. 306-7. |

45, Casey. p. 448.

46. John Fetterman. "Resource Sharing In Librarles - Why?" p. 5.
47. Roman and Day, pp. 301-2; and DeGennaro; pp. 306-7. |

48. Anne Marie Falsone, "Parflclpafion'of School Libraries." p. 133..
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. Ilbraries are reluctant to .become dependent on a fragile‘ne+work organiza-
. tion where com8romlse s needed to deal with the diversity of |ibraries
‘parf[clpaflng.4 . Traditionally, special libraries have Iimited access

because thelr collections consist _largely of confidential -and proprietary
information that cannot be shared.”® Undoubtedly, one of ﬁhe'greafesf con-
straints Is the historically low funding levels of libraries. The .major -

/-probiem will be fg find the funds necessary for.capltal investment and

" ongolng operations. L Many .lTbraries currently do not Include funds speci-

fically for cooperative activities. Another major barrier Is that most
librarians and |ibrary boards have a natural fear of thelr own collections
being depl!eted by heavy use from other | ibrarles.”? They believe hordes
will descend upon materials which were originally intended to. be used by a
limited clientele, or that thelr libraries will be overwhelmed with inter-

library loan requests. ‘ )

Geographic consfraln+s and the physical limitations of the library
present another set of tarriers. Distance between libraries, and between
librarles and users. affgcts speed and qual ity of service.. and In many
Instances determines or strongly influences the. size and composition of the
cooperative's membership.”% Library hours may limit participation, as does
physical space, particularly if the libraries are incapable of accommo=
dating resources, - staff, and users. A limited collection also hampers co-
operation. For example, schcol collections are chosen to support the
curriculum, and therefore a school library may not be capable of making a
large contribution in materizls to the resource sharing activity.

Legal and administrative constraints present a further set of barriers
to interlibrary cooperation. Administrative limitations include jurisdic-
+ional issues based upon laws and regulations.’ Often 1+ Is unclear whether
a library can participate in a network because of its legal status.
Additionally, some regulations restrict the use of { ~deral ly-funded
materials to certain. target groups, removing resources fr_m-sharing. A
| ibrary manager may be reluctant to become Involved in interiibrary co-
opera ;on because of the substantial commitment of staff time to the ef-
fort. Other administrative -and legal {ssues concern the classes of
resources to be obligated (time, funds, materials, etc.), provision of data
privacy, copyright, and reporting.requirements for network activities.

49. DeGennaro, pp. 306-7. ‘
50. Strable, p. 142.

51. Drake. p. 224. M
52. Mary Jordan Coe, "Indlana Case Study 2," p. 77.

53. Roman and Day. pp. 301-2; and Hamilton. p. 456.
54. W. Boyd Raywafd. "The Local Node." p. 64.

55. Falsone, p. 133.

56. Sorensen. "The Place of School Libraries." pp. 314-8.

57. DeGennaro, pp.'306-7.'
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" Another major set of barrliers, not adequately discussed by Nol ting.
Includes technical Incompatibtlities and uncertainties. There are many
barriers to achleving optimum systems of communications, Including.techni-
cal advances yet to be-achieved and the lack of sfandardlza'rlon.s.8 Not all
|ibraries belong to. the same bibliographic/cataloging utility, which Inhi-
bi+s automated resource sharing, since the links between systems hinge on
the format and contents of the bibllographic record. The result Is that
. llbrarians essentlally speak different languages.”~ Additlonally,.
Iibrarles are reluctant .to participate In cooperatives because raplidly
accelerating advances In computer and communfcaglons technology may make
some network systems obsolete in the near tuture.tl ‘

Most barriers can be overcome. ‘Administrators-must begin to *hink
about Ilbrary cooperation as a group of libraries working together, with
the local |ibrary remaining the focal service polnft. They will not be
glving away anything by resource sharing; rather, they will be becoming
more responsible to users and funders. |t Is more a cKange of attlitude

than anything el se.b1

. Specific barriers can be eliminated through communication to promote
awareness and understanding.. Autonomy can be protected through- legai
processes Including statutes and contracts. Nowhere hgs any |lbrary been
taken over by a network and nowhere will It occur. 2 The ablllty to
demonstrate to funding sources how much better. thelr constituencles can be
served by belng able to connect wlith asgrowlng range of resources will help
to secure the necessary fundlng.6 The concern.expressed by many
Iibrarlans and trustees that they would be overwhelmed by requests for
materlals does not appear to be borne out. This Is because the number of
actlve participants gas Increased, restlting in a spreading of the request ’
and lending burden. 4 overusé of collections by external users can be
haridled with assurances (bylaws., agreements, etc.) that a particlipating
iibrary always has flirst call on 1ts own matertals and that the entire
logic of a cooperative Is to share resources rather than to rely totally-on

n

58. Donald W. King, "Some Comments on'The_ImpadT'of Technology on
Library Networks,' p. 147, '

59. Dorothy W. Russell. "[nTerilbrary Loan ln.a Network Environment,"
p. 22. - 4 .

60. DeGennaro. pp. 306-7.

61. Alphonse F. Trezza. "Toward a NaTlohal Cooperative Library and
Informational Sclence Network." p. 161. . -

62- _Lb—l—d', po ]62-

63. Eva R, Brown, "Major Barrlers +o lnferllbrafy CooperéTlonJ'p.
437, : . o

, 64. Noelene P, Martin. "InTerllbrary'Loan and Resource Sharing." p.
103. _
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one 1lbrary.87 Cost recovery/reimbursement fees for lenders of materials
can be negotiated through network agreements or contracts. Technical and =
cooperatlve agreements, governance structures and policles. and applicabie
—— stendards_can_provide a basls for solving most of the legal, administra-
" tive, and technical tarriers which arisewhen establishing Intertibrary
cooperatlives, particularly in ufllizlng.aufoma+ed-+echnologies. o o

There exists a wiillngness on the part cf many libraries to cooperate.
as documented through the Delphi study conducted recently by the Massachu-
setts Board of Library Commissioners. Planning the design of an automated
resource sharing network in this State requires careful consideration of
the many existing barriers with the intent to resolve them. '

65. Coe, p. 77.
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.. 9. AUTOMATED NETWORK (NG

' The computer's role in networking for resource sharing is one of

— _medtatlon-between the need on cne hand to economize, and the need on fhe
other gand +o expand services In.1ight of ever-increasing demands from fhé\
users. 6 While networks provide a mechanism for resource sharing, applying
automated technologles to a resource sharing network wlll increase the
network's efflciency and cost-effectiveness. -The.term "automated network"
refers to both the organizations and the systems which link libraries

_ together via telecommunications with computer-control led message switching
‘and database access. The "network organization" 'is #he adminlstra-
tive/human aspect of nefworklng, while "network system" denotes the ‘neces-
sary hardware and software.b A "network utility" Is an entity using
network systems to provide computer services to network organlzaflons.58' A

The primary reason to utilize automation for resource sharing Is .that
computers provide the necessary processing’ capabilities required for effec-
+i. and ‘efficient retrieval in terms of response time, storage capacity,
an¢ the necessary linkage and switching between components, Problems of
information access are al leviated and the speed In receiving -information s
improved when computer and telecommunications technologies are empioyed.

Besides utilizing a computer's processing power to increase the scope
and space of access. the benefits of an individual library's participation
in computer-based |ibrary networking are related to reductions in unit of
cost which result from economies of scale. Economies of scale are the
reductions in unit cost that result from increasing productivity.
Libraries 'are becoming Increasingly labor intensive. It is unlikely that
this Increase In the proportion of labor will be matched by Increases in

labor productivity.

: The lack of increase in labor productivity results from the -increasing
costs to maintain growing collections and the inability or unwillingness to
use labor-saving devices. |n order to improve the relationship between
library Inputs (materials, labor. etc.) and output (productivity),

]

66. Richard M. Kesner. "The Computer and the-Library Environment," p.
40. , :

67. Nea! K. Kaske and Nancy P. Sanders. "Networking and the Elec-
tronlc L.ibrary.” p. 66. ’

.88, Susan K. Martin, LJbéacy Networks, p. 3.-
69. James G. Willlams, "Performance Criteria and Evaluation," p. 228,
70. Drake, p. 226.

71. lbld., p. 222.
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N2
libraries will have to utilize computers and faster and cheaper means ;>\
telecommunications. The costs of processing l'ibrary materials and collec-
tions and catalog maintenance will have fo be reduced to supply resources
for more responsive public servlt¢;72 Applying automated technologies fo
the sharing of resources can improve both the efficiency and effectiveness

of Inputs and outputs.

Many l|ibraries are too small to take advantage of economies of scale
and too poor to invest in advanced technologies by themselves. Therefore,
libraries should pool their resources by forming and participating in
networks and share in the development and use of sophisticated online
computer technology. This cooperation would permit rapid and ef fective
resource sharing rather than having individual libraries undertake the full
burden of development and operational costs alone.’: :

Computer and telecommunications technologies may be efficiently and
effectively utilized to conduct network actlivities (search, cataloging/ILL,
and circulation/ILL services) that increase access-for library resource

~sharing. For example, terminals may be used to communicate with informa-
+ion retrieval systems to produce bibJliographic citations or fo access
bibliographic databases (such as OCLC), to create cataloging records or a .
holdings file, or to ascertaln which |ibraries own a requested item. One
of the most powerful automated resource sharing tools is a network online
circulation control system. Its many benefifs Include: i

1. Increased access and speed of retrieval. I+ is possible for-an
" individual to search the holdings of several libraries very
quickly. determine the item's physical location, and immediately
know Its availability status (on the shelf. in.circulation, on
reserve, etc.). Location and avallability information save per-
sonnel time and costs because librarians know where the item is

and whether i+ is available (rather fhan sending through an
Interlibrary loan request hoping that the item is owned, and If

owned, available for loan).

2. Cooperative collection devel opment and maintenance. Duplication-
of iow priority materials can be reduced; collection development
by subject can be assigned to members; user demand and patterns
of borrowing statistics can be generated for analysis; and
individual library responsibilities for maintaining unique

resources. can be decided.
-3, Simplifying the distribution of iendlng loads; thereby qygbllng

the system_to become a more equitable propositton for .the lending
libraries.’™ ' :

The technical ability to be instantly aware of the location. as well -

72. 1bid., pp. 223-5.
73. 1bld., p. 225; and DeGennaro. p. 306,

74. éoals. p. 125; and Nitecki. "Imbacf of an Online Circulation

System on Interlibrary Services." pp. 10-1.
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as the current-avallabillity, of needed§l+ems in a éoéf%efflclenf and
effectlive manner wlll significantly Increase the viability of resource

sharing. -

%

/

75. Niteckl. lbid., p. 10, -




10. AUTOMATED LIBRARY NETWORKING IN MASSACHUSETTS
MISSI1ON STATEMENT B

@

After exploring the Issues of needs assessments. resource sharing.
networks. barriers to networking. and the role of automation in networking,
a mission statement for developing an automated resource sharing |ibrary
network in Massachusetts !s necessary fo serve as a framework for network
activities:

MISSION

Develop cost-effective methods of resource sharing
that will Increase access to the-information
resources needed by Massachusetts residents by
promoting cooperative efforts among Ilibraries of "
various types and by reducing barriers to

. networking. ' E

1. develop and link databases to provlde.greéfer
access opportunities To resources;

2. develop document request and de!lvery procedures;
and : ' .

3. develop a program of computer IlferacY/Tralnlﬁg
v . for librarians wlthout direct access to compu-=
terized network systems. :

<
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11. PRINCIPLES EMPLOYED IN DESlGNING THE RESOURCE SHARING NETWORK

" These principles are considered the basic attributes of a resoujce
sharing network in Massachusetts: ‘

1. . Each individual has the right to access the information that
meets his or her needs. ‘ o .

2, All network services should be provided at a level of operation
as close to the user as possible. A local library shoutld be the user's
most efficient and appropriate service center. Therefore, retwork services -
should be provided through Iibraries as often as possible. The network
must support local tibraries, not compete with them.

3. The objectives of the resource sharing network should-be:reallzedA
without harm to the missions of participating libraries. although their
methods of operation fnvarlably must.be adjusted. All libraries have a
responslbllltyafo col lect the materials needed regularly by thelir own
constituents./® Resource sharing is not a substitute for local acquisi-

tion, only a supplement. o :

4. It Is essential that the network enable individual-libraries to
maximize the gains of resource sharing while allowing for local
flexibility; network members must understand and recognize existing

individual conS'rraln'rs.'9

. 5. The resource sharing network should be bullt upon existing
cooperative systems and existing Iibrary strengths. New resource sharing
systems, bullt upon strong individual library collections and services,
should evolve where existing cooperatives are ho longer effective. The
network should not compete with existing arrangements, - but rather improve,
redirect, and extend those already existing, and offer al ternative
approaches which will prove more valuable and useful. .

6. Networking is not free. Besides equipment and material costs,
staff time Is necessary to provide shared services. L Therefore, each
participant must be able to balance benefits with investment. This balance
need not be measured solely Tn the traditional interlibrary 1oan concept of

76. Wilcox, p. 168.
77." Kent, "Network Anatomy and Network Objectives." p. 13.

[

78. Noelene P. Martin, "Interlibrary Loan and Resource Sharing," p.’

101.

79. Wilcox, p. 168. ¥

80. EDUCOM. Agricultural Sciences Informatlion Network Development

Plan, p. 38. o ) : A A
81. W. Lyle Eberhérf, "public-Library Networking Viewed from a State

Library Agency," p. 61. ‘ ’
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net borrowing versus net lending of matenlals.82 Attention also mist be

given to the Increased beneflts of Improved access to more resources. A
cost-henefit analysis Is an appropriate methodology to study the beneflits

of netwerk lnvestment.

% 7.9 The financlal and flscal basls cf the continued operation of
netwcrk components must depend upon local rather than federal, state; —and
private funding sources. Local funding sources Include assessed membership
fees, cost recovery/reimbursement fees, and allocations from the Institu-
tions. Governmental and private grants and Intermittent local fundralsing

are unreliable as a financiai base since they.are more apt to change
annually. >~ ' S

XN

8. Resource sharing efforts must not be Iimited to within the State.

“ When and where economically,. technically, and politically feasible and

desirable. the State's resourté sharing network and 1ts related services
shou!d overcome géo-pollitical boundarlies, broadening access Into the total
information resources of the regloniand the natlon. S

. r . '.' o~ . ‘

82. Nitecki, "lmpact of an Onllhe Circulation System." pp. 10-1.°

-
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12. NETWORK STRUCTURE \‘
\\ .
\ . -

Considering the mission statement of automated resource sharing
networking and the aforementioned principles ito be utillzed in designing a
network, the library network concept for Massachusetts Is based .upon the
linking by telecommunications of independent cooperative systems of
{ibraries, each with a center that not only coordinates the Internal
activities of the system, but also serves as the cooperative's |ink with
the center of other systems. The network lIs hierarchical In that coopera-
flve centers communicate with other centers in a planned outward and upward
process. For users, this resource sharing network. with its local basls
and hierarchical expansion process. ‘can provide access :to the full scope of

information resources to meet their needs.

The network Is designed to Increase access to resources based upon &
decentral ized structure composed of independent cooperative systems of |
severa! types telecommunicating with other cooperatives to.locate needed
material (documents and/or biblliographic citations), ascertaln availability
status (if technologically feasible) and place requests for the destred
{tems. Material is delivered in the conventional manner, that Is, by mall
or truck, although telefacsimile and digital transmission or other elec-
+ronic means are future considerations, dependent upon +echnqlogy, costs,

effectiver ss, and need.




13. ACTIVITJES.RELATING TO THE MISSION STATEMENT

1.0 Develop and link bibliographic databases to provide greater access
opportunities to resources . .

The basis of automated resource sharing is the ability to create
machine-readable records containing information, and the capability of
others to access the database file. This activity Is primarily concerned
with developing access points inio the varicus types of databese files to
increase the capacity for resource sharing, and linking the access points
+o each other. Another aspect of this activity Is the development of
interfaces between cataloging/ILL services and circulation/ILL services 7o

Increase efficiency.

Database flies are accessed for resource sharing by three services:

- search services - database files which provide the searcher with
bibllographic ¢itations and/or abstracts of resources indexed In
the database, or full document text, such as articles, transpor-
tation schedules. or current news stories. :

- - cataloging/ILL services ~ database files of shared machine-,
o readable bibliographic records which are created by tibraries
T during the cataloging process and which indicate library owner-

ship; these files may be searched for interiibrary loan purposes.

- ‘clrculaf?on/lLL services ~ database files of machine-readable
bibliographic records which not only indicate ownership but also
current availability (on the shelf and avallable for loan. in

circulation, or on the shel - for reference use) to the requester. .

| :

1.1 Develop access points Into the informafion resource

i . .

Many llibraries in. Massachusetts -have computer and felecommunlca-
“+lons technologies which give them the capabllity to access informa-
t+ional resources via search. “catatoging/ILL, or circulation/ILL ser-
vices. Increasing the number of Iibraries of all types participating
in these services will increase the number of access points into the
informatlon resources, thus facllitating the sharing.of resources

between llﬁrarles for the benefit of the user.
\ ! ~ :
\ ’ .". : ) N . . -
1.1 'M Expand participation In onllne clrculaflon/lLt\g;:frol
' systems where it s technically and economically\ fea-
' sible, and-develop new systems where they are needed-.
_Resource sharing is best faclilitated by utilizing online ™.
circulation control systems. Inclusion of the physical location
and Immediate availability status of the desired Item In the
accessed database file considerably reduces personnel effort in

requesting interlibrary foan.

or network clusters. Stand-alone systems are owned by a single
institution, while network clusters are shared by a group of
libraries such as NOBLE and C/W MARS. Whether or not the circu-

I
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latlon control system Is shared or stand-alone, it will be re-
ferred o as a clirculation/ILL ciuster or simply a cluster.

Because of the Importance of circula.ion/ILL clusters in
facilitating resource sharing. existing clusters should be ex-
panded In size and scop=s to include more Iibraries as parfici-
pants when and where It Is feasible, consldering hardware,
software, ard other factors. Bulildlng on.exlsting clusters
broadens ihe database flles by Increasing the number of resources
dccess.ble for sharing and also increasing the number of access
dolnfs irto the shared database file. Furthermore, expanding
existing clusterc saves cosis by requiring only marginal In-
creases in neidork systems while distributing the operational
cost burden amcng more participants.

Several factcrs seem to be most influential 'n determining
+he scope of participation !n a cluster:

. population density of the area served;

. types of libraries participating;- -

document del.ivery systems in place or feasible;

past and current cooperative ef forts of participants;
patterns of clientele use ar.d.their needs;

types of network services of tered by the system; and
funding available for ongolng operations (telecommunica=
t+ions Is probably the most variable cost: the farther in
distance the participant Is from the computer, the higher
_the costs for telecommunications will bel. . T

eV s N -
by :

Smaller, geographically unified clusters can provide
faster reaction and better service than Is presently possible

within<larger cliusters.

When 1t is not feaslble Tollnclhde more participants 1In
existing clusters, new, shared, online c]rculaf!on clusters
chould be’ encouraged and developed. :

\

1.1.2 - Develop Information Nef;érk Centers (INCs) to serve as
access points '

Many public, academic, spe..al, -an " school Ilbraries do not
currently participate in a circulation/ILNcluster ‘and may not be
able to in the near future for a variety ofreasons. Also, these
libraries may lack the means to access searc and cataloging/ILL
services for resource sharing purposes. Additionally, many clus-

-+ers do not have libraries In their membership which possess the
means to access other information resources prov ed by search

‘and cataloging/ILL activities.

Residents need information. and access to the Information
resources Is of primary importance. The means to access Informa-
+ion resources shculd be avallable to all users and ibraries by™_

» 85. William B. Ernst, Jr., "Potentia! for Growth in Multltype Library.
Cooperation." p. 180. ' .
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a local llbrary within a reasonablev+ravellng distance of the
user. Therefore, access polnts to the resources provided by
search, cataloging/ILL, and circulation/lLtL-activities-called

Information Network Centers (INCs) should be developed. INCs are -
a cooperative effort of two or more local | ibraries (of the same

or different types) in which one library houses' the appropriate

equipment and serves as the access point for the public and for

other Iibrarians that are members of the INC.

The primary responsibility of an INC will be to provlde'

access Into sources of information for resource sharing:

1. search services
INCs will be capable of accessing information retrieval

systems for bibliographical citations, abstracts, and
ful! document text. .o

. cataloging/ILL services
INCs will create machine-readable records of the acqulsi-

tions of “the member libraries by using an appropriate
cataloging service. These records, which provide the

N

° . physical location (owhership) of holdings, must then be

placed In an automated system so that they can be
accessed for resource sharing by other access points. In
-—this—way,—materlals_in INC |jbraries are made avallable

for Interlibrary loan to other libraries, thereby ex=
panding the State's resource sharing efforts.

