Arrowhead Library System
Librarians Meeting
Wednesday, June 20 2018
Beloit Public Library
605 Eclipse Blvd., Beloit
9:30 a.m.

This meeting is being held at the Beloit Public Library, 605 Eclipse Bivd., Beloit.

1. Call to order 9:30a.m. — Chair — Nick Dimasis
2. Secretary — Tovah Anderson

3. Additions to Agenda

4. Approval of the May 2018 Minutes

5. Unfinished Business
a. Shared System
1. Share update
a. Delivery Update
b. May Statistics
b. Technology
1. BadgerNet — Router updates
c. Hoopla
d. WPLC/Overdrive
e. Gale Courses
f. Budget 2018/2019
g. Youth Services update- Jeni Schomber
h. Public Library System Redesign Project
i. ALS Board Report — Sarah Strunz

6. New Business
a. 2018 Trustee Training week — August 13-17, 2018
b. Patron Municipality Updates
c. ALS Website — Tovah Anderson
d. Overdrive Big Read — Tovah Anderson
e. Kanopy — Charles Teval

7. ALS Activities
8. Activities in Member Libraries
9. Adjourn

Dates to Remember:
ALS Board Meeting — July 11 - 6:00 pm @ MPL



Arrowhead Library System

Librarians Meeting Minutes

Wednesday, May 16, 2018
At Arrowhead LS/Milton Public Library
430 E High St. Milton
9:30 a.m.

In attendance: Steve Platteter, Tovah Anderson, René Bue, Charles Teval, Kirsten Almo, Megan
Kloeckner, Jeni Schomber, Lisa Brooks, Sarah Strunz

1. Call to order 9:36 a.m. — Chair —Charles Teval
2. Secretary — Tovah Anderson
3. Additions to Agenda

4. Approval of the April 2018 Minutes
a. Motion to approve by Megan Kloeckner
b. Seconded by Kirsten Almo
¢. Passes unanimously

5. Unfinished Business
a. Shared System
f. SHARE update

1. Delivery
a. Current situation is hard on the drivers
b. Contracting with Action Logistics probably will not be feasible,

would be a dedicated run which is very pricey
c. VIP Services has agreed to sort separate bins for BPL and HPL.
Kenosha is at capacity on sorter and can’t separate BPL/HPL.
i. Will be working with smail bins for everyone now.

2. Maintenance billing for 2019

a. Option 1: LLS bills ALS and ALS bills Libraries
i. This seems to be the ALS Libraries’ preferred option

b. Option 2: LLS bills libraries '
¢. Billing would include: WPLC, Hoopla, Support, etc.

3. April Statistics
a. Roughly 22,000 items through ALS hub between systems in April
b. 108,722 physical items circulated in ALS in April

h. Technology
i. BadgerNet — Router updates
1. OPL, CPL, & EPL in works/scheduled



2. Stili working with Sophos and TechMax. Project was bumped up to the
next level of engineers at Sophos. It's a problem with public vs private
IPs from the five smaller libraries.
c. Hoopla
i. HPL is projecting a $6,000-$14,000 shortfall
ii. 1,2, and 6 circs per patron are high — reducing to 5 circs would save
$175/month at HPL :
iii. Options to reduce costs — No decision made
1. Canreduce # of circs
2. Hoopla can stop sending circ reminders (possibly by library}
3. Remove Catalog connecter (by library)
4. Stop advertising Hoopla all together
5. Possibly suppress content by topic
d. WPLC/Overdrive
i, Board Meeting Minutes/Notes passed out {also emailed a week or so ago)
ii. Cost per circ model being considered.... Not a typical CPC model
1. Not great for popular titles
2. Could be useful in advantage collections
3. Could be good for more esoteric titles
e. Gale Courses —Tovah Anderson
i. May enroliment stats in packet
ii. March end of session stats passed out
iii. Spoke with BPL staff with PPT presentation — Tovah would be happy to present
to your staff or patrons.
f. Budget 2018
i. Starting to work on 2019 budget
1. Let Steve know by June how much you'd like to add to Hoopla
2. 2019 County Funding estimated figures in packet
g. Youth Services update- Jeni Schomber
i. Attended State of the State Meeting led by DPI
1. Kurt Kiefer gave updates on act 142, workforce development,
broadband - leni will share the notes she took
2. Summer Library Program — DPI is discussing:
a. DPluses LSTA funding to support state involvement in CSLP
b. Can't count on LSTA funds
¢. Could the money be better used
d. s CSLP really the best way to support early literacy
e, How important are stats vs real meaningful impact
h. Public Library System Redesign Project — Steve
i. Service Priorities in order
1. Delivery
2. Managing ILS
3. Technology
4. Coordinating Resource sharing and interlibrary loan
ii. Where participants think funding should come from
1. Coordinating Resource Sharing — 50% full state funding, 40% state and
local
2. Managing ILS — 35% Full State, 50% state and local,



i. ALS Board Report — Sarah Strunz

6. New Business

This meeting already addressed everything covered at Board Meeting

a. Inclusive Services Retreat — René Bue

vi.

vii.
viii.