3. clrculation/ILL services '
. INCs will have the.capability of dial-up access to those
- clusters participating in the network for location infor-

mation and, if possible, availability status.

INCs will be able to use any existing document request
and/or delivery system, and to explore new methods when feasible.

INCs will possess the appropriate equipment for providing
dial-up capability for search, cataloging/ILL, and circula-
+ion/ILL services. A microcomputer and modem with dial-up capa-

bitity (300-1200 baud ‘rate). and the necessary software will_serve

as the primary access tool for these services. Other hardware

and software (a particular terminal, etc.) may be necessary for -

accessing one or more of the services.

Criteria for an INC will include that:

1. i+ must be In a library open to users and librarians;

2. i+ must be an ongoing, cooperative effort of at least two

libraries (of the same or different types);
. 3..1+.must. provide.access to search, catalogi

ng/1LL, and
clroulationsILL services; T
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- 4. it must have Initial acceptance by search, catalog-

Ing/ILL, and circulation/ILL services and particlipants;

5. |+ must document the.need of users and the need and .
willingness of |ibrarians to particlpate; _

6. I+ must demonstrate fhat It possesses sufficient person-
nel and other resources within the INC membership to

~ support continued operations; and

7. i+ must share its resources with other libraries.

Sites for INCs will be distributed considering geography,
population, and user needs. - Start-up and ftirst year's implemen-
tation costs will be provided to the INC through grants, de-
pending upon funding avallable and on a competitive basis. On-
going operation of an INC must be funded through local arrange-
ments, such as sharing costs with other libraries in the INC,
relmbursement fees, and the |ike.

1.2 Develop telecommunications |Inkages between access points ] |

' Thé automated resource sharing network for Massachusetts Is based
upon telecommunications 1inks between access points and with resource
sharing search, cataloging/ILL, and circulation/ILL servlices.

Two types of telecommunications |inks will Initlally be used,
both based upon analog and digital telephone ITnes. "Online" refers ~\
+o a telecommunications link utilizing dedicated (sole-purpose) tele-

___ phone lines and modems between access, polnt hardware (e.g., terminal \

or mlcrocompu*ef)"éﬁa“é‘ébmﬁﬁfer“whfch—d+rep++y~op—+nd+ﬂee¢ly—prnvIdnc
the service. The link Is always"on," that Is. directly connected to
and under the control of the central processing unit of a computer.
Because the telephone line Is "dedicated." the telephone company
charges a monthly rate based on the number of Iines and the distance
befween the access point and the computer. Although this type of Ilink
s very expensive, It Is usually less expensive than dial-up access,
and 1+ Is probably necessary 1f the link Is extensively used.

t

"Dlal-up“ refers to a telecommunications |ink that does not
depend upon a dedicated Ilne. Although a modem Iis often used for 'the
_telecommunications connec¢tion, an acoustlc coupler can also be used.

Couplers are not acceptable for online links and not recommended for ' "
dlal-up connections. The technological parameters of the service~
providing computer will determine whether or not the link may be

online or dlal=-up.

Telecommunications |Inks between access polnts requires dis-
cussion. : -

\
E N
\

1.. among members within a clrcula+tqn/lLL cluster

Because members will be participating In a cluster to pro-
vide for thelr local circulation control needs (clrculation,
reserves, etc.) as well as resource sharing, the telecom~-
munications link will be online (dedicated) from a.remote
: terminal to the computer. Modems with at least 1200 baud
”m"7ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂ?7‘aﬁd“muﬁﬁﬁpﬁexersv~vh+ehrﬁeduee~¢he-numbenﬂctﬂdedj:;m_m__m__m__
‘cated |ines between remcte and central sites, are recom- e
mended to reduce telecommunications costs. ’
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2. beTweenhclrcula+lpn/lLL clusters

The telecommunciations |inkages between clusters provide the
most effective approach to automated resource sharing be-
cause the desired link is one that can provide both the
physical location and avallability status of the needed
+em. With this complete Information, Interlibrary | oan
processing will be very productive since |ibraries will re-
ceive. for the most part., only loan requests they can Iimme-
diately sa'Hsfy.84 . '

Linking databases via telecommunications to permit resource
sharing was considered the most viable alternative of those
studied by the Joint Automation Planning Committee's Task
Force on Resource Sharing. Developing a statewide, mono=
[1thic database of bibliographic records., while technically
feasible, 1s prohibitively expensive. The* need for state-
wide holdings Information Is far outweighed by the cost of
establishing such a database.

!
o

!
/

. All clusters should be willing to provide at least three/
ports on their computer for use by.other access points for/
resource sharing. At least one of the three ports should be
provided for dial-up access; the other two ports could b?
utilized for either online {(dedicated) or"addlflonal dial=-up
|inks. Cooperating library groups receiving funds through.
the Board of Library Commissioners for 50% or more of the

costs associated with the central sT¥e crrculation/tti—con=
trol system or equipment upgrade must provide at least five
percent of theilr ports, but not fewer than three ports, /for
telecommunications |inks from other access points ln/The
State. To faclllitate resource sharing, all clusters shou | d

provide toll-free |ines for the minimum dial-up port.

Technically, |inkages between two clusters using the 'same
vendor's computer system should-be direct without the need
for any substantive sysTems/TelecommunlcaTlons hardware or
software development. ' ‘

Both dial-up and online (dedicated) |Iinks should be possible
and capable of providing both physical "location and availa-
”billtymstatugm1njorma+lon for the holdings of cluster mem-
bers. To share resources. extensively and without
hardware/software dlscrlmlna*lon,+elecommuntca+lonsbefween
disparate systems must also be implemented. Dial-up I Tnks
can probably be made without substantial development and can
provide at least physical location. Avallability status Is
also desired 1f 1t can be provided. However. the online
(dedicated) telecommunications |inkage between disparate
- systems should be explored and devel oped.

[y

0

" gA. Willlam B. Rouse and Sandra H.'Rouse. Management of Library Net=

works, p. 185. . . . _

60




Before telecommunications |inkages are made, technical and
cooperative agreements between two clusters must be
developed. On the technical side, the two clusters must
minimally agree.on the content and data structure of the
records to be transmitted, format of queries to be keyed in
.by the requester, communication mechanisms used to transmit
data; and transmission speed. -

_Cooperative, signed agreements between clusters will deter-
- mine the level of services provided. Agreements should
B minimally include how the clusters will be Iinked; the
' telecommunications costs; when database files will be
queried; how loan requests will be processed and del lvered;
and 1f there will be a monetary charge.  For example, two
clusters may agree that the.telecommunications Iink will be

online (dedicated) with the costs shared by all cluster
members; that the clusters will access each other's database

file first; and that there will be free reciprocal borrowing

using the Regiona! Public Library System's delivery system.

The type-of telecommunications |link used between clusters

will depend upon the following factors:

a. a clusfef'é potential fo own the desired resources;
A directory of cluster members' collection strengths
and the technical and subject expertise of their per-

_sonnel could be compiled and dlstributed Iln a print or
online mode to al | network access points. One way of
developing this directory would be to ‘invite librarians

~and other subject specialists (teachers, for example)
from other libraries and institutions to come to the
library. and analyze the col lection.®®. '

b. capability of providing both location and availability
information; - :

c. distance between clusters; and

. d. access to a dellivery system.

Utilizing a dial-up link would require clusters to designate
a library In each cluster to become the switching point
between clusters. For example, a remote site In cluster A,
unable to find a resource in the cluster's database file,
would request the cluster's designated dial-up switching
point to access cluster B's database file. (Such requests
would more than likely be batched.)” |f an online (dedi-

85. Martin, p. 22.

86. Dorothy Sinclair, "Cleveland Case Study," p. 124.
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cated) 1lnk was avallabie. +he remote site .In cluster ‘A,

unable to find the resource In the database file, would

simply key In a command through the’ terminal which would
cause cluster A's computer to con‘fa(:j cluster B's computer
and access that database fiie. There would be no need In
this type of access for any human intervention, as the com=
puters themselves are used as switching points. ~An online
(dedicated) link would be more effective in facillitating
resource sharing between clusters.

between INCs and cluéters

A dlal-up.Telecommunlcaflons Iink from INCs to clusters will
provide the INCs with access to the database file of the
cluster. As outllned in the section above on the links

between clusters, INCs and clusters will also need to de-
velop technical and cobpéraffve"agreemen+5;~-Becadse the
telecommunications l'ink Is essenflal!y'oﬁe-way in that the
INCs lack a local database file. INCs will more than likely
be responsible for the telecommunications costs unless other
arrangements are made. such as the recombended toll~free
line at the cluster, or the ciuster and INC agree to share
the telecommunications costs and the INC serves as the INC
for the cluster providing access fto séarch and cata-

loging/ILL services. etc.

Factors influencing the hierarchloal level of cooperation

e et s b e et 3 e o+ e 2

.« avallablllity information through the link,

between—INEs—and—clusters—wiit—iretude—the types of ~e=_ ]

sources of the cluster, capabiltty of providing locaticn and
distance from INC

to cluster, and de!lvery systems. -

AillJnkages are based upon existling Telephoﬁg te. .nology.

Alternative modes of linkages Including microwave, satel-
lite, and cable should be explored and analyzed for future
utilization. Additionally, the quasi-governmental Massa-
chusetts Corporation for Educational Telecommunlications
(MCET), currently designing a statewide network, should be
contindgal ly monitored for future participatory conslaeration
by the Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners as the

network deve!ops. .




1.3 Develop Interfaces between clrcilation/ILL control systems and
cataloging utilities

The .Interface between a circulation/ILL control system and a
cataloging utility(ies) provides cluster members with the ability to
copy bibliographic records from a cataloging database file and Imme-

diately place those records in the circulation control system's data-.

base. f11e.87 such a capability ensures that the circulation/ILL
system's database file is as up-to-date as’ possible. . Additionally,
the interface serves as a time and laborsaving device. To input cata-

loging records into the circulation control database file, cluster’

members must wait for a computer tape of machine-readable records pro-
vided by the cataloging utility for merger with the database file, or
use personnel to re-key the record directly into the database file.

Many such interfaces currently exist utilizing microcomputers,
"black boxes." or other hardware/software configurations. Cluster
members utilizing a cataloging utillty should be encouraged to acquire
an appropriate cataloging utility-circulation/ILL system interface.

H’J

tion/ILL systems In use.by Massachusetts libraries may not exist.
Such an interface should be developed for those clusfers parflclpaflng

in the network.

2.0 Develop document request and del ivery procedures

However, interfaces between a cafaloging utility and circula--

As access Into the information resources of the Commonwealth improves,

the need for more efficient and effective methodolcgles to request docu-
“ments for loan and fo ensure their delivery increases. o

"By being able fo
locate materials faster for users. their expectations of actually receiving
these materials without delay are being raised. . _ -

Most access points into the information resource will be open to the
user .and also to the librarian lacking direct access. Questions arise as
to the role of the access point in providing document request and.del ivery

services to users who are not the primary clintele of these Iibraries and -

to other librarians. As stated in the Principles. the network must support
the local |ibrary, not compete with it.

A request from a .non-primary user or other Iibrarian can be handled in
three general ways:. :

~ location and suggests that the local |ibrary (of whatever type)
request the material and its delivery through that library's

standard ILL procedures

2. the access point forwards the request for the user or |ibrarian
and asks that the document be delivered to the user's or
librarian's local Ilbrary or the most appropriate library on a

delivery system.

1. the access- polnf informs +Hé-bé+ron or librarian of the item's.

-~ . : . o.

87. Epsfelna p. 434.



3, +the access polnt requests the document and handles its- dellivery

The cost of providing these servlces increases from alternative 1 to
3. Access polnts open to the public must provide alfernafl%e-l as a
minimum. Alternative 2 is recommended since the access point may have the
means to forward a request electronically, thus improving turnaround time.
The user will use the local library to recelve t+he document which Includes
the library in, the networking process. Depending upon the type of Iinkage
employed (online or dlal-up), the cost for requesting an item will be
negligible to marginal. Alternative 3 will be more costly. It should be
avallable to mon-primary users and other librarians on a cosffreimbursemenf
basls |f the access point |ibrary desires i+ and the user or librarian is

willing to pay the cost.’

The automated resource sharing network In Massachusetts will be neces-
sarily hlerarchical. Access points technically can only search one data-
base f1le at a +1me. and cooperative arrangements between clusters, and,
between INCs and clusters, will help structure the searching and routing

" patterns into a hierarchical network. Linking circulation/ILL control

systems with other clusters, and INCs with clusters, will result In more
horizontal patterns of lending and borrowing between Iibraries. replacing
the present pattern of upward, vertical borrowlng.88 This Is likely tfo
result in less demand at the next higher feve! (clusters and large
|ibraries lacking circulation/ILL systems). Many small |ibraries that are
members of the network will readily borrow from each other. This fype of

—~——~coopena$lonﬂwlil,ﬁLouanhmonce_suffchenimlnpuTMhQSH?9¢” made into the

cluster database files. Such a hierarchy wili allow larger and special

" libraries to function as last recourse centers and to give more attention
- +o-those requests which they are best equipped to handle.”

2.1 Document requests

Once the.holdings of the network are identified by the user, the
“next step Is to place a request for the desired {tem:s When locatlion
information Is provided, Items will notf be reguested from tibrarles
t+hat do not own them. With the addition of avallability information,
access points will probably not request items that cannot be immedi-
ately delivered. This will most likely result In reducing the average
total time to satisfy a request. because turnaround time can be re-
duced 1f the borrower can reduce the amount of work the lender has to

do.

Using electronic means fo identify the holdings and to transmit
the request Increases the success -rate and Is more efficient. When-
ever possible, the request should be placed In machine-readable form

88. Galvin, "le#ary Networks - Trends and Issues in Evaluation and
Governance," p. 291. ‘

89. Kenneth E. Toombs, "Large Academic Libraries," p. 148.

+ 9. Ernst, p. 156.

9. ReGuse and Rouse. p. ¥85.
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in online realflme-ra+her than In a batch mode so that processing can
 begin Immedla'rely.gz ‘

There are three methodologies for requesting items:

1. online or dial-up in realtime (node-to-node)

»

In this mode.- the borrower places a request for the
document after the database file has been searched and
the ownership record located. The item desired is imme-
diately placed on a systemwide hold, and the lender's
computer sends a message to the lender and borrower that
the item has been reserved.

lacks the capabiKity to inform the lender of the request.
The borrower musi\Zhen notify the lender of the reserve
by telephone, mail, or electronic mail.

in some circulqﬁ}on/lLL control systems, the computer

2. batched and electronically mailed by dial-up

Commonly known as an EMS (electronic mail system), .this
alternative offers the rapid transmission of messages
between two or more computers or terminais connected by
telephone |ines, satellite, microwave, or other transmis-

sion medium.93

R

e A-batchedsystemwiil—require coordination—and personnei
efforts. Not every cluster member will have direct ac-
cess to a computer-based message system to communicate

s with other clusters, since it requires dial-up capability
(microcomputer or terminal) and communications software.
All INCs will possess the necessary.capability. More
likely, .a cluster member provided with the necessary
hardware and software would be designated to coordinate
the activity. Requests from other cluster members would
be forwarded to the designated member and manually
batthed for electronic transmission to a Public Data
Network (PDN) or ‘another microcomputer. Requests from
other-clusters and INCs would be received at the desig-
nated |ibrary and disseminated to cluster members.

There are two proven oﬁflons:

a. electronic mail through PDNs or Value Added Networks
(VANs) (computer-based message systems) ' '

' PDNs and VANs, such as TYMNET and TELENET, are opera-
tors of packet-switching networks which are shared,
leased |ines to transmit messages from any dial-up or

- 92, James G. Williams and Roger Flynn. "Network Topology," p. 75.

93. Deanna Mazrcum and Richard Boss, "informaticn Techhology," p. 602.
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dedlcated Iine terminal to a host computer. The host
computer has the capablllty of creating and storling
electronlc mallboxes that a sender can use to leave a
message for ‘another-person or Institution. In fact,.a
sender can leave the same message wlth several mall-
boxes at the same time, grea*ly reduclng personnel and

telecommunlcatlions costs. /

Electronic mall through PDNs or VANs has severui ad-
vantages for document requests: :

‘1. Improved turnaround +1me since messages are Im tha
electronic mallbox Instantaneously whether or net

' the reclplent Is there;

2. Lcosf_sav!ngs due to less typling, selecflon-of5+lmé
+o send.and recelve, ease of use, and reductlon of
manual malllng procedures;

3. easy address; storage, and retrleval; and

4. reductlon of backlog of requests to be typed,
. sorted, proofread./;nd mal led.94 :

/

It requires that both-the borrower and lender use the
same EMS (such as ONTYME 11) and are aware of each
other's mallbox address.

b. mlcrocomputer +o .computer or to another mlcrocémpufer
‘" . (node-to-node) -

Mlcrocomputers offer speedy and relatlvely Inexpensive
communlications. Requests can be keyed onto floppy
disks offllne and edlted as necessary. Transmlsslon
of the requests on the flopplies to a computer or. to
another mlcrocomputer can be Implemented automatically
using a mode? when telephone rates are low.? ‘

This optlon” requires-both ends to have computers (two,
mlcros or one micro and a computer) and communications
.software that are compaflble‘(nof.négessarlly ‘Tdenti-
cal). . Both computers must be powered on. for transmls-
slon and reception which usually means. that the com-
puters must be on +hroughout the night in order to
take advantage of the lowest +elephoné\ra+es. An
“electronic timer, simlilar to the type used in homes to
turn on llghts at a predetermined time, could be .
Installed to turn computer equipment on and off. In
“‘addition, a program could be written that would enable
a computer to send requests to several other computers .

-

) ' . . . ,

%94, DedJohn, 'Use of Electronic Mall for ILL,"™ pp. 49-50U.

95. Beth Glvens, "Montana's Use of ‘Mlcrocomupters for ILL," pp. 260-2.
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consecﬁflvely throughout a time period, thereby In-
- creasing the efficlency of the request process.

3. use of the U. S._Poéfal Service. commerical dellvery sys-
tems, the Regional Public Library System, or other, simi-
. lar. modes

Although slower than electronic means, these alternatives
are avalilable.

2.2 Document dellivery N

Although access points will be able to locate a resource, ascer-
tain Its availability, and request its delivery online. the del ivery
mode for the near. future will be painfuily slow. Electronic document

delivery is technically feasible, available - and expensive. -

~The document delivery mode chosen to fill a request should .
utilize the fastest, cheapest, and most reliable means avallable. 1t
is assumed that any monetary charges are borne by the requesting:
library or by the patron on a cost recovery basis. The choice of
technology to implement delivery is a function of several factors;
distance, response time necessary, size of item, and cost of service
are primary. Six alternative modes should be consldered for non-
electronic delivery - patron, U. S. Mail, overnight commercial deliv=
ery systems. UPS, cluster couriers, and the Regional Public Library

System.

~ It may be that document retrieval by the patron will be the
fastest.and most utilized resource sharipg mode. It places little
cost on ‘the user's library, although direct costs are incurred by the
lender. As outlined in Principles, interlibrary loan to the user's
local library Is preferred because the network should not compete
with, but enhance, local library serv.ices. r o .

The U. S. Mail is also an oft-used means of_ document delivery
because of the reduced l|ibrary postalifafe._'However, document deliv=-
ery by the Post Office Is slow and certainly unpredictable. Although
much faster, the Post Offlce's Express.Mail and other overnight com-
mercial delivery systems such as Purolator and/Federal Express are
expensive. - ! ‘

United Parcel Service (UPS) delivers to al | communities in Massa-
‘chusetts. |f a library has In-house pick-up and delivery, it offers
convenience and greater speed than mailing | brary rate and it Is
cheaper than the overnight systems. It Is, however, more expensive
than postal library rate and not as fast. .

The fastest mode of document delivery wlthin a circulation/ILL
cluster would be an excluslive shuttle or co?rler'befween members.
However, Its disadvantages include start-up a7d malntenance costs, for

— v

v : oo

96. Willlams and Flynn. p. 75.
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vehicte and bersénnel. Additlonally, 1t would be seriously-limited in .
dellvery to other clusters or cluster?couriers outside Its geo—

graphlcal range.

One of the most viabie document dellvery systems Is that of the .=
Reglonal Publlc Llbrary System. - Its scope Includes all municipallties
with. libraries In the Commonwealth. Unfortumately, the system Is

' restricted to publlc iibrarles. Also, there Is no scheduled document
dellvery via the Reglonal System between the Eastern Massachusetts
Reglonal System and those of the Central and Western Reglons. 2

1
4 .