3-Day Workshop Facilitated by DPI, very intense, very in-depth

DPI developed an Inclusive Services Statement: "Wisconsin public libraries
serve everyone, and it is the duty of everyone in the service of Wisconsin public
libraries to foster inclusivity."
https://dpi.wi.gov/wilibrariesforeveryone/inclusive-services-statement-division-
libraries-technology

Is your staff, collection, signage backing up what you're doing to be inclusive
Checkout the revised standards — there are three tiers 1 is the lowest, 3 is the
highest. (quick checklist passed out at meeting from René Bue)

Sounds like Wisconsin is the only state to be thinking of inclusive services in this
way and with this type of initiative

PR should have a statement about accommodation to participate as well as the
Hearing Loop and Handicap Accessible Symbol on it.

Consider spaces for lactation rooms or sensory calming rooms

Will be an online way to fill out the checklist - not available yet (discussed at
WAPL conference)

b. Lynda.com - Steve Platteter

7. ALS Activities

ALS will cover the Arrowhead contributions for 2018/2019
1. Unsure what state funding will look like after 2019, may need
reevaluation for 2020

a. ALS website redesign is underway
b. Collaborated with Bridges Library System PR Coordinator in some skills sharing

8. Activities in Member Libraries
a. Beloit Public Library — Jeni Schomber

iv.

Gearing up for SLP
Flooding — Riverside Room carpeting, acoustic paneling, ceiling tiles, and
painting has been finished. Back to where it should be.
Looking at hiring 7 new people through restructuring of service model and
retirements

1. Restructured 3 “Head of” positions
AudioCon was a little better attended than last year. Had 4 presenters.

b. Orfordville Public Library —Sarah Strunz

Gearing up for SLP
1. Senior High Schooler is being a helper for Library camp and library in the
park as her senior service project
Did a Marketing Webinar — merchandising shelves

c. Eager Free Public Library — Megan Kloeckner

Construction Party — 150 people came. Second one in August.



ii. SLP—online summer sign up only.
iii. Staffing: one employee out since February, may be back after today
d. Edgerton Public Library — Kirsten Almo
i. Exercise Power Bike - lots of PR, messages from Georgia, Nova Scotia, etc.
1. Popular after school and early evening
2. Alittle noisy
ii. Farm to Table Exhibit still there --- was supposed to go in February. If anyone
wants it, contact Kirsten
iii. SLP —very happy with reading logs. Kids/Parents are excited
iv. STAFF: Teen librarian still open, have temporarily filled it for the summer.
e. Milton Public Library — Lisa Brooks
i, STAFFING: Lost Tech Coordinator (4™ time in 5 years) — helped sell the idea to
city council that the position be increased in hours and pay increase. Now 35
hours/$19 per hour. Now it’s a Youth Services Coordinator {tweens) and Tech
Services. 16 apps with 2 series candidates so far.
ii. Successful food truck rally. The trucks now call to come. 500-600 people
estimated. Another one at the end of August.
iii. NAMI mental health awareness discussion — 23 adult people attended, want to
do it again.
iv. Anti-human trafficking — about 40 people attended
f. Hedberg Public Library — Charles Teval |
i. New Library Matters newsletter/program guide --- now only puts out one library
program guide for all ages
ii. SLP will be one for all ages (not S like previously) — first time doing it this way.
Hoping to encourage more adult participate.
1. 100% online registration {do have a paper backup in case) — one check
in station for everyone off the side ofthe
Using the libraries rock theme (we're on the rock river)
Books are the goals to get prizes, Wandoo Reader and challenges. Will
be moving 6 music artists along a track based on reading quantities.
iii. Quest Con coming — Willie Wonka Theme
iv. Capital Campaign is 2/3 of the way there — video produced to encourage
donations {shown during meeting)

9. Adjournat 11:52
a. Motioned by Lisa Brooks
b. Seconded by Sarah Strunz

Dates to Remember:

SHARE Directors Council — Tuesday, June 5 — 11;00 am @ Hedberg Public Library
ALS Board Meeting — Wednesday, June 13 — 6:00 pm @ ALS/Milton Public Library
ALS Librarians Meeting — Wednesday, June 20 - 9:30 am @ Beloit Public Library
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MAY 2018 Session — Final Gale Statistics

Individuals Library Card Course Title Session Enrollment Date Verification Last Login Time Spent{minutes) Completion Status
BELOIT PUBLIC LIBRARY 22 Total Enroliments

1 2.1537€+13 Creating WordPress Websites Apr-18 4/24/18 Unwerified  4/26/18 6:44 125 Incomplete
3 2.1537E+13 Grammar for ESL Apr-18 4/10/18 Verified 5/20/18 19:03 547 Incomplete
4 2.1537E+13 Speed Spanish Apr-18 4/10/18 Verified 4/16/18 9:53 1439 Incomplete
5 2.1537E+13 Accounting Fundamentals Apr-18 4/8/18 Verified 6/13/18 15:46 679 Completed
2.1537E+13 Introduction to Algebra Apr-18 4/8/18 Verified 6/13/18 15:46 819 Completed