With planning, a leglslative amendment, and Increases In the
Reglonal budgets, the present Reglonal System could expand 1ts dellv-
ery systems to Include non-publlic Ilbrary INCs, non-public ¢lrcula-
t+lon/ILL clister members, and other speclal, academlc, and school
particlpants In the multltype resource sharling network. Addltlonally,
weekly or twice weekly connectlons between Reglonal Systems could be
scheduled, ensuring a flow of material from.one end of°the s+a$§b+o
the other. Such an effort would, in more cases, be faster and cheaper
than postal llbrary rates (léss preparation of materlals In using the
Reglona! System) and cheaper, although not as fast as UPS and cluster
shuttties. : ' .

© . -

Although not a component of the network, another source of de=
ilvery 1s the document or Information broker. a commerclal dealer .«
providing resources on demand. Access_polnts, particularly- INCs, may
want to use document or Informatlon brokers to asslst users In
securing resources needed (at a cost) more quickly than the network

-

could del iver. . O

)

Full text databases provided through search services are one
- means of acquiring documents elecfroﬁlcally. Although currently few.. -
In humber (NEXIS and LEX1S are among the most popular), full fext
T search service databases are growlng both In number and In scope,” and ',
1 ‘undoubtedly wlll become a more.Important mode’of electronic docyment- . .
dellvery.’ , ‘ _ . AR RGN :

. \ ' ' S ; -
Future conslderations of full or partial text electronic doéumghf
del Ivery should Include telefacsimile and teletext/videotext. Tele- .
facsimlie transfer requires compatible equipment at both ends of the
” transmission, the product being a "photocopy" of +he_orlglqalJ Viem ©
tually all telefacsimlle machlnes can t+ransmlit vlia analog/ (volce '
grade) telephone |lnes.. However, analog transmlssion Is slow and has
poor Image resoluftlon. HIgh-resolution. submlnute, dliglital teicfac-
_“slmlIe>machines~+ransmlfmfastet,mihuswcgduclng_ﬁhe telecommunlicai!ons
costs, while offering better qual Ity output. Digltal machitnes can -
transml+ on analog or dl'gltal telephone llnes, or such broad band
medla -as coaxlial caple, flber optic cable, microwave, and satel | Ite.

)

Because of the availablllfy/pf %jher-forms of electronlic mall,
document .delfvery Is the -only application in which facsimlle has the
potential of offering signiflicant beneflts. The transmission of
Interllibrary loan requests 1s more appropriately handied by computer-.

A

based, Felecommun Ieation TInkss— ————— .

9 ~ .
- r.

’ ,97: Judy McQueen and Richard W. Boss. "HIgh Speed'Telefacslmlle In
Librarles," p.40. ' .
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Videotext and. teletext systems encompass the concept of Remote
Electronic Access and Delivery of - Information (READI), the dellvery of
information Into the home or office. Videotext utilizes coaxial .
cable, fiber optics cable, microwave, or satellites to 1ink the home i
or office to a remote computer which. stores information. The
searcher, in a two-way interactive mode, queries a desired file and
requests Information transmitted to a telvision. terminal, or computer
screen. Teletext is desk%?ed for Iimited information retrieval and Is

active in one direction.

. Awvldeotext system could provide remote access to the library's
online catalog, community calendar, information and referral fife, or
other databases to, locate and dellver information. Libraries which
are capable of videptext (or even. | imited to teletext) should develop.
for themselves. or in coordination with their local agencies, new
information files and make old files electronically available. The
network could provide a source for developing and sharing databases.-

. Furthermore, the public library will have to maintain public terminals
in public Iocaflons outside .the Iibrary to provide services to people

without fermlnals.
\

”w“"‘”""”"“““wfo}ﬁéf_fézﬁﬁa|6gTé§"m57*be€6mé“avaWﬂabTe*Tn“fhe"neaT“fU*vre—foF‘L—‘--—f-——
document del ivery and should be continually monitored. For example,
large quantities of data may be stored on digital optical disks for
transmission viavarious media, or the disks themselves may be de-
livered for on-site or remote viewing. .
4

3.0 Develop a program of computer ll*qucy/*ralnlng~fo€ librarians- who™ are
without direct access to computerized network systems .

Many librarians in Massachusefts will not be In INCs or clrcula= """
tion/iLL clusters in the near future. However, with the combination of the e
"Information explosion" and the "computer revolution." all librarians must
be aware of automated technologies employed in l|ibrary resource sharing and
iibrary management. A program must be implemented by which ITbrarians with
various types of technical skills can share their expertise. 2

Circulation/ILL clustér membdrs must be willing to demonstrate the
resource sharing capabilities of their hardware to librarians lacking such v
. equipment. Workshops and programs sponsored by the clusters would increase
|ibrarians' understanding of applied technol ogy. :

For many |ibrafians, the capabilities and equipment utilized by the

“INCs may offer both an insight to, 4nd participation in, resource sharing

. actlvities thereby increasing their awareness of computers and automation.

~w~¢wﬂ+!~+NGs~w41¢~possess~#he-hardware and._software to access search, cata-
loging/ILL, and circulation/ILL services. [INCs should sponsor workshops

demonstrating these services: hoy information retrieval searches are

98. Sweeney.

) : e .
. "Remote Electronic Dellvery of Information through
Libraries,” pp. 18-9. -
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i : ' o ‘ .
designed; the inter|ibrary foan mechanisms; and how requés*s foﬁ dczuments
are initlated in the network. Such workshops would yleld at least two
benefits: first, |ibrarians wouid-galn a bettér understanding of iautomated
resource sharlng and the network, and learn of services that will-assist
thelr users +o meet their information needs; and second; the INC and the
librariahs may utilize the available technology to embark,on a local
resource sharing effort. An example of the latter would be to have a local
‘or area union |ist of serials, large print books, or other resources com-
piled on a microcomputér for access by participants. Also, an Information
and referral file or community calendar could be loaded into a micro-
computer database for editing, printing, and updating, or bibliographies of
unique and -special resources offered by the parilcipating libraries could

be developed. -

Librarlans must al<n expand the uses of aufqmafed/fechnologleS'ln
library management. By utilizing off-the-shelf software, INCs can help
|librarians in developing skills in such applications a. word prccessing,
schedul Ing, budgeting and statistical analysis to assist them in mana- .
gerial reporting and decision-making. In addition, personnel in the INCs o

- can work with librarians to explore the uses of microcomputers in such
| ibrary-related tasks as local iAidexing and the creation of in-house data-

e ba@ses . i s S -

| -
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) " 14. STANDARDS

3 ~ N
e tandai Js- are-necessary--n—any—cooperative-effort.—lr—the—automated———
reSouEéngharlng network, objective or technical standards will be adopted
to facilV+ate the coordination of :.source sharing in a network environment-
by ensuring cowpaf]bil‘fy.97‘ I+ is acknowledged that when accepting
standards, thcre s a certaln loss of lccal autonomy; however, this loss of
autonomy Is compensate. by greater access To materials outside one's own
collection. Furthermore, there is a cost to following standards. However,
. there Is also a cost fo no¥ following standards - costs In duplication of
effort and in falling to receiv> the benefits from resource sharing.

Bibltographic control consists of those activities which are necessary
to create and organize recor:'s identifying and- describing: library
materials. Cataloging items vtilizing cataloging codes, arranging items |
and records for retrieval, and creating the record structure are some of
these activities. If the objective is to share resources between
cluster:, and betwaaen INCs and clusters, a method of communicating biblto-
graphic data between access points Is needed. By standardizing the struc-
ture, c- tont designation, and data content of the records, a high degree

of_compuifbjljﬁywcan“bemaghiﬁyﬁdglqgmuu;mh H, - . e

Bibliographic control for the network must be based upon standardized

cataloging rules (currently AACR2) and compatibility with the MARC format
of the Library of Congress. Machine-readable bibjiographic records pro-
duced by a cataloging utility or service should be consistent with AACRZ ~
and MARC for any llbrary using the utility or service. Libraries that o
participate as, or with, the Information “etwork Centers must agree to
accept AACR2 (or successor) and MARC (or succassor) as requirements to
récelve funding from the Board of Library Commissioners. Bibliographic
database flles on circulation/'LL coritrol systems should utilize these
standardized cataloging rules and record format. Cooperative library
grours recelving funds from the Board of” Library Commissioners for 50% or
more of the costs asscciated with the central site circulation/ILL control
system or equipment upgrade must agree to instzl| a system that can support
both stancards and the necessary. biblicgraphic authority control. However,
applying these standards Immediately may not be economically feasible
because of the disk storage necessary for *he MARC format. In that situa-

. tion, the record structure must be MARC ~ompatible, designed to be expanded
to a fuller MAPC record by providing tne database-flle/record structure
without further input to a bibliographic conversion vendor.

!

97. Barbara Evans Markusoﬁ,-"Revolufion and Evo|u+;pn," p. 24.

'+ 98, Henriette D. Avram, "Governance of Library Networks," o _ e
p. 223.

99, Sally H. McCallum, "Role of Standards in Network ng,"
pp. 376, 379. .

100. Paul B. Lagueux, "Standards for Networks," p. 181.
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. A common format for bibllographic record structure will faclilitate
resource sharing communications between circulation/ILL systems. Before a
circulation/ILL cluster develops Its record structure, other structures .
ST U ed Oy Ma55dcnu36T1§“§V§T€m§”§ﬁ6bTd”be_expioned;ton_adopiipnmanm__,"_.
auaption. Cooperative Iibrary groups receiving funds from the Board of
Library Commissioners for 509 or more of the costs associated with the
‘central site circulation/ILL control system or equipment upgrade must agree
to adopt a database record structure that will allow for -telecommunications
of bibllographic -data content with clrculation/ILL systems of similar
technical speclifications and with other c!rgulafion/lLL systems
participating in the resource sharing network.

A common record férmaf can be communicated between systems with
similar technical specifications. However, to effectively share resources,
comme~ications protocols between disparate cluster Easfems, and between
1 2e .4 clusters, must be developed and-rmplemen+ed.'I 1 Technical agree-
ments between. clusters, and between INCs andiclusters, should include the
format of the queries t6 be keyed In for response, the communication
mechanism used to transmit data, fransmlsélbn‘speeds, and +he18§qumen+ ,

which allows the linking of communication and)conffol equipment.

o Although the technical agreements will specify fhe telecommunications
protocols used by the clusters and INCS, some programmatical "and technical
standards can be stated. To facilitate resource sharing communlication,
cooperative library groups recelving funds from the Board of Library
Commissioners for.50% or more of the costs associated with the central site
circulation/ILL control system or equipment upgrade must agree to provide
five percent of the total number of ports, but not fewer than three ports,

: for telecommunications with other network access points. One of these .
v ports must be avallable for dial-up communications.

INCs will receive funding to acquire dial-up communi-ations
capabillty. Modems acquired must be capable of transmitting at 1200 baud
with downward capabil ity to 300 baud. Operating at the higher baud rate
will proportionally decrease associated telecommunications costs. '

Etements of an Interiibrary loan request form must be agreed to in the
_technical and cooperative agreements between clusters, and between I[NCs and
clustcrs. As often as possible, . INCs and clusters should share ILL request
forms. Additionally, clusters and INCs may choose fo utillize an electronic
mail system (other than OCLC) through a Pub!l ic Data Network (PDN) or a
Value Added Network (VAN), such as Telenet, Tymnet, or Unineft, to request
documents and other resources. Because of Iits increasing use, documented
effectiveness, and popularity with resource sharing !ibrary cooperatives
throughout the United States and to fecilitate communications through a

common PDN, ONTYME Il is recommended as the electronic mall system. All
INCs will be provided with initial membership and must agree to Its annual
r’ev I ew . o s e e e e s e TR “‘"“_“_’_’_" e e P

101. Epstelin. p. 436.

102. Sinclalr, p. 22.
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Although use of telefacsimile as a mode for document del Ivery must be
- delayed until the future, libraries in Massachusetts may need this tech-
nology, in particuiar. to share resources with libraries In other parts of
the country. To ensure compatibility between machines of dlfferent manu-
facturers. the Consultatlve Commlttee for International Telephone and Tele-
graph (CCITT) has developed telefacsimile standards. Group | machines use
analog transmission at six minutes per page, while Group Il can tfransmit
and recelve at three minutes per page. Group |ll Is subminute, digital
telefacsimile transmission. Because of the better quality..and considerabie

telecommunications savings of using dlgital transmission”technology, It Is

recommended that libraries desiring telefacsimile capability acquire CCITT
. Group |1l equipment with downgrade compatibility to at least Group I! fo be
compatible with-the facsimile being used in other libraries. : h

Standards utilized within the ne*work will be evokutionary as the

technology and the network ‘develop. The Network Advisory Committee will

continually monitor standards policlies. and operations.

3

303; McQuéen and Boss, p. 21.
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. funding administered through the

15. FUNDING

Funding network operations s one of the major barriers to resource
sharing In Massachusetts. Undoubtedly, the basis of financing the com-
ponents of the network will be a combination of 1) local, state, and
federal funds and 2) revenues generated by membership and cost recov-

ery/reimbursement fees.

The most successful networks are those.in which member libraries have
made a significant commitment with funds from their operating budgets and
view the services as an integral part of their essential opera*Hons.‘O‘1
Local funds should be provided to the library for participation in the
automated resource sharing network because i+ Is more cost-etfective than
the effort toward self-sufficiency. In many instances dollars are being
real located within Iibrary budgets to buy access to collections of ma-
terials owned by other libraries. Fundlng network operations becomes
workable when the library recognizes i+s role and begins to view finance as
the fuel for~the network, not its chief stumbling block.

The initial establishment of network access points = circulation/ILL
control systems and INCs - requires considerable capital for hardware,
software, site preparation, and assocliated costs. Adopting computer tech-
nology will require significant changes in library budgeting. The major
problems are finding the needed capltal and convincing library funders thav
capital investment is necessary. Lack of caplital is iikely to be an
increasingly difficult problem because of limited financlal resources, and
because the annual budget process encougsges spending and impedes dccumula-

+ion -of funds for future capital gains.

Local capltal funds should be provided to the library for network
participation. However. since. it is a stated goal of the Board of Library
Commissioners to Increase access to the information resources of the Com-
monwealth. the Board should provide capita!l funding. as feasible, for
installation of central site circulation/ILL control .systems and the estab- -
|ishment and first year's implementation costs of the INCs. The Board of
Library Commissioners should also approach the General Court for additional

state funds for capital Iinvestment in the resource sharing network. Any
Board of Library Commissioners for circu-.

lation/ILL control systems and INCs woild be conditional upon reciplents .
agreeing to meet requirements specified throughout this document.

104. Sweeney, "Financial Impacts of Networking and Resource Sharing," :

p. 93.

105. Galvin, "Library Networks - Trends and !ssues in Evaluation and
Governance," p. 290. :

106. Richard W. Waters and Victor Frank Krallsz, "Financing the Elecf
tronic Library," p. 110.

—107+— Drake, p.'224,

108. lbld., p. 233-
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Because of the financial unpfed!cfaﬁillfy'bf categorical gran+s,.locaJ
network participants must be responsible for the system's operational
costs. Only those clusters and INCs that .can be malntained wlithout grant

money will be viable In the long run. Loca! financial resources may be
scarce, therefore, |librarians must begin to think In terms of market crea-
tion and reallize that Improved services. if they are truly improved and
desired by users, will inevitably create an Increased market which will
result in provision for increased resources.!! Because of ‘constraints on
existing federal and local funds, the Board of Library Commissioners should
approach the General Court for functional costs assoclated with the
resource sharing network' including Increasing the avallabil'ity of machine-
. readable bibllographic records. telecommunications, and reimbursing part or
. all of the transactlional costs. associated with hlerarchical resource

sharing. :

The primary source of revenue for malntaining clusters and INCs will
‘be membership fees paid by libraries from their operating budgets. . For
cluster members, the fees wil! provide for equipment malntenance. telecom-
munications, and services provided’by the cluster for the tibrary. [INCs
are the cooperative venture of at least two libraries and assoclated costs
can, be proportionally shared between or among the |ibrarites.

The autgmated resource sharing network Is based upon telecommunica-
tions linking access points.” Obviously. the telecommunications between:
remote cluster members and the cluster's' central slte computer is. a local
cost. because It supports an essential |lbrary operation. Telecommunlca-
+1ons costs between clusters, and between INCs and clusters, are shared and
specifled In the cooperative agreements. However, because of the Impors
tance of telecommunications to the network, the Board of Library Commis-
sioners should ask the General Court to provide additional state -...'7Tin
and assistance which would reduce some of the costs assocliated v
" telecommunications |inks between clusters, and between INCs and: clusiert. -
Such assistance could include the provision of a toll-free line for each
cluster or a "library network rate" for reduclng telecommunicat: .3 costs.
Another alternative would Include establishinrg anrd operating or cannecting
with a Public Data Network (PDN) or a Value Added Network (VAN). such a:
Telenet, -for computer-based message switching between access poirts atd/ cr
host computers. The evolving Massachusetts Corporation for Ecangiicne’
Telecommunications (MCET) network should be utilized when feasitle o =znire
technology and reduce the costs of Ilnking access points.

Another source of operational funds for clusters and INCs is cost
recovery/relmbursemenf'fees assessed to other libraries and users. i Is a
mistake 1o Insist upon an ad hoc principle that libraries must never offer

e A

extra services supported by fees. it is both ethical and feasicle to
charge users for speclallized services which go beyond the current community
(__{i . .

109. Willtams and Fiynn. p. 62.

110. Stepaan R. Salmun. "Rero~ks on 'Network Topology,'" p. 96.

111. Drake, p. 225.
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standard for use.!T? Each glven library service is not free but s
almost always institutionally supported. The supporting Institution -. com=
munity, business, school. etc. - has given the library direction o0 +ha

Tevel of “sorvicesHt—requires—and wlll support; therefore, most zervices
beyond this leve! appear to be cost recoverable.' ' . T

W

Open and unimpeded access to information is important. The freedom to
know and to learn Is essentlial in a democratic soclety. Fee opponents
argue that charging-any fees would Impede access. Fee'propénen*ﬁ argue
that.taxpayers. business managers. and educationail administrat:is cannot
afford to subsidize purely private goods. Tna+ s, services which berafit
individuals alone, not society as a whote.! '

A middle ground between proponents and opponents of fees jacludes 1)
subsidy or support for libraries so that basic information cun be provided
free f? gsers and 2) fees for services which are tailored to ingvidualized
needs. ! Many libraries now Impose restrictions on use ¢t library
resources for non-primary clients. . Fees for baslc public lihrary services,
such as entry to a library, a library card, or resource referral informa-
tion, are practically, politically, and philosophically fuadvisables
Libraries should provide a reasonable level of service *uv pairons at vo
charge. Additionally, public libraries must consider recliuiodal- borrowling
and Interlibrary loan as related to standing state ald statutes and regu!ds
+ions. Fees for services which were formerly free would be unpepula-t 9
Fees would generally be acceptable for optional services for whilch yatrons
could substitute their own effort or +ime. Libraries have charge:i ©sars
for services where costs are readlly {dentiflable such as for razerve
notices. cost materials, or equipment rental.’’’

There are several arguments for support of fee-basnd cservices to
supplement free basic services:

1.  Without fees. the library Is limited by its audggat to of fering
only those services for which the library cew pick up the entire
bitl. Relaxing the library's stand on fees will give It more
scope to offer a wider range of services.

" The support derived from fees w.ill cushion the impacts of shifts
in the level of Institutidnal supgort.

N

3, The cholces made by'users willing to pay for services will pro-

——

112. Don‘R"Swanson, "Fvolution, Librarles, and Nailonal Information

Policy." p. 91.
113.  Waters and Krallsz,_p. 118.
114. Drake, p. 231.
115> Jbid., p. 231.
.116. Nancy A.Van‘House,"Eubllb Libraryluéer Fees," pp. 120, 126.
117. lhid., p. 108. | '
1186. lbld., p. 121.
76

58



e

vide librarians with a vitally needed form of visibility and

feedback indicating which services are most valued and which ones

: are Inefficient or useless. : .

" offer a service for a fee rather than not offer it at all.

The most common pricing scheme I's for the |ibrary to absorb the in=
direct costs and pass along the costs incurred directly for the servlce.120
Assessments for a given fee should be sufficiently documented so that users
would know how the fee was calculated, and fees should be transferrable fo

‘a third party, such as a business.

People will pay for services 1f by using the service. they can save
+ime. |f the Ilibrary does not save them time, they will go elsewhere.
There should be no charge for basic services, nor should all user groups be
expected to pay for specialized sérvices. However, It ‘3 preferable to

2 Fees should
be used only to-.supplement support from the primary financial source, not

supplant it.

Services between clusters. and between INCs and clusters, can be cost
recoverable/reimbursible subject to state and local laws and the network
cooperative agreements. - Being charged for loans can be a problem to
libraries. What often occurs Is that |Tbraries will bypass those libraries
charging for 'Ioarigz3 thereby putting more stress on libraries with liberal
lénding policies. The cooperative agreements between clusters, and be-
tween INCs and clusters, will result iIn the development of a hierarchical
resource sharing network. ldeally,. theré should not be fees for | oans

- among cluster members: free reciprocal borrowing ‘and/or Interlibrary loan
should be one of the benefits of belonging to the cluster. All INCs and’

those cooperatlve |ibrary groups receiving fundé from the Board of Library
Commissloners for 503 or more of the costs associated with the central site
circulation/ILL control system or equipment upgrade should agree to free
reciprocal borrowing and/or Inter|ibrary loan among members of the cluster
and participants In an INC. Higher up In the hierarchy, -though, fees for
inter!ibrary loan may be Imposed because the frequency and need for con-
tinuous cooperation with each other has decreased. The fees should pe
reasonable and reflect cost recovery or reimbursement.  Additionally, It Is

‘recommer .. d that the fees be assessed agalnst Indiyidual libraries, not the

cluster as an entity. unless agreed to in the cooperative. agreement.

119. Swanson, p. 93.

120. Van House, p. 107.
121. ibid., pp. 121, 126.
122. Evaline B. Neff. " New York.Case Study," p. 89.

123. Deldohn. "Pubiic Library Cooperation as Seen from a Multi-state
Network," p. 72. ‘ :



governance must recognize al i

) ' 16." GOVERNANCE

Governance, In the context of a library network, Is concerned with the
relationships among the participants and institutions with respect to
accessing the Informational resources, communication” between access points,
and document request and delivery sys+ems.124 In essence, governance
Includes the basic deflnlfl%? and continuity of the purpose and existence
of- the cooperative effor*.le' As such, governance fs a political process
in which the conflicting or, at least, divergent views of the participants
are reconciled. The problem is that all the participants hold stakes which

they may be willing fo Invest but are reluctant to lose. So the process of
the stakeholders and provide - the means for

reconciling their differences. . The role of governance is +o assure the
preserYaglon of diverse objectives while achieving jointly perceived ob jec-
Tives. o

I+ is important to distinguish between governance and management.
Management is concerned'wljh operational decisions used fo achieve network
goals and objectlives. Governance permits those using the network to ex- .
press their Interests and concerns, and to establish goals and objectives
as welld as the policies by which goals and objectives are to be
achieved. » o ‘ : ‘

o

"There are three instruments which provide the legal mechanism for
establiishing a Iibrary network:

1. a statute enacted by a Ieglslaflve'body;
2. articles of lncofporaflon together with bylaws; and

3. 'a contract or series of interlocking contracts.

Four generél types of governance structures are created from the legal
mechanisms: .

1. governmental library network - created directly pursuant toa
statutory mandate to act as agencies of their respective gov-
ernmental leve! (federal. state, or local);

i

independent entity

2. quaSngovernmenfal library. hefwork - an |
created by statute, sustained by fees, and given specific powers;
and . T |
; 3. nonprofit. non-stock, membership corporation Ilbrafy network - a

-

@

.124. K. Leon Montgomery and C. “Edwin Dowllin, "Governance of Library
Netwoiks," p. 181. '

125. Huntington Carlile, "Diversity Among Legal Structures of Library
Networks," p. 192, : ' ‘ '

126. Dick W. Hayes, "Governance of Library Networks." p. 154.

127. Montgomery and Dowlin., p. 181.
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separate legal entity. tax-exempt.128 - : S L

4. formal agreements - formal -agreements involving two or more muni-
cipalities to lease or purchase computer equipment to provide
specific data processing services as authorized by M.G.L., Chap~
ter 40, sections 4 and 4A. '

A fifth type of governance structure without legal identity or status
s the unincorporated association and cooperative. a coltection of institu-
tions joined together In an informal manner for a common purpose. :
C . ' ' .
The activities pof a network are framed by agreements among the par-
ticipants. Four baslr kinds of agreements exist:

upon the participants,. with the disadvantage of not providing a

\blguous record of the agreement to cooperate;
1

1. an Informakagreeme‘n‘r - mutual decision to cooperate, not binding

formal, una

2. written agreement -~ lists the activities in which members have‘._.

agreed to cooperate (a written, enforceable agreement is espe-
clally needed If one library comes to depend on another, whether

or not there is a transfer of funds);

3. coﬁsflfuflbn - states the erpose of the organization and enu=
merates the titles of officers and rules for membershlp; and '

4, articles of Incorporation - contains the same kind of information
as the constitution, but Is:a more formal "document that Is filed
with the state government and establ ishes the cooperative as a
legal entity. - Incorporation offers several advantages: it pro-
vides the cooperative with the rights and privileges of a legal
body, makes It easier tc enter into contracts, and fixes legal
responstgajl+y providing limited Ifability for the individual

,members.1

The purpose of the network In Massachusetts is to voluntarily co-
ordinate, facilitate, and Improve access to the information resources;of“'
libraries In the State. Objectives include providing cooperative develop-
ment and malntenance of common bibllographic and holdings databases, de-
veloping and operating systems for cooperative use of cataloging data.
cooperative acquisitions and other form}{ of resource sharing. and
developing and implementing procedures for ument request and dellivery.
The network is not to interfere with the prerogatives of existing library
boards. The network participant:wiil continue to &mjoy autonomy without
diminution of authority since the powers of the network, expressed mainly
* through cooperative and technical agreements, relate only to the activities
and programs of the network itself. Its primary.concern is increasing

¢
Y

access to resources.: : _—

b

128. Carllle and Burkley. pp. 17-8.
" 129. lbld., p. 18.

© 130. Ruth d. Patrick. MMMC&QM.
pp. 92, 100. . -
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I+ is recommended that four different, writtfen agreements and three

governance structures be the legal basis of clrculation/ILL control system
clusters, Information Network Centers (INCs), and the telecommunications
inks between access points which define the automated resource sharing

network. , . )

Formal. written agreements need to exist to define network activities
and responsibilities: : :

1. Between the Massachusetts Board of Library Commissloners and
circulation/ILL control system clusters and INCs when elther

\ recelve funding administered through the Board.
\ .~ Based upon +the percentage of total funding for the projecf and
[ ~—~—"the share of funds applied that are provided through the Board,
these contractual agreements will specify the responsibilities

required of fund reciplents, many of which have been noted in

this document. For example, cooperating library groups recelving

funds through the Board for 50% or more of the costs assocliated

with the central site system or equipment upgréde must agree to

install a system that can support the MARC format, AACR2, and =

authority control; adopt a database record structure that wili -

allow for telecommunication of bittiographic data content; pro-

vide for network use five percent of the total humber of ports,

\ but not fewer than three ports. one of which is for dial-up;
\ agree to free reciprocal borrowing and/or interlibrary joan among
- members of the cluster; have their cluster's bylaws approved as
\ to form by the Agency; and other requirements. INCs must agree

! to function as an access point Into the information resource by
providing search, cataloging/!LLy and circutation/ILL services

for users and other libraries. INCs must also provide free

. reclprocal borrowlng and/or tnterlibrary loan ¥o participants of

! the INC; agrez to utilize AACRZ and MARC format standards in
cataloging; acquiré modenms’ with a 1200 baud capaclity downgradable
| +o0 300 baud; and use ONTYME 1! for electronlc ma¥i. [INCs must
' .alntain the services after the first year, and clusters are

\ responsibie for all operational costs. All agreements wiil re-
quire clusters and INCs to participate in the resource sharing
network. ° : - : '

&. Between members of a circulation/ILL control system cluster.
Cluster membership should be based on signed agreements between
members. and on adopted bylaws. |f the cluster receives funds-
through the Board of Library Commissioners for 50% or more of the
cosfs‘assocla+ed with the central site system or equipment up-
grade, the cluster must adopt a set of bylaws approved by the

_ Agency as to form. Agr«ements should spectify the responsibili=
' +jes of members and the cluster, and, where appropriate, be
> applicable to M.G.L.. Chan*»r 40, sections 4 and AA.

3. Between participants In .= !nformation Network Centei .
' ' 4

An INC is a'cooperaflvelvenfure of at least two libraries: -ln~

addition to the contractual agrsement with the Board of Library

Commissioners, !ibraries directly participating in an - INC-must af

least have signed agreements specifyling responsibilities and

. ongoing cperations, and, where appropriate, be applicable to

\)‘ . ) : * .
T 2 . gn
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‘M.G.L., Chapter 40, sectlons 4 and 4A./ For example, the cooper -
tive agreement may speclfy when participants may use the equ’p-

ment for accessing databases or training. .
[

4, Between clrculation/ILL control sysfeh clusters and between [INCs
and clusters. : Y ‘
Cooperative and technical signed agreements between clusters, and
between INCs and clusters, will define the hlerarchital structure
of the automated resource sharjing network. Coopzrative agree=-
ments wil| speclfy the general-dspects of the telecommunications //

ink and assoclated costs, the hlerarchical leveil -of the l1ink -
(first ‘11nk, second Ilnk, f1fth 1ink, etc.), procedures of docu- /
ment request and dellvery, and cost recovery/relmbursement fees
if any. Technical agreements will speclfy such 1tems as.the;
query language, transmlission speed. and necessary hardware and
software. Clrculation/ILL control system vendors should assls
networkers with the technical agreements. Agreements, where
appropriate, should be applicable to M.G.L., Chapter 40, sectlions
4 and 4A. ' L , .

In addition +o'#he agreements, governance should be sfruc?gred as
follows: ' . ’

1. Within clrculation/ILL control system clusters and INCs.

A minimal governance structure wollld be embodied In the formal
agreements betwgen members of a circulation/ILL cluster, and
between participants of an INC. Where approprlate, the agree-
ments should be applicable to M.G.L., Chapter 40,. sectlons 4 and

4A. While this structure will provide for shared data processing

servicés. It wlll not provide the desirable recognition for the
| members of the circulation/ILL cluster or participantsjof the INC
A as a cooperative legal entity. !

Clusters should Incorporate themselves on at least: a| nonprofit,
non-stock, membershlp corporation basis to take ithe advantages of
Incorporatica discussed earllier. The agreements (appllcable to
M.G.L., Chapter 40, sections 4 and 4A, vhere appropriate) between
participants of an INC are sufficlent as a governance structure.

¢ "However, participants should consider nonprofit Incorporation to
acquire.tax-exempt and Iu¢a|~§Ta+us. ' : : ’

Clusters and INCs may find It necessary to reconslder the.estab-
Iished democratic governance principle, one vote per institution.
Larger llbrarlies may sometimes find 1t difficult to yleld to
pclliclies formulated by the smalier members |f these policles are
+oo costly In terms of funds or services. "While It Is essential
that every contributing member have some viable means to access
+he governance structure, proportional representation in gov-
ernance. reflecting different levels of contribution by Indi-
vidual ‘Iibraries, may be an alternative means to reflect the
reality of unequal contributions.!3t A compromise may~consider
two levels of voting - one vote per Institution on non-monetary

"131. Galvin. "Library Networks." p. 293; and Toombs, p. 148.
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policies and a proportional voting formula for policies affecting
funding or services.. : o

Ed

’

Between the Board of Library Commissioners and circulation/ILL

.control _system_clusters and INCs, and within circulation/ILL

o

control system clusters and INCs.

Al though in¢orporating cluster members or INC participants Into a .,

nonprofit, non-stock, membershlp corporation recognizes the co-
operative as a legal entlty. the General Laws'of Massachusetts
apperently do not allow for public library boards in two or more
communities to purchase and use data pppéesslng equlpment without
the approval of the town or clty (Chapfer 78, sections 11 and 21;

Chapter 40, sections 4 and 4A). Receiving authorization from a.

clty or town would probably not be a subsfanflve‘obsfécle to

purchasing equipment for initial installation or upgrade. How-

ever, the present legal situation has three disadvantages.-

First. if a city or town approves of the jolnt purchasing and.

.sharing of data processing equipment for the library, the clty .or

town involved may requlre that the computer also support the data
processing needs of another municipal department: Such a re-
quirement would slow. computer response time and certainly impede
resource sharing by restricting dial-up and dedicated line tele-

communications from other clusters and. INCs. Seccnd, - the Board .

of Library Commissioners could be In violation of the law if it
transferred its proportional share of ownership of the control
systems over to a cluster of libraries incorporated as nonprofit

entities. at least two of ‘which were public Iibraries in dif=-

ferent political units. Third, participation of Corporafe li-
braries in-clusters which are incorporated as non-profit cor-

porations is vague as to legality. j

To remedy the situation and encourage development of circulation/ILL
control system clusters and’ INCs composed of  various types of libraries,
the Board of Library Commissioners should flle legislation .creating a data
processing entity with quasi-governmental queilties which should Include

the following as a minimum:

1.

%

Esfablléh, ol provide for the es+abilshmen+ of, a lega! entity
(not geographically based), perhaps by means of an agreement to

contain specified provisions and to be.entered Into by member

libraries or the communities they serve. )
. v . (

"The entity shall have the ability to use debt financing to ac-

quire, by purchase or lease, automated technologles: hardware,
software, and firmware. -

tlbrarleé of various kinds - public. academic., special, and

schools - shall be eligible for membership. _Special libraries:

that are not profit centers within a profit organization should

be eligible for membership cr affiliation.

Equipment malntalined, leased, and/or purcﬁased for the legal
entity shall be for the exclusive use of libraries.

h !

The entity shall be entitied to receive equipment, services. and
grants from state, federal, local, and private sources.

4
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6. The entity shall be qualitled, or entltled to be qualifled. as a.

tax-exempt entlity.

[ .
7. The entity shall have the power to contract for services as
necessary and approprilate. '

pollcles related to network services as specified In the mos+
recent Automated Resource Sharing Plan approved -by the Board of
.. Library.Commlssloners.. ... ... ... .0 .. .

While Incorporating as a ‘nonprof It, non-stock, membershlp corporation
has certain benefits, that level of lIncorporation would not allow clusters’
with publlc llbraries to purchase and own data processlng equipment for the
exclusive use of |lbraries wlthout municipal approval, or to utlllze debt
fInancing (bonding for capltal equlpment). The quasl-governmental entlty

~ is further recommended because |t would certalinly have a better chance of
receiving funds and asslstance from the General Court than a nonproflit,
membershlp corporation. '

0’{.
“ .
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8. The entlty shall be dbllged to e§+QGT]sh operating procedures and
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: ) 17. LEGISLATION \
v \_
A
. \
To facilitate automated resource sharing In\fhe Commonwealth, it Is

and filed with the.General Court. This sectlion does notoffer speciflc

language but discusses -those areas In which amended\or additional legisia-
tion :1s deslrable. : ‘ o b s
C : L \

Document Del ivery

One of the foundatlions of any resource shar ing ne&work Is the avalla-

»rity of alternatives for document delivery to membersg. Currently, sec-

TNH19C of Chapter 78 of the General Laws refers oniy to the Reglonal
Fubiic Library System, effectively restricting ufllea#lbnwof,The.documenf
4 ivery system to public libraries. - |4 Is recommendedthat the legisla-

“tun be smended to allow the Regional System to provide document delivery
andg relrleval to participants In the automated resource'sharing network

otRerthan public libraries. Adequate funding for expandlng the current

Gelivery.systems must accompany, the amendment because additional resources

h:Fﬁfﬁﬁh@ﬁﬁé&7Th5+"a+”Teas+“+hree~4eg+s+6$??§3ﬁFépéEaTS:befs¢udﬁed¢idraffedp~:_;_.Q::

* automated resource sharing network. Currently, the |Iinks use

will be necessary for the propoggg_§ervlce expansion.

-

Quas [-Governmental Entities ST T x

Currently, under sections 11 and 21 of Chapter 78 and sections 4 and
4A of Chapiér 40, 11 :is doubtful-that circulation/ILL control system clus-
ters and Information Network Centers (INCs) in which two or more of the
participants are public libraries In fwo municipalities, even If Incor=
porated as a nonprofit entlty. can jointly purchase or lease data pro-
cessing equipment without clty or town approval, especlally for the ex-
clusive use of libaries. Second. the legality of including special
libraries that are not. profit centers
participants in Aan incorporated. nonprofif resource sharing corporaton Is
vaque. 1T 1s recommended Thaff!eglslaflon be draftec that crégfes quasi=

governmental data processing entlties for the exclusive use of various
- types of cooperating libraries. A quasl—governmenfal nefwork;governance"

structure would enahle clusters and INCs to Use debt flnancing (bonds) to
/. : - : p :
ralse capital funds, become or remain tax-exempt, and contract for seryvlices

" as necessary and appropriate. Additionally, because of the qqast—gévern—

mental structure and legal status, the General Court may be more dlsposed

to provide assistance and funds for the network. For example,| assistance

could imclude 1) appropriating all or some- of the .annual costs qf providling
tot1-free telephone lines:aft the -host computers of each cluste', and 2)
provicding state funds to help offset the transactlonal ¢ost recovery/reim-
bursement fees that may be In place In the network hlerarchy as specitled
in the cooperativé agreements between clusters, and between INCH ard clus-

ters. 3

Telecommunications o ) : B

B .

Telecommunications | inks between access points are the biils of the

exlstling

d. dedlcated !ines are billed monthly,

telephone line technology.. Lease |
Incrieasing

computed by a rate per mile. Instate telephone charges are

84
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rapidly. Librarlies can reduce the costs somewhat by multiplexing telephone
| ines Into one leased, dedicated line from the remote library to. the cen-

tral site computer at the host |lbrary. \
w

Automated resource sharing should Bgiencouraged because It will In-

- Crease access to Informatlon Fesourcés for all  Massachusetts residents in'a

cost-effective manner. Therefore, It is recommended that legislation be
filed, and/or speclial status from the telephone rate-setting Department of
Public Utilities be recelved. that would establish a lower telecommunica-
tions "library network rate" for participants.

In additlion. the use of cable. microwave. and‘safélllte +échno|ogyi

offers potentlally substantive cost savings over leased telephone lines.
The quasi-governmental Massachusetts Corporation for Educational Telecom-
munications (MCET) Is developlng a statewlde telecommunicatlions network,
part of which Is based upon linking educational Institutions. . It Is essen-
t1al that libraries, especlally participants in the network, be able to
take advantage of any statewlde telecommunlications effort that would be
more cost-effective than leased telephone |ines.  Furthermore, libraries
will want to be active participants in MCET's programming and telecon-
ferencling capabilities. Therefore, It Is recommended that the enabling
legistation for MCET (Chapter 560 of the Acts and Resolves of 1982) be
amended_to.linclude_llibrary. participation and Input at the Boa~d of

Directors! level through an ex-officio voting membership for the Director

- of the-Massachusetts Board-of Library Commlssioners.

Alternative Funding

~

. ¥ |
The resource sharing network i Massachusetts will be hierarchical,

wlth. cooperative agreements between clrculation/ILL clusters, and between
INCs and clusters. structuring the upward resource sharlng process.
Reasonable cost recovery/reimbursement fees will be allowed In the hler-
archical structure. |f reasonable fees Impede resource sharing because of
costs to the borrower, the Network Alvlisory Committee should study alterna-
tive solutions. .The Board of Library Commissloners may need to file legls-
.latlon that would provide. state funds to offset some of the transactional
costs- assoclated with hierarchical resource sharing.

~
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18. ROLE OF THE MASSACHUSETTS BOARD OF LIBRARY COMMI!SSICNERS

MIng_Ma§sachuseiismBoand_owaibnaFy~Comm4ss+oner5“rs*¢Hé*ETETé”agenéy'

- possessing the statutory authority and responsibility for the total |ibrary

enterprise In the Commonweal+th.. In this position, the Board initiates,
establishes, and exercises primary leadership for, and direction of, ,the
Commonwealth's effort. to develop and improve library resources,/and
services.

Chapter 78, sectlion 19E of the General Laws provides the Board with
the authority to "establish a comprehensive statewlde program for the
'mprovement and deveiopiment of library and media resources for all citi-

zens." In _developing this comprehensive program, the Board is charged to = .

Incorporate Into.that program—t-braries, media cénters, and Information
activities of all +types. Furthermore, . the Board has authority to disburse
appropriated funds to any library activity, regardless of type or jurisdic-
tion, participating in cooperative activities. Defined as a regulatory and
ad judicatory agency by the provisions of the State Administrative Code
(Chapter 39A), the Board.has the authority.to promulgate the necessary
procedural and technical standards to effectively develop and coordinate a
statewide multitype library network. :

Clearly, the Board of'LIQrary.Commissloners has the responsibiltity and
teglslative mandate to plan, develop, establish, Implement, coordinate,
monitor, and evaluate an automated resource sharing, multitype library
network for the Commonwealth. 1t Is recommended that the role of the Board
i: relation to the network be: ’

T, to Implement the automated resource sharing network plan by
assuming responsibllities for the overaii development and co-
ordination of network activities and aspects of the network as
appropriate;

to draft and propose legislation facilitating the development and
growth of the network;

N

3. to act upon the recommendations of the LSCA Advlso}y Council as
applicable to the plan or actlivities and aspects of the network;
and N

4, to .establish a standing Network Advisory Committee and act upon

ts recommendations as they apply to activities and aspects of
the network, as long as the recommendations or operations of the
Committee do not conflict with the role of the LSCA Advisory .