6 2.1537E+13 Accounting Fundamentals Apr-18 4/24/18 Unverified 4/24/18 18:48 133 Incomplete
7 2.1537E+13 Discover Sign Language Apr-18 4/18/18 Unverified 4/27/18 15:24 63 Incomplete
8 2.1537E+13 Grammar for ESL Apr-18 4/24/18 Unverified  4/24/18 9:33 0 Incomplete
2.1537E+13 Introduction to Nonprofit Management Apr-18 4/24/18 Unverified  4/24/18 9:33 0 Incomplete

9 2.1537E+13 Solving Classroom Discipline Problems Apr-18 3/31/18 Verified 6/14/18 10:47 415 Completed
2.1537€+13 Keyboarding Apr-18 3/31/18 Verified 6/14/18 10:47 567 Completed

10 2.1537E+13 Introduction to Photoshop CS6 Apr-18 3/15/18 Unverified 4/23/18 16:09 127 Incomplete
11 2.1537E+13 Creating WordPress Websites Apr-18 3/21/18 Verified 6/13/18 8:24 1831 Completed
2.1537E+13 Mastering Your Digital SLR Camera Apr-18 3/23/18 Verified 6/13/18 8:24 1166 Completed

12 2.1537E+13 Personal Finance Apr-18 3/18/18 Unverified 3/18/18 19:13 0 Incomplete
13 2.1537E+13 Speed Spanish Apr-18 4/14/18 Unverified  4/14/18 6:57 128 Incomplete
14 2.1537E+13 Beginner's Guide to Getting Published Apr-18 3/1/18 Verified 6/13/18 4:23 576 Incomplete
2.1537E+13 Beginning Writer's Workshop Apr-18 3/27/18 Verified 6/13/18 4:23 1021 Completed

15 2.1537E+13 Medical Terminology: A Word Association Approach Apr-18 3/24/18 Unverified 3/24/18 14:42 0 Incomplete
16 2.1537€+13 Get Assertivel Apr-18 4/18/18 Verified 6/13/18 11:22 576 Completed
2.1537E+13 Accounting Fundamentals Apr-18 4/19/18 Verified 6/13/18 11:22 1824 Completed

"HEDBERG PUBLIC LIBRARY 21 Total Enrollments

1 2.1828E+13 Introduction to PC Troubleshooting Apr-18 4/3/18 Verified 6/11/18 14:42 802 Completed
2 2.1828E+13 Administrative Assistant Fundamentals Apr-18 4/6/18 Verified 6/8/18 6:09 606 Completed
2.1828E+13 Administrative Assistant Applications Apr-18 4/6/18 Verified 6/8/18 6:09 894 Completed

3 2.1828E+13 Speed Spanish Apr-18 3/23/18 Unverified 3/24/18 11:56 0 Incomplete
4 2.1828E+13 Introduction to Interior Design Apr-18 3/20/18 Unverified  3/20/18 5:02 0 Incomplete
S 2.1828E+13 Speed Spanish Apr-18 2/28/18 Unverified 2/28/18 14:40 0 Incomplete
6 2.1828E+13 Start a Pet Sitting Business Apr-18 2/25/18 Unverified 4/27/18 12:20 0 Incomplete
7 2.1828E+13 Merrill Ream Speed Reading Apr-18 4/7/18 Unverified ~ 4/18/18 5:57 131 Incomplete
8 2.1828E+13 Introduction to Interior Design Apr-18 4/7/18 Unverified 6/11/18 19:49 343 Incomplete
2.1828E+13 Introduction to Microsoft Excel 2016 Apr-18 4/7/18 Verified 6/11/18 19:49 2059 Incomplete

9 2,1828E+13 Intreduction te SQL Apr-18 3/21/18 Unverified 4/17/18 10:24 124 Incomplete
10 2.1828E+13 Speed Spanish Apr-18 4/11/18 Unverified 4/11/18 17:52 0 Incomplete
11 2.1828E+13 Introduction to Microsoft Excel 2007 Apr-18 4/16/18 Unverified  4/16/18 9:53 145 Incomplete
12 2.1828E+13 Happy and Healthy Pregnancy Apr-18 4/19/18 Verified 5/21/18 7:32 383 Completed
13 2.1828E+13 Understanding Adolescents Apr-18 4/12/18 Unverified 4/21/18 20:04 220 Incomplete
14 2.1828E+13 Explore a Career as a Paralegal Apr-18 3/9/18 Unverified 4/15/18 20:27 416 Incomplete
15 2.1828E+13 Introduction to C++ Programming Apr-18 3/1/18 Unverified  3/31/18 8:10 0 Incomplete
16 2.1828E+13 Project Management Fundamentals <br /> Apr-18 3/25/18 Unverified 4/11/18 19:02 18 Incomplete
17 2.1828E+13 Start Your Own Edible Garden Apr-18 4/3/18 Unverified  4/3/18 13:22 0 Incomplete
18 2.1828E+13 Introduction to Python 3 Programming Apr-18 4/8/18 Verified 4/12/18 19:44 403 Incomplete
19 2.1828E+13 Certificate in Meditation Apr-18 4/16/18 Verified 4/18/18 12:46 774 Completed