Counctlt.
“h2 Network Advisory C&hml#fee (NAC) will serve as a forum for the
“discussion of Issues related to resource sharing and networking. In

addition. the Network Advisory Committee wil! assist the Board of Library

“Commissioners-ona continuing basis by providing advice.and submitting

reports and recommendations concerning the- activities and aspects of the
netyork and tts plan. The Network Advisory Committee wili also assist the
Board 'In Implementing activities and aspects of the network as appropriate
and by providing evaluations of network activities and operations. The
LSCA Advisory Councll may call upon the Network Advisory Committee to
assist thom In their advisory functions related to the plan, anlqdlng
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revision of the plan, discussing and.prlorlflzlng'nefwork activities, and
other aspects related to network operations and activities as determined by
the Council. ‘ ' :

“mh_Repceseniatlvesmio_the.ueiuock“AdvlsoryuCommliiee_wJJJ_beyappolnied,Lyw”__~_“-«__
the Board of Library Commissioners and include:

1. arepresentative from each automated circulation/ILL cluster
"whose computer system can be accessed via dial-up recommer. 1% by Its
members; : ’ i '

2. representatives from the Information Network Centers recommended
by the participants; _ ) - )

3. two representatives, from the LSCA Advisory Council recommended
by-+he Chairperson; e , .

4, +wo staff members of the Board of Library Commissioners recom-—
mended by the Director; coe o IR . 5

' 5. +the Regional Administrators from the Regional Public Library
System; ’

6. the Chalrpersons of the standing Automation Comn ittees of the
Regional Public Library System;

7. ‘a representative of the Massachusetts Conference of Chief Li-
brarians of Public Higher Education Institutions (MCCLPHE.) recommended by

the Chairperson;

8. a representarive zach ‘rom the Massachusetts Libr-ry Association,

the Massachusetts Association for Educational Media, and a Massachusetts
member each from the Boston Chapter of the Special Libraries Association
and the New England Chapterc-o the Associwtion of Col lege and Research

Libraries, recommended by *he respective Presidents;

) a Massachusetts representafive from each cataloging/iLL service
recognized as such by the Boarg of library Commissioners; and

10. a representative from each of the formally -organized library

resource sharing consortia or cooperating groups existing in Massachusetts
recommended by the Chairperson cf the consortium or group. Consortia or
groups must register wiTh the Library Development Unit of the Board of

Library Commissioners.

The Network Advisory Committee will develop internal operating and
‘governance procedures for approval by the Board. Subcommittees shou!d be
formed to study and make recommendations-concerning: '

1. ‘appllcablé standards (Technlcaj; bibllographical, etc.) o
facilitate network development, operaticns, communications, and

growth; , - . )

2

2. changes in technologlies and their Infusion ‘into the network (such
. - ‘as telecommunications); and . - , '

" 3. network operational objectives and performance criterfa for use
in cc- “ucting evaluations. S :

El{llC | | 69 87 . | | _




©

Addiffonally, subcommittees shoulc assist ‘the Board and Its staff to:

1. develop the technical and couperative agreémen+s between clus-
eoeo.___ters., and between INCs and clusters, that establish the network
hierarchy; :

2. coordinate publicity of the network fo the public and arra::;-
. educational/informational meetings and workshops for librarianz;
and : .

3. drafft Iéglslaflon related to activities and aspects of the
network.

n
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19. BIB!LICGRAPHIC RECORD CONVERSION

A .
Increasing the opportunity to agcess the state's information resource
Is based upon locating a wanted item by finding which ljbraries wn the
item. Automating hoidings information provides the most effective access.
Before an Iteh Is accessible utilizing automated technologies, the existin

-bibliographic information must be converted lnfo(compuxer-readable form !

Library holdings may be converted.into electrounic records +hrough
liographic utilities such as OCLC or through cther apperrlafp cata-
glng services. Advantages of particlpating ln an automated cata-

Ioglng/lLL system include: : e
’ 2

. Utilitles and services brovlde records. in standardized and recog-
nized formats Includlng MARC, AACRZ, and LC subjecf head!mgs

2. Holdlngs information attached to the record In “the dafabase
Increases the opporfunlfy to access the ‘fﬂm by ofher Ilbrarles
~  for resource sharlng purposes.

3. The eiecfronic record provides the basis needed for parf|clpafion
in an automated clrculafion system.

Because it Is Important that elecfronic bibliogricphic r?*ords be
accessible by other libraries for resource sharing, it Is recommende ? fhaf

provides lnferlibrary foan access capabllity for converslon of t.elr }ocal
reuords

Although the process outlined above Is recommended prior to partici-
pating In an automated circulation system, many Massachusetts |ibraries
have an immediate need to Joir a clirculation system' cluster although fthey
do not have an adequate number of electrronic records to create a dei=nase
without a retrospective conversion of thefr collectious. Th°re are T ze

. majcr ‘alternatives for retrospective conversion, each with num:: ous op-

tions.

1. Search agalnst full bibllographic records for a march i a tocEl-
Iy—held lfem

'

There are two major opflongz

a. Search remote bibliographic databases for the. match.

This process entalls searching for a title on a remc’e
database, editing the record when found to Include locz}
holdings information, and having the modified record rep; o-
duced on a magnetic tape or other medium for subsequent
loading Into the circulation system. This option should
allow for the Iibrary to add its holdings information when a

132. Issues and alfernaf:ves for this section are discussed In twa
sources: Susan Baerg Epsteln, "Converting Bibliographic Regcords for Automa-
tion: Some. Opflons " | ibrary Journal (March, 1983) pﬁl\474~g, and Rob

' McGee,. Discusslon Paper on Data Converslon for Library Automatlon, rev.

eds,” Chicago RMG Consultants, Inc., 1982. R

7189
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libraries participate in a bibllographic utility or: service tuat also .
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match is found. However, that editing capability may not be

avallable. If not, the tape prodiced must be modified with
inclusion of local Informatiop prior to storing the record
in the clrculation system's database. :

Once the record ls in the database, other |ibraries should
have the opportunity of attaching thelir holdings Informa=

tion.

b. tnstall one or more biblfographic databases onto the circu-
lation system for record searching and matching. :

This methodology has several varlations. First, 1f.the
library has been creating electronic records through a
bibliographic utility or service, the archival. magnetic tape
of holdings should be produced and loaded onto the clrcu-
lation system. Additional local information may be added by

the !ibrary after loading. L o

Once the record Is loaded, other iibrarles participating In
#4he circulation system may add their holdings Information to

»~ the record. : .

Another variation 1s loading onto the circulafion system
databases created on other circulation systems. This varia-
tion is particularly attractive when the avaltab!ity of
records from archival tapes is limited. Members of the
clrculation system cluster obtain a database, load it onto
the system, and begin matching agalnst the database, editing
in local -information when a match Is found. Obviously, the
more closely the holdings of the Importér and exporter are
matched, the more matches will be produced. After the
database has served its purpose, it is expunged fram the
_circulation system. )

Databases created on automated tirculation‘systems provide a valuable

too| for retrospective converslion of llbrary collections. Therefore, to

asslst retrospective data converslion. for |ibrarles in Massachusetts, co-
operating library groups recelving funds through the Board“of Library
Commissioners for 50% or more of the costs assoclated with the central site .
system or equipment upgrade must allow, for a period of time and under
conditlons as speciflied on the contractua! agreement between the cluster’
and the Board of Library Commissioners, network participants to copy the

_database for use In thelr own conversion projects. Statfe funds should also

be sought to e@ssist ir increasing the avallability of machine-readatle
records for retrospective converslon projects. ‘
¢ ’ 1 : ' _
2. Submit partial records'fo be matched against an existing file.

4

Utl'izling this methodology, the Iibrary locally creates partial
records containing sufflicient information fo attempt a match
against an existing file provided through a vendor or on the.
circulation system. Many options are -avallable with this al ter-

native:

a. Send thé library's shelflist to a vendor for conversion into
machine-readabie records. ' ) '
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b. .Send a typed list of Library of Congress Card Numbers
(LCCNs) of the library's holdings to a vendor for conver-
sion, or use the.list to be matched against the database(s)

*on the circulation system.., ' "’ :

Use computers in the library to produce a machir=-readable
file of LCCNs for matching by a vendor or by run-ing it for
a match against the datdbase(s) on the clrculation -system.

0

d. Use computers in the library to input brief-form machine-
.readable bibliographic records. Send the records to a
vendor for matching or run the file against the database(s)
on the circulation system for a match.

e. Use computers in the tibrary to input LCCNs or brief-form
"machine-readable file records. Produce a magnetic tape of
the file on the clrculation system, and forward the tape to
a vendor for matching. . =~ ° :
Several of these options.may be combined In the retrospective
conversion process. .1n addition, there are numerous variations
of each of the aforementioned options. '

3. Create a local record by inputting full bibliographic data via
keyboard directly into the circulation database. -

Y

Labor intensive and time consuming, +h|s,al+ernaflvé is not
recommended except for those records that cannot be converted by

other alternatives.

1

No single alternative will provide an entire retrospective conversion.

Considerations ~¢ methodology chosen should include:

onto

availablility and qual ity of archival records; -
availability and quailty of imported databases; e
qual ity and format of records provided by vendors;, o
+Ime al lowed for the conversion;

availab!lity of human resources;

capability to include local holdings ‘information upon matching.
(otherwise the matched record will require subsequent editing before
i+ can be used on a clrculation system); and .

: ‘cost analysis of the various alternatives considering the Issucs above.

Whenever possible, the retrospective conversion process for ltbrartes
a circulation system should: - '

o

Load archival tapes of machlne-feadable records belonging to the

library created through its bibl tographic utility or service. Add
local - holdings Information as necessary. Provide access to the data-

base for other participants to add “thelr hol!ings Infoirmation.

Import. other databases as apprbpf}afe and feasible to be Ioaded_!nto
the circulation system for matching.. g

Create a.flle of LCCNs and/or brief-form records to be matched agélns+
remote databases (avallable through vendors or utilitles) as matching
Is completed against archival and imported da-abases. "

o - ) E’l

T
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4. As a final resort, input full records into.the circulation database
: once for each title. Share the record with other libraries in the
@ ¢irculation cluster for addition of local holdings information.

9 . . ’ -
. ¥
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. 20. PUBLIC INFORMATION
‘The network.is designed to increase access for residents to the
state's Information resources in a cost-effective manner by applying auto-
mated technologles to the resource. sharing effort. Thus, utilization of
~ the network will benefit both the user and the iibrariag. |t is essential
that both be aware of the capabilities the network will offer.

"Although the network's mission statement is aimed at the user, it is
most important that librarians be.educated about the network first because
the effort to reach.the user will be locally-based. Librarianrs in other
networks have siressed the importance of communications and have pointed to
this ingredient as essentlal for success. Communication between members Is
facilitated by workshops, educational meetings, and formal and informal
communication networks - all means of involving people In network activi-
: *165-133 To begin, - the staff of the Board of Library Commissioners should
prepare written, informational statements to appear in such media as MBLC
Notes regarding the activities and aspects of the network plan. the gstab-
| ishment of the Network Advisory Committee, and the process for educating
librarians and users about network activities. Informational meetings
discussing the network plan wikth the staffs of circulation/ILL cluster
members would be fol lowed by discussion meetings Involving clus+ér\members ’
from all clusters interested in explofing telecommunications Ilinks.
Workshops and meetings would..be scheduled to discuss specifics of the
cooperative and technica! agreements. . Coordination woyld be provided by
Board staff and the appropriate subcommittee of the Network Advisory Com-.

mittee.

Concurrently. staff of the Board of Library Commissloners would be
devefoping discussion gufdelines and criteria for the development and -
establ ishment of +he INCs. informational statements from the Agency should
generate interest on the part of libraries which have the ability and
desire to become INCs. If this does not occur, staff may need to develop a
‘1ist of libraries that have the potential to become INCs and contact the
"librarians directly for discussions locally. These, proposed meetings would
also be an opportunity for Board staff to discuss the network with other
librarians In or near the community. - =77 ° D . ) :

‘" Additional Informational/workshop meetings must be scheduled to keep
librarians who are not.participating directly in a cluster or INC Informed .
of network activities and to explain -how thelr users can benefif from the
Increased resource access. Such meetings -should be held as locally-based
as possible. As INCs develop. future meetings should be held to demon-

strate networking capabilities. - ] -

Making -the !ibrary user and potenfial. user aware of the capabilit]es
of the network.wiil be primarily a local activity. A publicity campalign
coordinated by the Board of Library Commissioners and the Network Advisory
Committee shouid focus on assisting local libraries publicize the network,
and on &tatewide efforts to’inform-the public through news releases and

) . .
public service announcements ‘on radio and television.” Because the network
: & - Coet .

L

-/

]

133. Patrick, p. 184.
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./ L ' . .
1¢ designed to increase access to resources, the primary +hrust -of the

,publicity campaign should be to encourage use of local librariges~to expand -
- beyond the local! collection through the network to resources in.other

tibraries. Awareness must be raised on how machine-aided systems can .help

access, ldentify, and obtaln data, documents, and literature needed for
V problem-solving and decision making. '

i

The success of the network will depend greatly upon I1ts worth to users
and librarians. Worth and utility will be based in part upon the demands
generated for resource sharing. Users and librarieans must become aware
that the capability of thelr local libraries to meet all Information needs
is |Imited, but that cooperative efforts, such as the resource sharing’

’ network, coyld enhance their local library's chances of success In meetirg
their needs. The network must be given sufficient exposure and +lme to

3,

Wbrk. ! ) ! ’ ’ n [ . . /

In addition. the merits of the network siould be made known to +the
appropriate governmenf-offlclals. administrators, and managers at5every
political and organizational level. The Board of Library Commissioners and
the Network Advisory Committee should help fibrarians to deveiop strategies

~+hat will highlight the benefits +0-be derived from the network for users
while’at the same time el iminating duplication of effort and -Increasing

services. . : ) .

o )

134, .Forest Woody Horton, Jr. "Information iiteracy vs. Computer
Literacy," p. 16. . . -~
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21. EVALUAT|ON

Evaluation Is the systematic appraisal of operations, products, or

-.services resulting in the measurement of utility, effectiveness, or the
. difference between expectation and pracflce1 5 There are various points

Jn time when evaluation can or must be done - when plannlng, members should

-evaluate the potential benefits they expect to receive; after and during

.~ Evaluation is an activity whereby:

opera?égns to seek Iimprovements; and when expanding or modifying activi-
ties. " . ) v . .
v

{

1. According to goal)s or performance~expecfaflons, current opera-
tions can be assessed. The difference between performance cri<
teria or specifications and evaluation Is important. Performance
criteria essentially relate to the way the network is suppoded to
function.  Evaluation is the process of judging the worth or
value of the network. There are at least eight ! ‘actors for
performance criteria, to be viewed from two perspecflves 1)
fechnlcal(nefwork system) and 2) behavloral/soclal (human

e lnferac#lon by the user and Ilbrarlan)137 /

a. rellabillfy-— expressed as the probability of not failing

' b. flexlb!llfy - the ab:llfy to respond or conform fo changing
»or new condlflons v

c. accesslblllty - the capabx!lfy to communicate with the re-
: source sharing network by using a variety of different modes’

nd medib

d. avallablllfy - the probab!l!fy of galn!ng access to the
nefwork at the desired moment

H

e. efflclency - the effective operation of ‘a sysfem as. a.
funcf!on of Its costs In terms of time, money, and erergy
.. f. —etfectiveness - the abil ity ta achlevs speclf!ed goals or
ends, to perform or produce whof was Intended ln the manner:
Intended '

' g.,v agceptabllity - the state of receiving or; taking. responsi—f

bility for a sysfem as: neq writtep speclr?cafions and sfqn
dards S
. [
4 |
h. -quality confrol - *nose methods and prpcedures instituted.to

/

l) . . "
135. Eleanor Montague. "Evaluaflon Studies off Resource Sharnng/;nd

Networking Activities," p. 291 , / :
s ! //' . ‘ ' "
136. Pafrlck, p. 153. //
137. Monfague. p/’291, cnd Wllllams. pp. 230- 56. .\ 7/
% : {
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ensure fhaf the Information put into and taken out from the
system Is correct In terms of fqrmAaﬁd content

2. Feedback is provided to the planning acfivi+§ before Implemens.

tation.
8

3. Several feasible décislon-alfefpa+ives-or designs are compared
prior to selecting one. : " . :

4.  Feedb;ck is provided between implementation stages.

5. An anaLysis'caﬁ'be‘conducfed on how or why a decision or_procesé.
succeeded or faflled. - v ' .

I N . \. . X
There are at least three geheral models employed In the evaluation.
process: . B : | f

1. -statistical techniqhes - utilize empirical data to compare or
. .4 predict processes or attributes. Some of the techriques! applied
;,i include: - -

A

informal feedback from |ibrary personnel*
informal! feedback from users
analyses of cost and usage statistics
formal surveys of operatlons in librartes ‘
operational research analyses - workflow and cost-effective-
ness tradeoffs. The evaluation of the efifectiveness of the
network needs to include a cost-beneflit analysis. Does ‘the
network Increase access and improve operating efficlencles
/ - without transferring a burden of inconveniences or costs to’
the user? o ‘ . '
f. formal surveys of user : -

O a0 oo

2. mathematical modéis/analytic - suited to problems that fit an

structed " /
. /

3.  <imulation - combines statis¥ical techniques and mathematical

models tha¥ build a model of the entire system or subsystem using -

statistical probability distributions for generating and con--

trol{tng-transactions,. but also utilizes analytical techniques fo s -

compute the values of certain variables.!
+ N t . . s

EvaVuéflon Is necessarily an ongoing activify of the network. The
Network Advisery Committee shall be responsible for.developing network
per formapce criteria measuries and utilizing evaluation techniques ‘to ap-
prise the Board of'Library'Commlssloners of network performance and worth

and offer appropriate recommendations.

— | /

138. Willlams. pp. 258-65; and Patrick. p. 154.
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22. RECOMMENDAT FONS

& l. A multitype |ibrary resource sharing network based upon aufomated
technologies should be Implemented. The network will be hierarchical
in that cooperative centers will communicate with other centers in a
planned outward and upward process. All network services should be
provided at a level of operation as close to the user as possible, and
o through Iocahrdlbrarles as often as possible. :

Il. The Mission $tatement and Sfafemenf of Related Activities of the
automated resource sharlng l1brary nefwork for Massachusetts should be
adopfed » ‘ C

Develop cost-effective methods of resource sharing fhat will
Increase access to the information resources needed by Massachu-

' setts residents by promoting cooperative efforts among libraries -

of various types and by reducing barriers to networking.

R §

1. Develop and llnk bibliographic databases to provide greater
access opportunities to resources. .

a. Develop access points lnfo the ldformaflon resource.

1. expand parflclpaflon Jin onllne circulation/ILL control
systems where it is fechnlcally and economically fea-
sible, and develop new qys+ems where +hey are needed.

2. develop Information Nefwork Centers (INCs) to serve as
access polnfs Into the total information resource by
providing "INCs with the capacity of utilizing search,
cataloging/ILL, and circulation/ILL services..

b. Develop.1e|ecommunnca+lons | inkages between circulation/ILL

. ~ clusters and between INCs and clusterd to expand the scope

- of resources available for accessing and sharing. Linkages

between disparate systems should be explored and developed.

\ oo c. Develop interfaces between circulation/ILL control systems .

. ' and cataloging utilities to ensure that the circulation/ILL )

v system’s database of bibllographic records is as current as
possible for searching from other access points.

2. Develop document request and dellivery procedures.

a. Use'electronic means to Identify Ilbrary holdlngs and to
transmit requests,whenever possible. -

e~ >7 b. Document delivery should utilize The,fasfesf,_cheap-
est, and most rellable means possible. - ‘

3. Develop a program of cormputer llferacy/fralnlnd'for Ilbraqlans.
who are without direct access to computerized nétwork 'systems.

<

Ille The Board of Library Commissioners should support resource sharing
activities 'In the State by provldlng state and federal funds for

Q. e 97 b 2
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“developing access points: as approprlafe -and. feaslble In addition,
the Board should seek state funds to assist in the cos+s of +e|ecom-

munlcations. -

IV. In order to facilitate resource sharing in the Commonwealth, coopera-
ting groups of libraries receiving funds through the. Board of Library
Commissioners for 50% or more of the. costs associated with central
site &irculation/ILL control sysfems or equipment upgrade should agree
to:

1. Provide at least five percent of their system ports, but not

fewer than three ports, for telecommunications |inks from

S : : . other access points In the State. . At least one of the ports.
should be provided for dial-up access, and a toll-free line ls .

desirable

Instal |l a circulation/ILL con+ro| sys+em that can _support +he
U. S. MARC format, data-content and rules of AACR2, and au-

*horlfy confrol

o .