EDGERTON PUBLIC LIBRARY 6 Total Enrollments
1 2.4511E+13 Human Anatomy and Physiology Apr-18 4/13/18 Unverified  4/13/18 7:16 131 Incomplete
2 2.4511E+13 Introduction to QuickBocks Online Apr-18 4/9/18 Verified 5/18/18 11:43 2710 Completed
3 2.4511E+13 Introduction te Criminal Law Apr-18 2/12/18 Unverified  3/13/18 10:52 0 Incomplete
4 2.4511E+13 Certificate in Food, Nutrition, and Health Apr-18 4/7/18 Unverified 4/23/18 14:54 318 Incomplete
5 2.4511E+13 Real Estate Investing Apr-18 3/28/18 Verified 6/6/18 10:05 1798 Completed
2.4511€+13 A toZ Grant Writing Apr-18 4/9/18 Verified 6/6/18 10:05 432 Completed
EAGER FREE PUBLIC LIBRARY 11 Total Enrollments

1 2.5353E+13 Advanced Microsoft Excel 2016 Apr-18 3/27/18 Unverified 6/13/18 9:37 S Incomplete
2 2.5353E+13 Leadership Apr-18 4/9/18 Unverified 4/9/18 6:47 0 Incomplete
3 2.5353E+13 Starting a Nonprofit Apr-18 3/30/18 Unverified  6/13/18 9:35 0 Incomplete
2.5353E+13 Certificate in Mindfulness Apr-18 3/30/18 Verified 6/13/18 9:35 1349 Completed

4 2.5353E+13 Start Your Own Small Business Apr-18 3/28/18 Verified 5/21/18 10:12 560 Completed
5 2efpl000045: Beginning Conversational French Apr-18 4/11/18 Unverified  5/13/18 8:48 23 Incomplete
2efpl000045: Business Finance for Non-Finance Personnel Apr-18 4/11/18 Unverified 5/13/18 8:48 7 Incomplete
2efpl000045: Building Teams That Work Apr-18 4/11/18 Unverified ~ 5/13/18 8:48 0 Incomplete
2efpl000045: Leadership Apr-18 4/11/18 Unverified  5/13/18 8:48 11 Incomplete
2efpl000045: Mastering Public Speaking Apr-18 4/11/18 Verified 5/13/18 8:48 97 Incomplete

6 2efploooo78. Keys to Effective Communication Apr-18 3/4/18 Unverified  4/9/18 11:26 0 Incomplete

CLINTON PUBLIC LIBRARY 2 Total Enrollments
1 2.5569E+13 Accounting Fundamentals Il Apr-18 4/7/18 Verified 6/10/18 7:47 782 Completed
2 2.5569E+13 Introduction to InDesign CC Apr-18 2/21/18 Unverified 5/18/18 9:04 448 Incomplete
MILTON PUBLIC LIBRARY 3 Total Enroliments

1 2.7462E+13 Publish and Sell Your E-Books Apr-18 2/23/18 Unverified 5/31/18 20:16 45 Incomplete
2.7462E+13 Certificate in Holistic and Integrative Health: Foundations 1 Apr-18 2/23/18 Unverified 5/31/18 20:16 76 Incomplete

2 2.7462€+13 Introduction to Programming Apr-18 3/5/18 Unverified ~ 3/5/18 11:52 0 Incomplete
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Top 20 Courses

Introduction to Microsoft Excel 2016
Personal Finance

Start Your Own Edible Garden

Ato Z Grant Writing

Resume Writing Workshop

Merrill Ream Speed Reading

Speed Spanish Il

Luscious, Low-Fat, Lightning-Quick Meals
Keys to Successful Money Management
Certificate in Meditation

Discover Sign Language

Introduction to Microsoft Excel 2013
Certificate in Stress Management
Intermediate Microsoft Excel 2016
Certificate in Mindfulness

Keyboarding

start and Operate Your Own Home-Based Business
The Craft of Magazine Writing

Speed Spanish

Growing Plants for Fun and Profit
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total minutes in class

New Courses

Date Added
Intermediate QuickBooks 2018 05/15/2018
Human Resource Management Suite 04/09/2018
Introduction to QuickBooks 2018 04/04/2018 !
ﬁt::‘lifri::te in Music Therapy and Sound 12/05/2017 ;
High Performance Organization 12/05/2017
Talent and Performance Management 12/01/2017
Certificate in Women's Health Issues 09/01/2017
Introduction to QuickBooks 2017 12/06/2016 |
Intermediate QuickBooks 2017 12/06/2016
Project Management Fundamentals Il 10/25/2016
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Public Library Service Model W

June 8, 2018
Model Defining and Refining Conference of the PLSR Steering Committee and CRCs

Included in this document:

Model W Global Summary and Diagram
« Model W Description

« Model W Review Summary Document - from the committee of the whole
review of Model W conducted on June 8, 2018

+ Model W Deep Review Summary Document - from the Model W workgroup
{drawn randomly from Steering Committee and CRC Committee) on June 8,
2018




Public Library Service Model W

What

Where

When

Why

How

Structure

Governance

Funding

Global Summary

Focuses on improving local library services throughout Wisconsin through
update of library system standards of service and accountability structure,
adoption of a more equitable library system funding formula while maintaining
the current successful regional library system structure.

Statewide

The timeline would need to be determined but changes could be implemented in
the near future.

There is a high level of satisfaction regarding library system services among the
state’s public libraries (see page 4 of “A Report on Findings from the Public
Library System Redesign Survey” here). This model builds on successes and
offers remedies where inequity and dissatisfaction exist.

Creation and implementation of revised library system standards followed by
changes in the state’s library system funding formula will offer all library systems
the ability to provide services that better meet the needs of their member
libraries.

The structure currently in place would remain unchanged. The adaptability and
flexibility of the current structure offers opportunities for partnerships
described in Workgroup Recommendations.

The current governance structure would remain in place. However, in its role of
overseeing library systems’ accountability to revised standards of service, DPI
would be able to explore additional leadership opportunities.

The current state aid to library systems formula in W1 Stat. 43.24 (1) (a) would be
replaced with the equity-based formula outlined in 43.24 (1) (c). This revised
formula factors in shared revenue payments instead of local funding which
addresses the equity issues that have been identified in the PLSR project.

How Workgroup Recommendations Relate:

ILS

ILL

Change is not required but is readily possible due to current flexibility and scale
of ILS consortia in the state. Statewide discovery layer could be implemented.

The current library system structure supports the existing interlibrary toan
structure.

Public Library Service Model W Preliminary Models for Review Page 1




Delivery

Collections

The workgroup model proposed could be implemented with no changes to state
library system structure. Greater funding for some library systems could expand
opportunities.

Not impacted, but model allows organic partnerships and responsiveness to
changing conditions. Greater funding for some library systems could expand
opportunities.

Consulting/CE A statewide portal for CE and additional consulting could be implemented within

Technology
Support

Resource
Library

Chapter 43

the existing library system structure. Greater funding for some library systems
could expand opportunities.

No change to library system based infrastructure required but
larger infrastructure regions could be built through agreements. Greater funding
for some library systems could expand opportunities.

This model wouldn’t require change to the state’s resource libraries but any
changes made to resource libraries could easily be adapted in this model.

A statutory change would be necessary to revise both the library system
standards of service and the library system aid formula. A task force to review
library system standards could be convened immediately. Following the work of
the committee, a legislative change could be sought for both the standards and
the funding formula.

Public Library Service Model W Preliminary Models for Review Page 2



Model W - System based on current model of 16 Systems as illustrated below

State / County
{Funding)

N
System Board
{Governance)

v

Executive
Director

4

Management
Team
Staff

7
Mandatory &
Discretionary
System Services

T
Advisory
Committees
1t
Local Libraries
t]\

Local Boards
™
Local
Communities
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Public Library Service Model W

Model Title: W isconsin FORWARD — a Flexible, Outcome-based, Responsive
Way All Resources are Designed to advance the state’s public libraries

Eummary Description j

Maintains current regional library system structure based on county affiliation. Focuses on
incremental change in library systems by targeting areas where outcomes can be improved to
better serve local library users throughout Wisconsin. Areas targeted for improvement are
library system funding formula and library system standards of service.

Current Library System structure is fundamentally sound. The “bottom up” approach gives
community libraries a great deal of ownership, keeps citizen boards invested and responsible
for oversight, and helps build relationships in a regional area—especially at the county level.
The model is cost effective due to economies of scale resulting from sharing costs and
resources. Library systems are able to respond to new collaborative opportunities because
they are not so large that agility is sacrificed. Incremental change is manageable and risk of
failure is minimized.

A task force would be convened to review and revise current library system standards of service
using as a springboard the standards recommended in appendices to the 2013 SRLAAW report
Creating More Effective Library Systems. The new standards would establish an accountability
structure that includes measurable uniform feedback from local libraries across the state and
would be designed to accomplish improvement at the library system level without damaging
services to the member libraries.

Following the work of the task force, legislative change would be sought to incorporate the
recommended revised standards as well as to change the state’slibrary system aid funding
formula as outlined below. This revised formula factors in shared revenue payments instead of
local funding which addresses the equity issues that are a significant concern and stated goal of
the PLSR project.

The current state aid to library systems formula in W1 Stat. 43.24 (1) {a) would be replaced with
the equity-based formula outlined in 43.24 (1} {c). Rather than wait for the 11.25% funding
trigger as specified in the statute, the formula change could be implemented now through a
narrow and specific legislative change. An analysis of state aid to library systems allocated for
2019 shows the new funding formula could be adopted at this time without loss of funding to
any library system. Library systems in areas where inequity needs to be addressed would see
their funding rise, while the funding of other systems would remain stable. For more
information see: https://tinyurl.com/y74dutgm.

Public Library Service Model W Preliminary Models for Review Page 4



A robust 2019-2021 DPI budget request for increased public library system aid that sustains and
builds upon the additional capacity realized in the 2017-2019 biennium would further help
alleviate the equity issue.

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATION: Include an incremental disincentive-funding factor that
addresses library systems with fewer than 15 libraries to encourage library systems serving a
small number of libraries to merge with another library system. The efficiency of alibrary
system correlates to the number of libraries it serves.