‘ . 3. Au.pt a blbllographlc record sfrucfure developed with +he
. - Bo: "1 of Library Lcmmlssloners .

4. Provlde free reclprocal -borrowing. and/or Iinterlibrary Ioan
among members of +he cluster.

5. Have ThQIr bylaws approved ds to form by Board sfaff.

6. ‘Allow other network participants to copy, at the other group's
o - cost, the database of biblliographic records, (as specified In
; the contract) to assist in the conversion of records from

) - manual_ forma+ to a machlne-readéble format. ,

-

7. Participate in. +he S+a+e's resource sharing nefwork

- 8. Incorporate as a nonprofl+ non-stock, membership corporaflon
under Massachusetts laws. i - .

2

s . o

V. 'In order to facilitate resource sharlng In The Commonwealfh Informa-
+ion Network Centers (INCs)- should: :

e

1. Be in a | ibrary open to users and |ibrarians.

. 2. Be an ongoling, cooperaflve effort of at leas+ Two libraries
© " ~  (of The same or dlfferen+ types). - . .

: - 3. Provlde access to search, cataloging/ILL, and circulation/ILL
services as specified in the contract wlth' the Board of
Library CommTssioners. Co

2]

4. Create machine-readable records via a cafaloglng/lLL service
Incorporaflngcfhe MARC format and AACR2 codes.

5. Parflclpafe in a cafaloglng/lLL service that provndes access "
- to the databdse's bibifographic record file with holdings
: ) ) information for interlibrary toan purposes.

Qo . ) . 80 .: ,98
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.sory Committee charged with providing advice,

-

¢ e

,_6,VDemonsTra+e that they possess suffucrenf personnel and other

operations..

resources within the INC membershlp to supporf continued’

7. Assume operaflonal cosfs of the servlces after fhe first year.

8. Arqulre modems capable of transmission at 1200 baud with
downward capacity to 300 baud.

. - -

9. Use ONTYME

Il as one eIec+ronlc mail servlce.

10. Sponsor and conduct workshops demonstrating search, .cata-

loging/ILL, and circulation/ILL services to |ibrartans.

11. Participate in fhe. State's resource sharifg network.
: : ;

Technical and cooperative, agreements should be es+ab|nshed between
circulation/ILL clusters, and between Information Network Centers
{INCs) and clusters, defining such areas.as fees, -scope and tevel of
cooperation, responsibilities, communications profocols documen+
request and delivery procedures, and o+hers

AN

“The Board of Library Commissioners should monitor and parflclpafe in
the development and lmplemenfaflon of the statewide network proposed’

by +he Massachusef#s Corporaflon for Educational Telecommunlcaflons

The Board of Library Commiseloners shoul ds

1. Amend exjsting .legislatidn to allow the Regional
Library Systems to provide document deIIvery and retrieval: to
network parrscnpanfs that are not public Ilbrarles

-

2. Flle Ieglslafdon to create quasi-governmental data processing-

entities for the exclusive use of various +ypesyof libraries.

N

3. File ]egislaffon and/or receive special status from the 'tele-

phone rate-setting Depariment of Public Utilities that would

Public

establish a lower telecommunications "Ilbrary network rate"

for parflclpanfs

4. Amend existing legislation to include the Director of the
Board of Library Commissioners as an ex-officio, voting member
of the Board of Directors of the Massachusetts Corporafnon for
Educaflonal Telecommunlcaflons :

The Board of Library Comm issloners should establish the Network Acdvi- -

recommendations, and providing evaluafnons to the Board concerning
network activities. :

°

3
PR

The Board of .Library Commissioners should cbordinate, with the Network

Advisory Commlffee, a public information program about the network for

state residents and Ilbrarlans A @
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. As a document supporﬁing the FY1982 budget recommendations of the Senate
V. Comm%ttee‘6n Ways and Means (Senate 2222, June 1981, Vol.i[[) "Policy Report 13:.
Libraries of the Massachusetts System of High=r Education" took note of a number
. of factors tﬁat have conspired to limit the effecﬁiveness of library resources
‘ in édbpdrting instructional programs at these institutions. Policy Report 13
N emphaSLZPd the cost effective nature of cooperative acr1v1tles, and suggested
the benafits of such specific cooperarlve acr1v1rle< as coordlnated éériodical
subscriptions, cooperative acqu1s1r10ns and pr009531ng, ‘the pogllng of _
cataloging budget's to make the OCLCl caralngino data cosr—effeﬁhiVu for all
libraries in the system, and compurerlzed circulation control anJ analysis. All
. of those activities were env1510ned as conrflburorv to or dependent upon an
ultimate data base cons;stlngkof the holdings of Massachusetts libraries in
‘publiec highe} education. )
" o C
The Massacnuscrts Board of lerary Commissioners wishes. to brlng to the
attention of rhe srare admlnlsrratlbn and the legislature the concept of
statedee cooperative activities of a’multljurlsdlctlonAL nature; i.e., l;brary'

* networKing on a statewide basis that.would envision the linkage of data bases

C

- containing the records of all types of libraries, thereby serving a greatly
expanded libréry constiﬁuency and contributing to the information needs of the

2 N - . . . .
“Commonwealth's total economtic and social development effort,

IS

lOnline Computer Library Center (OCLC) the nation's largest automated

bibliographic utility N L .
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The position of the Massaschusetts Board of Library Commissioners with respect

to the mulfitype library cooperative activity is based on the following

premises:

I.

II.

[II.

Iv.

The library holdings of the Commonwealth, although unevenly
distributed, represent in total an information resource of

substantial depth and diversity;

»

Effective, coordinated statewide application of coﬁputer and
communications technology to the management and exploitation of
the Coémonwealth's library resource would impact enormously on
the information needs of éovernment, education; industry,
commerce and’ our citizenry; and, consequently, on the total

economic and social well-being of the Commonwealth. .

It' is possible, by means of governmental leadership.and

incentive, to open these resources, whether held publicly or

‘privately, to the individuals and entities that have the need

o

to use them. R

,
The Board of Library Commissioners, as the State's library
development agency, has the statutory authority to deal with

the problems of multijurisdiction, finance, and operational aid

technical compatibilit& attendant to the planning and

development of statewide multitype library networks and

resource shdring consortia. L )

In order to exercise its stafutory authority, the Board of
Library Coﬁmissioneré must have sufficient and appropriate
staff to fulfill its responsibilities for the coordination of
technological development and the direction of planning,

research and evaluation.

1
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1. The Cdibraxy hetdings of the Commenwealth, . at fhough unevendy

Cdositudbuted, wepresentin total an (nfowmation wesoutce o4

substanteal depth and diversity.

Policy Report 13 delineates two philosophies of library collection

building tn support higher educatfpn: ) ' . BN

o o

.. L. comprehensive acquisitions in all fields of>know1edge;
2. basic, minimal collections which reflect or match the programs

of individual institutions.

The Report further concludes that:

"The first is a luxury which few libraries can afford. -

but, to which many libraries aspire. The second is a

prerequisite, Yet libraries of the state's higher

education system consistently fail to meet the ¢

prerequisite."”

The Policy Report's documentation (Table L) confirmed this deficiency vis-a-vis
‘the minimum resource standards set forth by the Association of College and

Research Libraries (ACRL).

° S TABLE 1|
Total volumes onwned, total volumes needed to meet
‘ACRL standards -and estimated cost, colleges and
universities - 1980
“ s Tntal Dollars
' - Total  volumes needed needed
e L volumes according to - to meet
owned standards standards
Boston State . 165,700f 256,650 $2,074,000
Bridgewater 201,800 . 364,550 3,710,600
Fitchburg 180,800 206,200 579,000
[ .
Framingham . . 143,300 - 169,000 587,200
L <>
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’ . . - TABLE 1 (cont.) . »
‘ ' Total « Dollars "
. Total? volumes needed needed
volumes acca;ding to © Lo meet
owned standards - standards
Mass. College of Art 64,000 181,600 2,683,000
Mass. Maritime 49,600 - 100,300 1,156,700
North Adams : _ 118,500 - 127,000 ; 188,000
Salem ' 275,000 297,900 521,600
Westfield - ﬁ ' 143,800 179,030 1,008,000
Worcester 163,200 : 306,500 . 3,267,000
Lowell : o 295,000 450,500 . 3,534,000
Southeastern . 270,000 : 425,000 3,534,000
Univ. Mass/Amﬁérsc \ 1,825,000 2,112,000  $6,557,000
Univ. Mass/Boston 350,900 536,000 4,013,000
Univ. Mass/Worcester : 82,000 I 148,000 1,503,000
TOTAL 4,319,600 5,850,230 534,916,100
Source: "Policy Repor; 13: Libraries of the Massachusettfs System of Higher
Education" (Senate 2222, June 1981, Vol. II)

Although the Policy Report is specific only in terms 6f.reserCe deficiences,
additional data from the National Center'fqr Educafional-Statistics indicate -
that, in géﬁeral, fiscal support of libraries in the puslic academic sector in
Massachusetts is substantially lower than gupport of libraries in the private
academic sector, and that, in-fact, a dichotomous.relatinnship exists bgtwéen
library support for 'quality" four-year.college -and university programs in
Massachusetts and such support in the public education domain. We must assume
that thé;e'depregsgd public funding levels dictate deficiencies nor only in
library holdings, but in the mechanics of service and the adequacy of staffing
as well. - . j i o
h \\

by

For public academic libraries, there are obvious implications in the general
policy for state highér education set férth in the Senate Agency Narrative for.

Higher\Educationél,Affairs~(Senat; 3222, June 1981, Vol. II):
1.i~10 :



. -3
“"Massachusetts is not in a financial position - and
with the cnset of Proposition 2 1/2 and other factors
restricting state spending probably never will be - to
provide public higher education funding comparable to
that of 'quality' states." ) | '

Although the vicissitudes of public funding are not inflicted se directly upon
private higher education, the accepted excellence of-libra;y resources of many
of those institutions has;been éompfomised during the past decade or so by the
inflationary spiral, most particularly the rising cost of library materials.

-
2

The public library tradition in Massachusetts is stroqgef»thad the public,highér
education tradition. Legislation enacted by ‘the General Court in 1851
authorizea cities ‘and towns to establish and maintain public‘libraries, and thus
:set the precedent for the tax s;pported municipal institutions that prevail-
.today.in all parts of the éountry. . _ ) ,
Public libraries in such industrial and commercial centers as Lawrence, Lowell,
Holyoke, New Bedford, etec., prospered dufing the late nineteenth'and early
twentieth centur1es. However, thé economic difficulties experienced by these
communltle; in more recent years have resulted in severely depressed levels of
local library funding.
Conversely, suburban libraries have prospered, with statis;icai studies
indicating signiéicant positive relationships among library activity -and support
indicators and municipal sncioeénnomic status indicators such as personal
incomé, educational levels, etc.. '
The tradition of local publiec library service, regardless of size of .
municipality, is also pervasive 1n Massachusetts, with free publlc libraries now
operating in 347 - of the 35! citlies and towns. This, hnwever. .s‘nor an unmixed
blessing. In small communities, certain dlseconomles of insufficient scale-
preclude libraries from approaching basic local self—sufch1ency in terms of i
current ava1lab111ty of mater1als and point-of-service access to quu11f1ed
personnel. In many other states, strongocounty government has provided a
vehicle for expanding the furnding base of local libraries and developing

«

cooperative mechanisms to ameliorate such scale diseconomies.

A Survey of Non-Resident Lending and Borrowing Activity in Massaschusetts

Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners, Boston, MA, 1979.
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"Regardless of ‘size.dnd relative affluence, the effects of iaflation on local
fiscal capabilities have limited public library development in reéeht years. As
indicated in Table 4, municipalities have made a substantial effort to increase
public library funding, only to have that effort fall well behind increasing
materials costs. This trend is particularly alarming'iﬁ that it affects
disproportionately libraries in the”CommonweaLth's larger municipaiities, a

. number of which se:yé.as régional or subregional resourcé'cente;snfor the

) Regional Public Library Systems. Prdﬁosition 2‘1/2.has exacerbated this.

situation., -

72 . “

- > "TABLE 4 -

)
o

K \
TOTAL EXPEND[TURES FOR PUBLIC LIBRARY SERV[CES,\
* MATERIALS EXPEND[TU&ES, AND MATERIALS PRICE [NCREASE, 1977-1982

<

Per Cap Total . » ‘Material: Price | .
Municipality Expenditure by-  Per Cap Materials Increase Betweda i
Population Public Libraries Expenditures 1977 + 1982
Groups C 1977 1982 +- 1977 1980 +- Books Periodicals
100,000 + 513.25 $15.56 +17%  $1.83 +$1.62 -11% 37% 82% -
50,000-99,999 9.30 9.00 -3% - 1.38 "+l1.17 -15% "37% 82%
25,00Q—49,999 9.26 10.74 +16%  1.71 ;1.70 -1% 377 B274
10,000-24,999 7.91 10,10 +28% 1.56 +1.87 +20% 37% 82~
5,000-9,999 ~ 5.98  8.06 +35%  1.39  +1.77 +27%  37i 82 ’
2,000-4,999 6.36 8.74 +37%  1.55 +2.11 +36%" 37% 82%

Under 2,000 6.43 6.01 -7% 2.05 +1.792 -16% 37% 827

a

Sources: Comparative Public Library Reports, as published by the
Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners for 1977 ani ’

; 1982..
Materials price data irom The Bowker Annual of Library ar1
i B . Book Trade Information. R.°R. Bowker Company, New York,
1983. . :

Nevertheless, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts enjoys a deserved naricral -

. reputation for the overall excellence of its academic and public Iibrary
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- holdings. And in sp1te of f1scal ex1genc19s, in excess of $125 m1ll1on i's
currently spent in aggregat®e annual support for publlc and academic llbrar1es.
This is a substantial investment. Relarively small 1nvestments-ln a statewide
planning capability and advanced computer and telecommunications technologies

are defensible in terms of cost—effectiveness -and expanded services.

' 3

. Municipal libraries and public academic libraries do not exhaust the category of
publicly supported libraries in the Commonnealth. The George F. Fingold State
Library serves the reference needs of the legislature and other activities of
state government. Various state agencies maintain their own library and
information serv1ces, as do a number of Federal agencxps located in the
Commonwealth. A humber of llbrarles serve publlcly supported health judicial
and correct1onal agenc1es and 1nsr1tur10ns. Libraries support1ng elementary andl

secondary education exist, but the1r development has been inhibited by the

paucity of local funds, the lack of state funds, the loss of federal funds, and

o

the absence of library related expertise on the staff of the Massachusetts

¥

Department of Education.

Particular mention must’ be made of ‘the many specxal research l1brar1es and
information services supportlng the private commerq1al and industrial sectors
Traditionmally, these activities have p1oneered the appl1cat1on of cost-
beneficial information technology. It is 1mperat1ve that any’ statew1de plan for

library networking and resource shar1ng provide for the evenrual inclusion of

these resources’. . : .
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commundeat{ons technology To the management and expledtation

. Networks have the potential to reduce costs through the economy of scale

"

Effective, .cooadinated statewdde appcatcen ef computes aind

of the Commomvealth's Cibrary wesowtees weatd dmaect CHeMens
oi, the dngoimation hccds'vﬁ qovesment, (duku‘(vn, (udusfﬁu}
commc*cc and aut cdtizemuy; and, consequentiy, en the tetal

- ceonomic well- be (g of (hc Cuvanwcafth. -

.

phenomenon, through resougce sharing, through the assignment of subject

o responsibility, and through astute and careful network management.

a

ta

Precise cost-benefit estimates depend upon a . number.of factors; network purpose

~ and configuration, database size and relevance, etc.. However, for the purpose

of illustratfng concept, cerrain statistical models have been developed related

o to (Ly potenrlal cost beneflrs in cataloging and processing, and (2) potential

service effectlveness based on shared resources.

-
- 3
e -

N -

As indicated .in Figure |, the stétlStical\model for the cost-effectiveness of

shared -cataloging utilizing a computerized data baee.predxcr a "it rate" of «

appfoximately 64% -as- the threshold for reducing rhe unit cost’ of;sharvd

cataloging below the: unlr ‘cost of manual caraloglng. A hit rate of 100@ would“'

reduce sharing cataloglng costs to 48% of manual cosrs. Obv10usly:

O

ERIC
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" The more libraries participating in the system, the’
larger the data base;

The larger the data base, the higher the’
probabilicy that cataloging data for ary particular v .
title will be found in that data base; .

The more titles found, the lower the cosft Gf the
cataloging opération.

-
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o - o * FIGURE L L .o
'LINEAR REGRESSION MODEL FOR POTENTIAL COST-BENEFITS
IN SHARED CATALOGING UTILIZING COMPUTERIZED DATA BASE
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‘It “should also be pointed out rhat cost savings’aré not the only advantages

achieved through shared caraloglng. Considerable service ‘benefits are realuzed

*\\ through the -substantially earlier shelf availability of materials. - 1
\\\\ . ) - v - B .
\The most frequently used statistical model to predlct the service-effectiveness
. : of resource sharing is based upon a square-root- times- ten improvement in query 2

response For example, a library’ answering 49% of information and materials
requests\;>bm in-house resources should be’able to answer 70/ of ‘uch requests
if it has acc;s to a shared b1b11ograph1c dara base. As Figure 2 1nd1catas,
the relationship is curv111near, with the libraries able to answer the fewest

information requests based on their own resources gaining the most through ..




s
.
<

e ~ FIGIRE 2 S '
STATISTICAL MODEL FOR PREDICTING
SERVICE-EFFECTIVENESS OF SHARED DATA BASES
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° - Although ‘the cosn reductlon potent1a1 is inherent’ in buln slngle type jrd

‘multltype networks, mulrltype netwnrklng offers the addlrl)nal advantages of:

1. Intensifying the economy of.scaleAphehomenon

v 4

©
S e )

_ The cost-effective and_seryice-effective potentials of resource sharing
are, as previously stated, intensified by buildirg larger and larger
data bases, These potentlals are also positively influenced >y
diversity w1th1n data bases; i.e., ‘the 'inclusion of the recoris ol
holdings of libraries with differing purposes, clienteles and
collection strengths.

10

~
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2. Diversifying and expanding funding responsibilities . "
The des1gn costs, start-up costs, and résearch4and program expansion
costs necessary to network development and management can be -

.distributed amopg the .various state, federal local, and private fiscal
authorities responsible for 1library and information - serv1ces._

3. Relating information resources to the.state's total economic and social

- . . - ™ .
N .

\“\\nevelqpment-program

The plann1ng of library and 1nformat10n serv1ces should be considered a
necessary and respected cnmponent of total, economic and sotial '
development planning, and the states that have been most successful in
.¢ statewide library networking and resource sharing have recognized these
relationships. They, have stressed. the.dévelopmental role of library
, and information services in supporting’ the administrative, research and
humanxresource needs of those pub11c -and pr1vate sector act1v1t1es
1mpact1ng most 81gn151cantly upon rhe state's. econom1c and. social’ well~-
being. . s ) , -
. » . ® . A
In' Massachusetts, for example, it would be necessary to cons1der, as a
" priority item, the 1mportance of access to scientific, technolog1cal
and management data for the "information dependent" (vs. '"labor
dependent" or "materials dependent") high technology industries which
rely heav11y on their research, development, and management information
components. Many of these needs.are not met by their own infonmatién
resources. : '
In add1t1on mu1t1type consortia development would broaden information
access for the multiplicity of small Massachusetts=-based research ‘and "
consulting ‘enterprises that, in total, constifute a s1gn1f1cant
component of the state’s economic and social development effort, .

]

“

» °

'In states with well-developed statewide mnltitype library systems thefprevailing
use nf such‘systems ié'"developmental".in nnture; that y%, cleariy related to
human resource development and the‘ngsearch and administration needs of .
governmeng, commerce and industry. 'User anaiysis .0of the New York State

- Inter11brary Loan System (NYSILL) prov1des a case in po1nt NYSILL users are ..
”d1v1ded into the follow1ng six categories, pr1mar11y for purposes of andlysis:’
- faculry, 1ndustr1a1 researcher, professional, student, resident of'currect1ona1

‘institution,” and general public. A smdll residue of users (apprqximatély 5%

3

w . -

annually) remain .unclassified.

. : . . .
R .

I3
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. For‘FY1980, the year of last published data, use was distributed as follows:

a

e N o : . A
. ' . .
° . . USE OF NEW YORK STATE INTERLIBRARY LOAN SYSTEM, 19830 .
User"CQtegprieé — . ; % of Use
) Student _ T 25
Faculty ' . - i9
. ~ Professional .. - 17
R Industrial Researcher S o . 7. -
. f.Resident, Correétiunal Institution ’ , - 1
General Public SR ST '
- Unclassified: : ' . Q - . ) .
- _ 3 .
Source: New York State Education Department, Division of Library
? DeveLOpment,.l980. . . ; - . . ..
’ . » ®

Y
>
.