Structure

Local library system board {appointment based on current statute)
Local library system staff (varies by library system funding and priorities)
System Director
Consultants
Technology infrastructure and support
Support staff such as business managers
Existing statewide services have service advisory groups
Mandatory library system services would be updated through work of a task force
Statewide discovery layer could be implemented

Services offered beyond the revised library system standards are based on regional availability,
cooperative partnerships, funding availability, and local priorities

Online portal could be implemented

Greater funding for some library systems could expand opportunities

[ B

Discovery layer could be implemented that supports existing regional networks. Because many
of the state’s ILS consortia are funded with a large percentage of lacal dollars, it is important to
recognize that it would be difficult for the state to impose a structure for ILS services. ILS
consortia that form organically based on geography and relationships are stronger and
healthier than ones that are forced. Additionally, because more than 95% of transactions are
filled within existing consortia statewide, careful analysis must be made before investing state
dollars in improving only 5% of transactions.

Public Library Service Model W Preliminary Models for Review Page 5



m )

The current library system structure supports ILL. The additional layer of staff for ILL in the
workgroup report may be unnecessary given less than 5% of the transactions are interlibrary
loan.

‘ Delivery J

This model does not require changes to the current delivery system. However, the delivery
workgroup recommendations could be implemented within this model.

{Collections 1

The current library system structure supports cooperative collections as evidenced by the WI
Public Library Consortium. Additional collections and resources could be added.

Eonsulting/CE/ProfessionaI Development

A statewide portal for CE and additional Consulting could be implemented within the existing
library system structure. Collaborations are already in place. Additional collaborations and
consulting opportunities could be managed by DPI. The DPI could invest in a portal using
WISEdata and WISEdash funds or could ask the library systems to contribute. In fact, the DPI
could ask library systems to help fund any innovative project they envision.

ETechnoIogy Support

This plan, which relies on local funding dollars, could be implemented within the current
structure because many of the state libraries already use local funding for technology support.
Library Systems could help develop the program and may also be able to help fund the initiative
with the new funding structure.

Besource Libraries T

This mode! wouldn’t require change to the state’s resource libraries but any changes made to
resource libraries could easily be adapted in this model.

Chapter 43

A statutory change would be necessary to revise both the library system standards of service
and the library system aid formula. A task force to review library system standards could be
convened immediately. Following the work of the committee, a legislative change would be
sought for both the standards and the funding formula,

Public Library Service Model W Preliminary Models for Review Page 6



Recent legislative successes have been built upon the premise of library systems doing valuable
work to the benefit of the public libraries, which interact directly with Wisconsin citizens in all
corners of the state. There is no reason to believe this request for legislative change wouldn’t
be successful especially if there is library community consensus.

This model builds on the positive messages of past legislative success and introduces
incremental targeted change to improve outcomes for Wisconsin residents without risk of
losing hard-earned legislative support. Additionally, the current model maintains the idea of
“local control” within a region. This concept has historic supportin the legislature and is far
more likely to achieve legislative success than a model that replaces the structural importance
of counties in favor of centralized funding and control at a state level.

Key Challenges/Questions with this Model

Determining library systems’ desired outcomes and corresponding measurements would be
necessary.

Implementation timetable would need to be determined.

Some library systems with a small number of libraries or in areas with more economic stability
may not receive additional funding, especially if there is a deduct factor for library system size
in the funding formula.

How do we make the process easier for library systems with a small number of member
libraries to merge?

Is there a way to incentivize library system collaborations?

It will be important that accountability consequences be designed to accomplish improvement
at the library system level without damaging services to the member libraries.

rKey Benefits of this Model: T

This model continues the regional structure, which is a cost effective way to leverage resources
while allowing for the most customer-driven, and responsive service program.

This model allows libraries to have a great deal of input into the program of services provided.
Service programs are designed based on regional needs.

This mode! does not add any additional layers of bureaucracy.

This model! is cost effective because personnel costs are reflective of the unigue market
conditions for the region.

This model keeps library system staff and board members in place building relationships and
investing in the success of their member libraries.

Public Library Service Model W Preliminary Models for Review Page 7



This model is incremental which allows for needed analysis on the identified areas of change as
recommended in workgroup reports instead of wholesale change that risks failure.

This model keeps library system boards, which continue the important relationships at the
county level, are invaluable from an advocacy standpoint, and can be partners in
accountability.

Changing the formula and revising library system standards will require community consensus
and corresponding improvements in Chapter 43. However, the formula change is already in the
statute and standards revisions developed in 2013 provide a springboard to jumpstart the work
of the task force. Under these circumstances, the requested statutory changes to the
legislature can be presented as logical next steps for improvement of a structure that has their
strong support rather than as a potentially controversial and divisive overhaul.

This model allows library systems to build on the recognized successes of the past instead of on
the unknown. Additional funding could be used to help the funding formula address known
issues.

This model empowers DPI to take a more active role in ensuring quality library system services
across the state.

This model continues to build strong relationships in each region as well as between regions
and within the state. This network is a powerful and positive force for good for the state’s
libraries.

This model continues to allow and encourage partnerships of library systems when it is
mutually beneficial.

This model encourages library system staff synergy and brainstorming that happens when
people see each other regulariy.

This model continues to enable counties to leave their library system and join another. This
choice provides a natural element of accountability in the structure.

This model does not incur the high costs associated with large-scale changes:

e Legal costs

« Unemployment pay

¢ Contract buyouts

e Hiring and training costs

e Rebranding and reprinting costs

e Lost opportunity costs due to large scale staffing and process change

e Potential cost of losing hard won trust and goodwill adhering to legislative investment in
current library system structure

Public Library Service Model W Preliminary Models for Review Page 8



Model W Review Summary Document

Notes faken on June 8, 2018 by DPI liaison o the PLSR Steering Committee and the
CRCs John DeBacher during a committee of the whole discussion of the newly
proposed Model W. Notes are based upon the flipchart notes recorded by the
facilitators Linda and Jeff Russell of Russell Consulting, Inc. and additional comments
captured by John DeBacher.

s Increased Funding for All

» Current Boundaries don't shift as much

+ Dissipates tension will be limited

« Farless disruption to libraries & system staff

o Addresses inequities through standards & accountability {should improve patron
experience)

« Utilizes existing statutes (may be easier to get approved)

« Seeks to directly address population density issue (that may be equity)

« Doesn't add additional organizational structural hierarchies

« Evolutionary rather than revolutionary change

« Collaboration-based:; encourages partnerships without mandating them

o Allows current partnerships fo be nourished

+ Integrates low-hanging fruits {with Steve's additions)

Refore proceeding to the next question, the Russell's asked: Are we all in general
agreement with these flipchart notes for this guestion? There were no dissenters.

‘2. What are the potential challenges/downsides of this ‘model?

+ Loses potential to be transformative

e Successis based on statutory changes coming through (funding formula
change}

« Possible to lose efficiency that may have been gained in other ways

« No new efficiencies of scale

lssues with technology support -- local libraries may need to dip info local

funding

Would require a legislative tweak fo achieve funding change

Doesn’'t address redundancies of payroll, boards, inefficiencies

No easier way to redraw boundaries

Is this all the change after a 3-year process?

Using the survey of the library systems creates false issue by lack of awareness

Assumes new capacities from existing structures

Assumes that if you use more money you do better - not enough for

underperforming (assumes additional funding provides innovation)

« The proposal urges changes to statutes to provide more standards

e & & & & ® 9

Before proceeding to the next question, the Russell’s asked: Are we alf in general
agreement with these flipchart notes for this question? There were no dissenters.

Model W Review by the Committee of the Whole - Summary Documentation



3 Whatls the unicive ehtBUNSH/dBBISGE

¢ DPI has greater involvement holding systems accountable

o Since it builds on the existing model, implementation is eased, less blow-back to
get process started

s Seems very system-focused - does it have enough "trickle-down for the library
patron? It was noted that this was also integral in Model X.

o Addresses inequity through funding formula rather than through radical structural
or service changes

« Builds on the current sirengths of the existing structure

. Doesn't reduce the current number of systems If was noted there is an additionai
consideration to address that. Possible but not mandatory.

Before proceeding to the next question, the Russell’'s asked: Are we all in general
agreement with these flipchart notes for this question? There were no dissenters.

Note: design principles listed in parentheses indicates a lack of consensus among the
group as to whether the model fully satisfies, partially satisfies, or fails to satisfy the
principle.

Fully Satisfied Principles:

9
(1)
(2)
{3}
7
(8)
4

Partially Satisfied Principles:

()
(8)
(5)
10
(2)
3

Fails to Satisfy these Principles:
5

* & & o & & @

6
2
]

* ® o

0

Unclear or Not Sure if this/these Principles are Satisfied

Model W Review by the Committee of the Whole - Summary Docurmentation 2



Discussion:

#2 - appears in ali. the model doesn't drive innovation, but doesn't necessarily
incentivize. Also #10isn't wholly met - hard to

It was suggested that innovation can be better met since it may provide more
funding. Allows for systems to determine how they innovate. The multi-year
process as codifying the possible improvements, but this is so status quo.
Innovation comes from more than with just system aid.

#1 "Partial” because there are different camps - in some systems, more change
is needed--that steering committee was trusted to create change--this dicdn't da
much {though some might say it does)

#3 Innovation is so subjective, some may think current allows for it; others would
not

#8 If Standards+, then it is partially satisfied. It misses the opportunity fo get there.
Cthers may think so.

#5 I1's unknown whether things would get more or less efficient. It doesn’t
necessarily state how they would be made, but since that is already happening.
so it happens when/whether it happens. It was noted that the low-hanging fruit
helps it be partially met. The workgroup reports can be mined for more
efficiencies and even transformative changes.

#5 how does it fail to satisfy? Doesn't change status quo enough. Though the
funding change addresses inequity so it's partially satisfied.

. everyone win?

Which library stakeholders are likely to be strongly supportive? Why?

Systemn staff - systems in general

Resource libraries

Systems that are currently under-resources {and their stakeholders)

Certain municipalities, since less funding burden MIGHT be place on them
LD&L - could be very laser-focused "makable case” legislative change and
budget support

If funding component works and it leads to higher standards, then the patrons
win

It was asked if the funding model could go on any of the models—this would
need to be locked at.