From the breakdoyn! it can be seen that the academic user is NYSILL's -prime

’ppatron, with "faculty," and ﬁstudent"hcategories comprising'almost half (44%) of
total use. The profit sector's use, ﬂdwéver, is rapidly inéreasing. Du?ing
FY1979; the user group with the greatest growth rate was the "professional”
category, &p 137 over F¥1978; and‘ih FY1980 tﬁe "industrial research' aroup
showed the most growth, an increase of 27% over FY1979.
The network's role in the soéiaI and economic development process:is fnrthe}
defined by reference to the 5 major-.subject areaghreceiving'the most requests,
which are ranked as fqlloﬁs by Dewey Decimal numbers, a required componeat of

the NYSILL computer format. , -

& ’ / ) S




<5

D S - - TABLE 6 .
o .. FIVE SUBJECT AREAS RECEIVING MOST REQUESTS: NE
: _NEW YORK STATE INTERLIBRARY LOAN sxéTEM, FYL1980 L
‘ Rank ' .Qawéy Classification o ‘-lSGQjeét Areas
- L 610 - 619 Medical Sciepce
' 2 S 620_—'629’ el Technology
) ; 670 - B99 Enginee;fng
S I 3 - 330 - 339 o Economics
~ - 350 - 359 » ' : Public Admi&igtration e
N
4 ' ‘ 300 - 309 "~ social Stience )
! v 360. - 369 ) Social Welfare
. ) 3% - 399 - ¢ Customs ;'Folk}ore: '
& | . :
5 ' 560 _‘579v ’ Paleéntofogy
N 590 - 599 Anthropology
’ . . © . |
Source: New York State Education Department, Division of Library
Developmeﬁt, 1980. S

A ) e

Over the years the heaviest demands on NYSILL have been quite_cohsisferfly i

e

the scientific and technological areas.
/ » i

- (4]
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I111. 1t (s pessible, .by means of -governmental: I_eadeish'ép and L'nccntét", to
< open the Cummmwea{,th Lébraty nesouwnces, whtether heed pub&ccﬁj o,
/quatdy, to- the mdw(duaﬂa and entd(eé that have *h&ueed Lo .
. use them. -t —— : c '
. - :

Factors inhibi%ipgithe full .development oﬁ,multitype_library consortia 4re

numetrous. ~Some are real, others .are hypothéffcal; Some are particular,

.

Q L.
others are conceptual.' These factors may be p011t1ca1 economlc, or

.

-philosophical in nature.- .

. - ’A‘.’ .

, - The problems of multiple and/perhaps conﬁlfcting:jurisdictions_are present.

and palpable. Policy making, govéerning and fiscal autnqriqies are elécted
‘or appointed to protect the interests of primary constituencies, and a
degree of loss of local autonomy ils the 1nev1tab1e resuit .of rany » .-
ocopperat1ve effort. Further, ex1st1ng patterns of support, publlc or
private, may well have created pockets of vested interest in the status
quo,'and a consequent reluctance on the part of these institutions to |
. endorse. or participate in new arrangements. It béqués the' espon51b111ty
" of state government to delegate to a proper state agency the authority to
spend public monies across qu1sd1ct1dna1 linesy regulate techinical and
pérformance sfandards enter into contracts with public and private'l
.entities, prOV1de for the, proper representat1on of partrc1pat1ng .
Jurlsd1ct10ns in the governing structures of networks and resource shar1ng
consort1a, and develop equitable models gor_fundlng and remuneration.. In

- a, 0 k] . & . .
1974, the Massachusktts General Court; in enacting the Comprehensive ~

Librarp Media‘Services Act (Ch. 78, Sec. l9E), authorizéd the Massachusetts "

" Board of Library Commissioners to fulfill such a coordinating function.
. R _ . . . )
The ph1losoph1cal 1mped1ments are equally s1gn1f1cant--and perhaps more

difficult ‘to overcome. For decades prior to 1970 a "warehous "

phllosopny
prevailéd with respect. to the concept of the function of a research-.
library. The quality of those libraries was generelly measured by'the”
amount of money expended annually to acquire, catalog, and house 1arge“-‘
humberslof books and journals. Even smaller academic ‘and public'libraries
were "materials oriented" in their apprdach ‘with standards and budget

. Just1f1cat1ons based on input measures-—pr1nc1pa11y, funds allnrred for

k3

mater1als purchases. . . : N

..



L3 V.

i Durlng the 1970s, a cousiderable volume of research lxrerarure brought
“forth conclusions to rthe effect that comprehensive acqu1s1tlnn policies
did, in fact, lead to the warehousing of materials rather than the
broadening of use; that a anur1ry of tirles accounts for the majority of
use by the clienteles of every type of llbrary, that books and journals in
many disciplines are subject rto extremely rapid rates of obsolescence, and,
most d1sturb1ngly, that in. some instances as high as 40% of materials

o o purchased during any given year were not used at all during a subsequent

10-year periond.

. Nevertheless, a considerable number of large, urban public 11brar1es erh
research collections, continue to lobby vxborously for state and federal

funds to continue comprehen51ve acqu1Q1r1on policies Ln the face of

w4

- . decreasing local funds. This, of course, nae posed a dilemma for state

ﬂ governments. Regardless of:the present prestige ,factor or the future
historical valﬁe of in—depth_reséarch collgcgions, state library
development égencieq Héve concluded generally- that support of rhewe‘
research libraries should be based on their actual, current, quantifiable
part1c1pat10n as a statewide or regional library resource; that is, the

standards for sta .E part1c1par1on in the finance of these libraries should
reflect the extent 'to which they are actually delLveang materials into rthe

. hands of. the broadest pu551ble clientele.

: . The current fiscal climate places immediate and potential limits on almost
all funding sources: public and private; state, local and federal. (ien
the supply of new money 48 Limited, maintenance of sesvice must come ai fh
cost of gc(’tact&wm expanded tlmkwgh tradtlenal auenaes of outch e and
cxcfué&vc_Eoca(=ownch5hip. .In.promgting multitype, statewide resonrce
sharing, the state library development‘égency must  first obt.in f{ron

library professionals and, funding authorities a widespread commnii st ta

the concept of "access to information" rather than the concept n:

Y

"ownership of materials." : -

Allén Kent, et al, Use of Lfbrafy Materials: Unxversxty of Pittsbor 1rgh S!u@y,

1

. Marcel Dekker, New York, 1979, . ' )
‘ < L s
‘ - . .' T 1 23 ‘ “‘ ’ “ I
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While it is our assumption that the' impetus -in the development of statewide
multitype systems would come from-those libraries receiving ‘state funds (public
and academic), future involvement of the private sector ﬁight well be dependent
upon the sophistication of the research and development 00mponeﬁr.nf the Board
of Library Commissioneré; specifically, its abilify to quantify the elusive
values we attach'to_information accessibility and relate—such'vafues to the
economic and social aspirations of the Commonwealth.

A growing number. of state governments and state library development-
agencies have recognized their respunsibility to fund and support the
development of multitype cooperation and resource sharing through statewide
networking. An examination of state involvement in_planning, coordinating and
providing fiscal subpupc for mhl;itypé systems in the other five New England
states and the ten sfates (New York, New Jersey, Kansas, Wisconsin, North .
Carolina, Michigan, Minnesota, South Carolina, California, Illinnis) cited as
having '"quality" systems of public highef_educatiun in rhe Senate's Agency

Narrative for Higher Educational Affairs (FY1982, Senate Budget Document)

<

reveals that:

1. Thirteen of the fifteeén states have some measure of statewide
multitype library cooperative activity, with the stare
library development agency involved in planning, conrdination
and/or governance. - -

2, Of the ten states identified by the Senate Ways and Means
Committee as possessing 'quality" public higher education
systems, eight have involved these systems, by legislative
incentive, in multitype library resource sharing consortia.

In ﬁény states, governmental léadership has been successful in fusing the '
"interests of the public and private sectors into workable resource sharing
arrangements. As a case in point, we offer the Carital District Library .
Council:for Reference ,and Research (New York), one of nine such Councils
operative in New York for the past 15 years. These Reference and Research
Library Resource Systems, usually referred to as the 3R's éystvmﬁ, are

R . . . . . .
composed of public libraries, college and university librari«s, business

and research libraries, governmental libraries, and hospital and other

16
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health agency libraries. All public libraries and Statc“Uhiversity

. libraries, and almost ‘all independent academic libraries are invoiredy

The primary.goal ofvthese.systems is the sharing of resources to answer tﬁe
inform;tion needs of the clienteles of all ;ember libraries. They proyide
interlibrary loan services, delivery services, cooperation in collection
development, microfilming and preservation programs, reciﬁfocar'or direct
access, production of:union lists and bibliographic control programs, and
cooperative use o{hfomputer systems. Through interface with the New York
‘State Interlibrary Loan System (NYSILL) and with OCLC and other
computerized data bases, they are able to locate and borrow almost any
library item requestud by users of member libraries, no matter how small
these libraries are.

Membership coﬁposition of the Capital District Library Council illustrates -

the multijurisdictional ‘nature of these consortia (Table 7).

TABLE 7

MEMBERSHIP COMPOSITION
. 'CAPITAL DISTRICT LIBRARY COUNCIL (N.Y.)
State University Systems Libraries 7
érivate College & University Libraries 12
Special Libraries: Private_ﬁon-Profit

| Agencies 9

Special Libraries; Commerce & Industry 8
Special Libraries: Staté and Federal

" Government . ' -5

w

Public Library Systems (66 libraries)

44

< - 1 This and other references to the 3R's/ﬁYSILL interface should be inter-
preted as illustrative of the viability of multitype, statewide netrerkes
ing and resource sharing, wifhout any implicarion that the Wew Vaviot .
& structure should be replicated in Massachusetts., Local Cﬂndlflﬂn” should

have an influence on network, configurations.
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The 3R's in;erface with NYSILL- is likewise characterized by the
multitype concept. In Massachusetts, with its single-type Regional
Public Library System, the Boston Public Library serves as the library
of last .recourse for the system. 'In New York, with its multitype

configuration, the 'last recourse"

function is shared by a grouﬁ of 13
referral libraries (Table 8). Such a configuration has the obvious'

I ' ‘advangﬁges of.(a) brbadening the scope of resource materials, and.éb)
mitigétihg the effect on the system of reduced funding for aﬁy

o

particular resource library.

TABLE 8.

REFERRAL LIBRARIES
NEW YORK STATE INTERLIBRARY LOAN NETWORK

. : : b

Amefican:Muéeumiﬁf Natgral Engineering Socf&tigé Library i
Histgry _ " Monroe County Library System -
Brookl;n Public Library New York Academy of Medicine
Buf}alo and Erie County Public . New York Public Libnéry
| Library . : . New York .State Library
Columbig University oo New York University ' :
Cornell1University . Teachers Coilege )

‘Union Theological Seminary

Essantial}y, the planning function for such a statewide multitvpe structuie

1 ¢
consists of network and consortia definition in terms of:

-- partic'pation" -— hardware and softvare

-= configuration -- targeted end users

-- range de orfgntation of -- type and mix of funding
: ervica\ : : -- administrative stricture

-- data bage parémetqrsv

o 18
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IV.

This simplification should not obscure the complexity of the ﬁrucess._‘Twu-
absolute essentials are: '
-- local participation.in the planning process _
-- state level direction and coordination based on (a) statutory
authority, (b) suphiéticated'data handliﬁg capabilities at the
state library development agency, and (c) épprppriatevstaff

expertise at frhat agency.

' The Board of Libraty Commissfone i, as the State's Cibraty deveLopment

agency, has the Atatufuny authornity te deat with the preblems ¢4
muﬁt&junésdéctiqn, finance and’ operaticnal and techndcal comwat(béﬁéty.
attendant to the pLanmding and develepment of statewide mucf((u“’
Library networks and resouree sharing censortia.

Problems of Multijurisdiction,

The Board of Library Commissioners a}ready-supervisés the administration of
a statewide single-type cooperative.program (the Regional Publie Libréry
Systems) under a number of local jurisdictions (Ch. 78, Sec. 19C).. The
Board has further authority to "establish a cdmprehensivz statewide ércgrém
for the improvement and development of library and media resources for all
citizens" (Ch. 78, Sec. l9E). In.developing this comprehensive progrum,
the Board is charged to incorporate into that program libraries, media

centers and information activities of all types.

"Problems of Finance.

The Board of Library’ Commissinners has authority to dlsburq« qpprnﬂrxared

funds to any library act1v1ty,.regard1ess of type or. Jurlsdlcrlnq,

part1c1pat1ng in multitype cooperative activities (Ch, 78, Sec. 19E, I9El).
‘ Lo .

’
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At this polnt it ig in urder to categorize.the costs of systems
development and operatlons, identify potential funding sources, and relate
such funding sources to cost categories. Cost categories may be defined as
follows: .

l. Design costs--systems analyses and feasibilify studies to determine
the most appropriate configuration(s) for network urganizatioh énd;
scbpe of service. | )

2, Start-up costs-~the initial costs of implementarion such as.data

-‘ base conversion, staff pfocurement, hardware and software
procurement, etc.. - _

.3. Operational costs--annual costs of sEéff, owverhead, maintendnce and :
general administration. ' ‘

e4. Research, development and program improvement costs--including

 demonstration projects, software development;ﬁpruduction of
cooperati@e bibliegraphic tools, training costs, ané casts of

ongoing evaluation of network services and administration.

Types of funds currently or potentially available for network development
‘and administration include:

1. State appropriations tn the Board of lerary CummlSSluners‘

Administration and Expenses Account . - -

Special state appropriations '

. Federal Library Services and Construction Act (LscA) funds, Tbrle Rt
and ILII

w N
b

4. Federal Higher Educatlon Act (HEA) funds, -Title LIB, LIC

5. Institutional budgets. (including endowments)

6. Foundation grants

7. Internally generated funds (membership dues, fees-for-service.
ete.) .

The cost matrix (following) ihdicates’a possible funding mix ‘or

developmental and continuing costs.

'

) . ’ . . .‘ ) ] +
Y 3
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COST MATRIX - MULTITYPE SYSTEMS DESIGN
IMPLEMENTATION DEVELOPMENT

R&D and Program

Design Start-Up Operational Improvement
Costs Costs Costs ‘ Costs

-~

BLC Administration
Expenses Account¥ X x _ X
(Acet. # 7000-9101)

Special State -7 X X
Appropriations* : ‘

Federal LSCA I*

T

Federal LSCA ILI* X | X X
Federal HEA LIB, . X X
" IIC ' :
Institutional - X’ X X _ _ .
Budgets » o, '
Foundation Grants X ' . : X
\Internally Gen- ' ' X X

erated Funds’ ’ : )

*Funds under direct control of Massachusetts Board of LLbrary Commiss—
ioners o

~

C.' Problems of Operational and Technical Compatibility.

With respect to library automation and networking in Massachuserts--as‘
in many other states—-the opérational state of the art has proceeded
more rapldly than the planning and coordlnarlng functions. .The result
has been an uncoordlnated and_often unstructured developmenr of

computer—based local networks and resource sharing consortia.

In many instances there are sophlstlcated and product1vc acr1v1rles
that might well be 1ntegrated qu1te easily into a comprehens1ve"

statew1de network.

o BESTOORY ARIE
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. acquire the experience and.expertise necessary to proceed witi t*=n

-During.tha past 2 years, the Massachusetts Board of Library

Commissioners has authorized distribution of almost $1.7'mi11£on in
federal funds to support the developmenr of regional resource sharing
consortia. Participating public and'academic libraries have added
apﬁroximately‘$800,00Q in local money.

However, these activities are the result of local initiatives and will
benefit only a fraction of the State's library users. In order to
maximize the effectiveness and efficiency of existing operations'and

broaden participation and clienteles, there nuw\is a need for a

-stateW1de plan to 1nc1ude protocols and technical standards--by

1mpllcat1on, therefore, the need for a regularory function.

The Board‘of Library Commissioners, defined as a regulatbry and
adJud1catory agency by the prov1s1ons of the State Administrative Code
(Ch 394) has ‘the author1ty to promulgate the necessary procedural and
technical standards to effectively develop and covrdinate a sratew1de

multitype 11brary network o ' S

In onder to exercise its Aéatutong authanity, the Bocard of Library

Commissioners must haue sufficcent and apprhopriate Ata',{ t(r {cu.,((’ﬁ
Lt /LeApowubd,(,tj fon 2he coondination of technelegical - ‘_
development and the direction 0§ planning, rescarch and cvaluaticn.

s

In apite of the limitations impoaed by the availability of
administrative funds over the past 3 years, the Board has been able to
planning, research and evaluation responsibilities attendant to the.
developmgnt of a sﬁatewide, computer-based library resource shering
network. ' )
22 -
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APPENDIX 11

Policy Report 13
- Libraries of the
.Massachusetts Sysfem,of}ﬁigher'Edycaflon

(Senate 2222, June 1981, VoIl 1)
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~ Policy Report #13: Librariées of the
M@ssa@hmg@ﬁﬁs gygﬁ@m of Higher Education

Most libraries within the Massachusctts higher
education system are places where information is
sought and consumed in enormous quantity. Fa-
culty routinely assign long lists of readings which
students must assimilate; heavy use tends to gen-

‘crate more use, every use leading to another. If

each of the 96,000 studcnts in the Massachusctts
system of higher education borrgws a mere ten
books from the library in one academic year'(a

very conservative estimate), nearly one million,

books or about 400,000 titles will have circulated.
The actual figure for books read, consulted, and
cited is at least double that estimate. At the same

time, the uscful life of most books after publica-' '

tion is only about eight to ten years, two to four

ycars for journalarticles. At these rates, the utility

of a library collection, or postions of it, may have
totally depreciated within just ten years.

These short lives and high circulation prescribe
constant replenishment if libraries and the cduca-

tional process are to flourish. What is the cost of

replenishing the Massachusetts higher educaiton
library? If the 400,000 circulating titles arc no
older than ten years, then about 40,000 titles be-

come obsolete each year. To replace that many =

books — just books, not journals or other publi-
cations — would cost $1.0 million each year.
Librarians have always rationalized their
budget requests by detailing the great volume of
material actually published, without reference to

actual or_potential use, and then argumg that to ~

achieve excellence — to build quality, in-depth
collections — the library must acquire every rele-
vant publication. Many librarians now concede

that this approach is unrealistic, but are at a loss -

for alternatives. To acquire every relevant publi-
cation could cost millions of dolars each year for
just-one library.

Recent studies have shown that even though'

individual libraries do not own all the books and
journals which faculty and students want, a great

‘many of the materials purchased arc never used..
One approach to this dilemma has been the fairly

successful tradition of cooperation through inter-
library lending. Though.this tradition is a direct
result of tight budgets and theinability of any one
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llbrary to be sclf-su_lﬁcxcnt. the practxcc has nevet
in itself had much’ influence on budgeting for
library materials. Librarians everywhere have.

- been slow to adopt the argument that an output
- product (interlibrary loans) should have an effect

on input (which books should be purchaszad),

. partly because of possible loss of autonomy and

partly for fear of advcrsc cffects on the qualm. of .
collections. '

~ Much more nceds to be Icarned about how
libraries are used and about the desirability of
cooperative collection development. Relatively

little money has, been expended in American li-

braries on resolving questions of this sort. On the

other hand, enormoussums and energy have gone

into the development of techaical improvements
to library processes at the regional and national
levels.

The challenge of hbmry development in the
Massachusetts system of higher education is in
the areas of better understanding of how collec-
tions are used, coopcrauon and tcchnological
application.’ .

The informal group of librarians called  the
Massachusets Conference of Chief Librarians of
Public Higher Educational Institutions
(MCCLPHEI) has often been cited as the only
group in the system with a history of successful
cooperation — one that cuts across all segments
(university, college, and community college).
Despite lack of charter, official recognition, or
coordinated administration, MCCLPHE! has
made considecrable achievements, notahly in
funding, ccntrahzcd purchasmg. and int slibrary
loans. _
Arguments for more formal cooperation and
coordination arc many. The most irportant rea-
sons.are eliminaticn of some dupthtlon groater
cost cf(cncncy. greater availability of m~:i ﬂl;,

", better inventory control, arnd speedicr acr s

- Funding an

Budgeting

‘Since the carly scventies, 'thc MCCLPHE!
group has cooperated in presenting.annual book
budget nceds. As a“result, its librarics have re-:
ceived several million d({”dl’b for acquisitions, al-
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though the appropriations have not brought its
librarics up to national standards.

Budget instability has been a major problem
Being highly structured organizations with un-
changing functions from ycar to year, librarics

simply cannot function efficicntly when their .

budgets fluctuate wildly from year to year. Fluc-
tuation has a traumatic cffect onjournal subscrip-

tions, book acquisitions, work routmc and staff

continuity. :

If a library's appropnatnon decrcases, the
shor;agc must somehow be made up.
MCCLPHELl librarics have had to make up defi-
ciencies from trust funds, supplemental fces, con-
tinuing education, and donations — sources as

tenuous and uncertain as the annual appropria-.

tions.
Not addressed sufﬁcnently in annual appropna-

tions are all the other costs of running the libra- .

ries. Thesc include much more than the purchase
price of books and journals. Libraries also pur-
chase a wide range of materials, such as phono-
records, manuscripts,_and videotapes. In addi-
tion, the costs of travel, supplies, equipment. and
rentals must be considered.

There is also the cost of labor. In many, if not
all of the institutions, staff positions arc allocated

“to the library after all other positions have been

assigned. With a fixed number of" positions for
cach institution, this often means that the librar-
ies simply-do not function well. Library staff posi-
tions should not be in competition with other
dcpartments; rather, they should be a function of
faculty size and student cnrollment. There should
also be a clear statement of priority in relation to
the academic programs in the systcm.

Apart from salary costs, certain technical func-
tions such as acquisitions, cataloging, circulation,
copy services, interlibrary lendingand computer-
ized bibliographic searching, require ever greater
budgetary outlays, since many of these services
are best done or are only available through com-

- . mercial vendors. Serious consideration should be
given to the inclusion of these costs in annual -

library appropriations.

Finally, budgeting for libraries suffers from the‘
higher levels of inter-institutional competition, in .

contrast to the spirit of cooperation which exists
among the librarians themselves. The Committee

belicves that the recent reorganization of higher

B

education provides an opportunity to resolve
some of thesc problems.

. Standards for Library Collections .

1f alibrary has fewer volumes than required by
official standards, the institution is apt to losc out
in several ways — infederal grants for libraries, in

ing its faculty. A demoralizing conclusion is that
if aninstitution is not committed to its library, it is

not committed to its faculty.ltsstudents or quali- -

ty education in general.
Each year MCCLPHEI complles statistics on”

- the extent to which its holdings meet the min-

imum standards formulated by the Association of .
College and Research Libraries (ACRL), a na-
tional organization. The MCCLPHEI statistics
consistently show substantial deficicncies in the
system’s library collections. With the possible ex-
ception of ‘the University of Massachusetts-Bos-
ton, no institution has the mifimum number of
volumes required to meet its program. The range
of deficiencics extends from a minimum need of 7
percent of volumes at Salem State College to a.
maximum of 65 percent at the Massachuselts

College of Art. The @verage percentage of need
- for the fivé universities is 60 percent, for colleges

65 percent, and for the community colleges about’

74 percent. Total shortfall is over'1;000,000-vols —

umes; providing these volumes would cost in

~ excess of $34 million, according to MCCLPHE!

(See table 1).
The standards for college libraries’ are based on
“allowances" for the number of FTE (Full-time

" Equivalent) faculty members, FTE students, and

the number of undergraduate, Masters and Ph D.
ficlds in each institution. .
The standard for community colleges is bascd‘

2

_attracting scholars-and new faculty, apd in keep-"

on a formula devised by the Massachusetts Board.

of - Regional Community Collegcs using min-
imum numbers of instructjonal resource units |

(IRU's) per group of FTE student enrollmcnt“"'

IRU's include books, films, audio tapes and re-
cords, and other non-book materials. This formu-
la, inturns, is consistent with standards for two-
year colleges published by ACRL in 1979. =~
The thrust of the ACRL standards is to help’
librariés  acquirc at least minimal collections to

- support the academic programs of their institu-
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Table 1 : ’ *

. * s .
l Total volumes owned, total volumes needed to meet ACRL standards: -
- / - . and estimated cost, colleges and qniversitiés — 1980
Total Dollars
Total ~ volumes needed ‘needed
volumes according to to meet
. owned standards standards

Boston State 165,700 ° 256,650 $ 2,074,000
Bridgewater 201,800 364,550 3,710,600
Fitchburg 180,800 206,200 _ 579,000
Framingham 943,300 169,000 - 587,200
Mass. College of Art | 64,000 ~ 181,600 2,683,000 )
Mass. Maritime . 49,600 , 100,300 - 1,156,700 i
North Adams - 118,500 127,000 188,000
Salem - * 275,000 297,000 ., 521.600
Westfield 134,800 179,030 : ) 1,008,600
Worcester 163,200 306,500, 3,067,000
Lowell, 295,000 450,500 "3,534,0630
Southeastern 270,000 . 425,000 ‘_ 3,5:4.000
Univ. Mass./ Amherst 1,825,000 2,112,000 _ 6,557,080
Univ. Mass./Boston 350,900 536,000 4 4,013,000
Univ. Mass./Worcester 82,000 148,030 1,503,000

_ TOTAL - 4,319,600 5,850,230 33,916,100

o

number of volurmes was devised by a committee of
experienced librarians. The formula was not de-
rived mathematically but rather intuitively. Thus,

it has serious empirical shortcomings and is not -

“universally accepted. The standards have not
been adopted by an accrediting authority. ACRL
itself has no authority to withhold accreditation
from institutions, partly because its members are
individuals, not.nstitutions. Libraries as sucharc

build colicétions of both breadth and depth, cov-
ering all scholarly ficlds and acquiringall relevant
materials within each field, for all scholars wher-
ever thcy may be. The sccond is to build basic or
minimal collections which reflect or march the

programs of the institution. The firstis a luxury . -

which few librarics can afford, bit to which many
libraries aspire.. The sccond is prerequisite. Yet,
libraries of the statc’s higher educaution system

not accredited by any agency.
" The stahdards do have considerable pcrsua-

sion, in that they are officially, published by the
only national academic library organization.

. They are widely cited, extensively used ;oj'us;ify .

budgets, and are perhaps the only authoritative,

_ quantitative foundation on whichto build collec-

tions. _
Library Collections and Policy _
* Two philosophies of building library collec-

consistently fail to meet tHiS prerequisite.

" Considerable variation exists ,in"thE' Tlibrary
nceds of the many academic programsin the sys-
tem. For example, it is gencrally conceded that
humanities and social science scholars need and

use more books in proportion to journals, while .

scientists require a different proportion; and engi-

neers requirc more transitory reports and specifi-

cations. Furthermore, the cost of materials varies
from one discipline to another within the humani-

ties and sciences; art and ‘technology books are
~ the most expensive,;literature the lzast. ~ '

_— tions exist throughout the country. The firstisto

!

[
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Lol ¢ aqhlet. expect thateachindi- — wide. Agam resource sharing can help alleviate
"1, .;ztothesecond philo- this problem. The exchange of periodical articles .
. _ sxotemasa'wholecould - between libraries has been vigorous, but morecan (
5oL A ... Thar is, by careful assign- . be accompllshed by rcducmg the number of du-
w Caipanas ~ihilityto cach institu- plicate titles. Duplication is considerable, even
. n-vide knowledge of each while llbranes proc!alm deficiencies. Duplication
P - ' rtzon, thc thirty collections is often expressed in terms of average number of
¢ o s oneg larpe cooperative collec- copies per title. Actually, studies show a. large
tinn of veo o’ S hand-depth, covering all fields number of titles- with one copy only, a smaller’
fa=a” % " 7. inthe sysiem as well as with- ‘number with two copies, still fewer with three
cug o . clivery from one library to . copies, and so on, with a relatively small number
w. . .  duplicote booksand journals of titles having a large number .of copies. The -
in :nore a1 ong .brary would be subStantially - average number of copies in the Massachusets
dimiri-hzd, with consequent parsimony. system is probably less than six. Reduction of
Even now, with fittle 0-no knowlerdge by any . - duplicatesis nota popular approach but could be
library of what the others have, nor what should more accepfable if it were balanced by adding -
" or should not be duplicatéd, this “system-wide " copies of high use titles.” ‘
library” could be achieved, given adequate fund- ~ Some groups — for instance, in Pennsylvania
. ing and proper management. The technology is and Minnesota — are seriously considering elimi-
< availgble. And, although costly in the beginning, <  nating some duplicate subscnpuons so that their
the “gystem library™ would achieve economics by joint budgets may guarantee retention of at least .
eliminating unnecessary duplication-and at the ~one copy of every relevant title. Sharing would be
sam¢ time identifying necessary duplication. The ' done by fast copy service. Restraining this ap-
end [result wou!ld be better collections, greater proach, of course, is the ncw copyright law which
accdssibility, more use, and thus greater accoun- limits the number of photocopxcs of an article for _
tabjlity. . ' ) : scholarly purposes. Nevertheless, the potentidl f
' for cost-cffectiveness with coordinated subscrip-
. : tions and carcful attention to the needs of specific
Th ‘Serials Problem : programs at each.institution is consndcrablc.
In ‘many libraries, serials (scholarly and scien- - Totakeasingle example, at least six librariesin -
tifi¢ journals and periodicals)’constitute one-half the Massachusetts higher educdtion system sub-
the library. Faculty consider them to be essential scribe — at an annual cost of $5,000 per subscrip-
fod their research 2..d, to a large extent, critical -tion — to Chemigal Abstracts, anifidex to 12,000
- for-graduate study. Until recently, the serials " chemical journals. It publishes about 240,000 ab—
budget was typically no more than 25 percentto ~ stracts per year, and is one of the most cssentlal
1 percent of the total, but inflation has changed tools in cvery university library. The format of  *
. that percentage drastically. Because librariansare--- - Chemical--Abstracts .requires that. each libfary
. extremcly reluctantto interrupt the continuity of subscribe to all 240,000 abstracts, even though its
their serials, they continuc their subscriptions cv- users may use only a few hundred. Its cost-cffec-
en though prices have riscn faster than for books ~~ tiveness is therefore questionable. There is a po-
and other components of the library budget. Asa tentiul solution to thig problem, however. The
result, serials now account for 60 percent to 90 - indcx to Chemical Absiracts, a costly component
percent of thé total budget in some ‘libraries. of the subscription, is scarchable by coniputer oh
Thuys, while libraries struggle to maintain the in- a service basis.” If MCCLPHEI libraries sub-
tegrity of their serials collections, their book col- scribed to this'service, several subscnpttons tothe——
fcctions depreciate at a faster rate. - index could be discontinued.
To seck approprmuons to offsct theincreased The traditional approach to. bmldxng serials
cost of serials without at the same time seeking collcctions — the attempt to acquire every possi-
-—-——alternative--approaches--would -be--skirting -the—- blc_journal_relating-to_every discipline.—canbe
issue, for the problem is inc¢essant and nation- cxorbitantly expensive. For each discipline or
- K ’ v o ‘ ~ 23-23
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subdnscxpllm.. thrc rmy bc. as m.my as 40 rclc\‘mt ’

journdls Thenumber of disciplines and subdisci-

plines in the Massachuqctts system is related to -
the number of faculty, If there is one subdiscipline

for every 10 of the 6,000 faculty members, there
would be about 600 subdisciplines and 24,000
relevant, Joumals At an average subscription

price of $50.00 cach, the annual cost of one copy

cach of the 24,000 titles would be $1.2 million.
Add to this another $200,000 for general periodi-

cals, and the figure is nearly S1.S million, increas-

ing at an inflation rate of 15 percent per year.
With many of ‘the 30 libraries each demanding
their own copieés, ‘thls approach is obviously=fbt
fcasible.

There is a more SenSlblc approach. In every

- discipline or subdiscipline, there is a core of essen-

tial journals which accounts for most of the use.

"For example a C‘)rCOfSJOUrﬂleS maygaccountfor

1,000 uses in a gwcn time period, To account for
arother 1,000 uses in the same time period may
réquirc-:another 25 journals, and for another 1,000

uses another 125 journals would be required. Ob-
viously, the first 5 are the most cost-cffective and .
the last 125 the least. Thus, qore journals should

be identified for-cwery discipline, and a sufficiefit
number of copies should be purchased to guaran-
tce availability throughout the system. As funds
allow, the next 25 and as many as possiblc of the
following 125 should beé purchased. This ap-
proach depends upon the identification of both
subdisciplines and core journals, which can be
difficult. There are many studies using this ap-
proach for isolated disciplines, with a few applica-

“tions to individual libraries, but none for a group
of libraries. Nevertheless, even limited applica-

tion to MCCLPHEI! libraries would resuit in im-
provement,

On-Line Computer Data Bases

Not only Chemical Abstracts, but a lar;,c
number of computerized indexing services in
science, social sciencds, and the humanities a:«
now available and are being used by somé o the

~ MCCLPHEI libraries, The possible imp.. .. of

these services on the periodical subscriptions in
the entire system could be conudcmb}c
These data bases now contain millians of bibli-

ographic records available to libraries by sub-
~seription. “Their dollar value is already in the

.

’
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man) ‘miltions. Most of them arc offcred b) pro-

~ fit-making vendors. 1 has been forecast that by

1990 many thousands of data bases, contzining
both blbhographxc and full-text infofmation will
be available. These data bases inevitablyand fun- .

-

damentally will affect library opérations and serv-

- ices,'and arc one more factor contributing to the

obsolescence of any book published today.
Libraries can now make a complete literature
search ‘of almost any topic in-minutes, at 2n
averge charge by the vendor of about $34.00. The
product — a computer printed special bibliogra-,
phy, often with an abstract — intreduces an en-
tire’l) new .budgetary requirement, a process™
w’hlch heretofore hés been performed manually .
and was never considered abudget item. At the
Umversxty of Lowell, for example, 125 searches
were performied in FY 1980, the first year of im-
plementation, at a cost of about $3,750. As of this
writing, volume in FY 1981 has already doubled.
Systemwide, the number of searches could reach
5,000 by .1985 at a potential cost of $175,000 or
more. This*would enable libraries to have ready
accgss to ‘thousands of serials not in their sub-
scription lists, worth millions of dollars. -

<

The Acqunsmons Process

Acquisitions refers to the lchOUS and dctanlcd
process of purchasing hbrary materials.'Librar-
ians must have extensive knowledge of what is
being published, where to obtam it, and how to -
obtain the best discount prices. The acquisitions
process is labor intensi-e, requiring long hours
consulting catalogs anc verifying blbhoorapﬁlc
information to make sure that a book being ac-
quired is not alrcady in the hbrary and, (hat the -

»mformatnon S corrcct

MCCLPHEI recognized early on 'thai each of

- its libraries was duplicating this process apd con-
" wequently purchasing many of the same books. -

"'his recognition led to the'popular “BCL project”™
— or “Books for College Libraries™ — from FY ~
1969 to FY 1975. -The BCL project, funded

" through the Board of Higher Education. ex-

pended morce than $11 million and acquired ap-'
proximatcly 943,000 volumes for the system. The
books were centrallyacquired and the project was

-

“administered by the University of Massachusetts- .

Amberst. The cost of acquiring and-processing

. these 'volumCS'(S'l',M'S.ﬁ?'O) was }»‘cll below what



_ the total would have been if cach'libfary had

acquired and processed itsown. Serious consider-

~ ation should be-given to revival of the “BCL
project” insome form, capitalizing on its mistakes
. and benefiting from its achicvements. Inany casc,

—_ pew—technology has introduced many improve-

ments which could be. advantageous to the sys-
tem. L .
The Cataloging Process .- o
Evér)f book, journal, article, manuscript and
phonorecérd added to the libray must. be des-
cribed precisely, simply, and consistently so that
it ‘may be identifiéd and located by a potential

-user. Until recently, every library acquiring the

same title had to recatalog what cach had already

 cataloged. 1f all 30 libraries had the same book,

the same work was done riot once, but thirty times

. ¢ . a costly situation, sinee thé cost of cataloginga-

book by old methods was up to one-fourth of the
-purchase price of the book. If $1 (0¢,0600 was

spent for books, - another $250,00 7 was either .
spent or absorbed in cataloging thetn, money .

which could well be speat for additional books.

Now, however, technology is available through
OCLC, Inc., a not-for-profit company offering
computerized ‘services for libraries. This service
reduces costs considerably through economics of
scale: a book is cataloged once and the informa-

tion 15 made available to others at a unit priceof

'$1.87 per book. To date, ten libraries in the sys-
.tem are buying OCLC cataloging information.

* Another four have recently joined. Participation

by the smaller libraries is usually not cost-effec-

tive. If, however, alllibraries in the system pooled.

their cataloging budgets, cach could receive
OCLC cataloging data cost-cffectively.
An important and substantial by-product is the

_ storage of this cataloging data on computer tape,

providing the basis for a common, on-line data
base for ready access and use by all the librariesin

" the system. As of this writing, only the University

of Lowell and soon the University of Massachu-

setts Mcdical School-Worcester; have madc use

of their OCLC data in this manner. The Uniyersi-

ty of Massachusetts-Amherst has devcloped its

own computerized cataloging system and is plan-
ning a more complete system in conperation with
four private colleges in the Amherst arca. The

1

ments offered by state-of-the- i it

3

data may also be ﬁxd for interlibrary.'l;oansffor

circulation processes, and for management infor- -

mation. The estimated cost of providing OCLC

" cataloging for.the entire systcm, based on FY
1981 book acquisition, is $100,000.™

The Circulatior Process

A library which circulates 100,000 volumes in
one yéar will actuadly record double that many

transactions, for it must not only record check-
* outs but check-ins. Each of these books must be

moved, shelved, or otherwise handicd several

times.-Exact records must be kept on what books

-are in circulation'and who has them. 1f books are

not returned on time, Qverdue notices must be
sent. Thus 100,000 circulations may mean several
hundred thousand transactions, all handled man-
ually — a labor intensive and costly process.
‘Many libraries throughout the country have

e

computerized this process. In the Massachusetts

system, only the University of Lowell has in-
stalled state-of-the art equipment for this process.

sort is not as cost-effective as one which scrves a
number of libraries jointly.

The large number of transactions which take '

place provide the potential-for excellent data on’

what happens to the books that are purchased.
For example, if all books in the collections were

grouped according to academic disciplines, andif

an excellent tool for fibrary accountability
would be «created. It could be determincd how,
well the collcctions match demand in cach disci-
pline, and reallocation could be done according-

“the circulaicd books werc grouped in the same
‘way,

ly. Studies in other systems have nincoverced in-

stances where some disciplines hav  had a great
need for books und/journals while othurs could

barely makc use of what was purchzccd. Such

inequity is costly'[ d demoralizingor : rany dis-

ciplines. N .

. The computerized cataloging sme. deseribed
I . . . .l
above also pcrmits computtiization i &1 Guods

“tion. Reduction of .1Jabor cOStoem, countability.

. i3 -r og® - .
increased availability of boak .~ nd - ¢ fficieat
inventory aré only a few of the po . ainlim rroves

‘~'j¥-y~ '\L
ogy. " -

'
h

7
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“The system is expected to improve labor costs, - m
" but uﬁi'latcralruse_ofa'computerized system of this



~ Interlibrary Lending

American libraries have loaned books to each

other for many years, but until recently the-pro-
cess of finding a book was tedious. Introduction
-.of OCLC has enabled libraries to identify loca—
tions almost instantly. Along with cataloging in-
formation, OCLC also provides the names of

libraries owning the book. T most important -

benefits are time saving and the sharing of books,
_a cost-saving incentive. Obviously, if all libraries
in the Massachusetts system had access to OCLC,
much less duplication of -collections would be

required. The 14 MCCLPHEI librariés now sub~

scribing to the OCLC system may also subscribe
to its interlibrary loan system. OCLC’s unit

charge for an inter-library loan transaction is-

$1.48; this compares to the average price of a

* book, which is $25.00. If MCCLPHEI libraries "
borrow a mere 10,000 books, they would obtain

- $250,000 worth of books for only $14,800. .

A past achievement of MCCLPHEI called -
© . WILL (Walk-in interlibrary -loan) pcrmits any

*student in the 30 institutions to walk in to any
library and borrow a book with no specnal permit

other than an enrollment identification card. Un-.

fortunately, the studeng must go to the library to
find out whether it has the needed book. Installa-
tionof OCLC throughout the system would elim-
matc that constraint. .

&
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Conclus:ons

- There are many advamagcs to increased coor-
dination and the development of a system-wide
library network within higher education in Mas-

- sachusetts. Elements of such a system would in-

clude: (1) the systematic assignment of collection-

~_building responsibility strictly according to aca-

demic programs; (2) the acquisition of books
strictly according to‘use; (3) serials subscriptions
according to utility curves; (4) on-line cataloging -
(OCLC); (5) on-line catalog access by each library
to the books and journals in every other library;

(6) on-line circulation, providing inventory con- .

~ trol in edch library, and information in one li-

brary as to whether a book is in circulationin any
other library; (7) the expansion of on-line biblio-
graphic searching and instant access tothousands
of serials; and (8) on-line interlibrary loans and an

" increase in reciprocal borrowing.

To, one degree or another, these dexc!opmcnts

' already are taking place, some of them rapidly,

but all are piecemeal and uncoordinated. *

. A coordinated library system would be a prac-
tical, creative, and.cost-effective response £0 the
existing need for. llbrary resources in schools of .
higher education in. this state. The Committee

- endorses the implementation of such a venture.
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