A large number of the public libraries, since there would be less disruption
Strong potential for counties to support the model! (increased funding. less
burden on counties, service improvement)

Which are likely to be resistant? Why?

Maybe in SWLS (some discussion)

Tracy noted that this process doesn't necessarily HAVE to be transformative. It
was suggested that none of the workgroups suggested “blowing up” the current
structure

Maybe very small systems

Library patrons might be considered losers (if compared fo what PLSR might
have provided)

Madel W Review by the Committee of the Whole — Summary Documentation 3



o Allof us, if funding disappears. It was noted that great relationships have been
built that prevents that and that all models risk cataclysm. it was suggested that
the model isn't scalable

« DPI: might be more for them to do {that may make them winners, too0)

o Standards may provide a negative, if it would require changes that can't be met

« The group wanted more information on Standards —a standards task force
would be used to define these.

Refore proceeding to the next question, the Russell's asked: Are we allin general
agreement with these flipchart notes for this question? There were no dissenters.

gestoImp

6. Suggested Ghe del

What changes could be made to this model to improve its responsiveness fo the design
principles, reduce the downsides, and reduce losses for one or more stakeholders?

« Trying to use the administration code for the standards rather than legislation

+ Try to make non-compliance have less impact on local libraries: minimize impact
of system standards non-compliance on local libraries

+ Integrate more consolidated services (Steve's additions may address that}

« Streamline a process for system boundaries to be voluntarily changed

e A mechanism for funding to go to libraries in need - how to benefit the smaller
libraries - Have a way to address inequities within a system, as well as statewide

+ Incorporate more encouragement fo continue changes - don't just make the

initial funding changes and then ignore the workgroups

Address duplications and redundancies

Look at ways to address the “uniqueness™ of Milwaukee County

Before proceeding to the next question, the Russell’s asked: Are we all in general
agreement with these flipchart notes for this question? There were no dissenters.

|

7. Questions that Need Answers/Information We Need ;.o |
What are ihe questions abouf this model that first need to be answered to enable us fo
make a decision about whether this model is worth pursuing? What additional
information do we need to inform our judgements about this model? What information is

most critical for us fo know? Where might this information be available?

+ What specific legislative and regulatory changes would be required?

« What happens if the increase in funding is not available or is less than what the
model proposes?

« s there a way to test this against the inequities we're aware of already? How
much help would this provide?

« How do we institutionalize the implementation of the workgroup reports’
potential2 How do then not get forgotten?

« What are potential standards and accountability roles?

o How will fransition details be addressed?

The Russell’s asked if the group had enough information to assess this model and then
distributed “ballot” to the group to rate the model on the 10-point effectiveness scale.

Model W Review by the Committee of the Whole - Summary Doc umenfation 4



Model W Deep Review
Summary Document

Notes taken during the June 8, 2018 small group discussion. The discussion workgroup
was comprised of the Steering Committee and CRCs. Half of the members were
randomly assigned to work on this model, the other half on the other model under
consideration. This workgroup was facilitated by John Thompson. Documentation by
DPI staffers Shannon Schultz and Tessa Schmidt.

prove the

1. Suggested Chdnges to,i

What addifional changes should be made to this model to improve its ability to respond
to the current/future needs of public libraries?

e Elaborate and be explicit on the standards, need more definition; e.g. for

technology, funding, ratios, etc.
o Measurabie

Review of current standards

What exists in statutes right now

Reporting function

Services standards

Part of standards tied to state aid, part tied to assurance of compliance

statements

Accountability standards

o Discussed possibility of tiers, with $ tied to it, cost per capita mandates, but
tiers can also create inequity... decided to only have a minimum/core
standard; focus on what is ESSENTIAL

e Does the formula do enough to ensure accountability? What do we know about
how much money is needed to make a system like SWLS equitable?

o Address the optics, is this transforming enough? The PLSR charge is not to
transform services, but to provide more equitable access. Model W does not
explicitly say “implement workgroup model X" but would that help the optics

e The other models didn't allow for discussion about funding formula, but would
that have changed things?

Service models speak to centralization, how does this model work with that idea?¢
Benefits of changing administrative code versus standards

Making clearer the differences between admin code, standards, and
compliance

Making standards flexible for changes in libraries in the future

Operational funding for updating the discovery layer and dashboard/portal
Systems boundaries should be able to be redefined more easily; system service
boundaries should be more flexible, is this essential for Model W2 We need a
better understanding of this.

o ¢ O C 0O
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o 1{7).2(4),3.4,6,7.8,%,10
Partially Satisfied Principles:
e 1{1).2(4).5(7), 6, 7.8 10
Fails to Satisfy these Principles:
e 5(1)
Unclear or Not Sure if this/these Principles are Satisfied:
e 1,35 6,7(2),10

Which library stakeholders are likely fo be strongly supportive? Why?

Systems/system staff

Resource libraries

Under-resourced systems and stakeholders

Certain municipalities {possibly reduces funding burden)

LD&.L- focused for legislative change and budget support

Patrons will win throughout the state

Many public libraries-no major disruption to system

Counties likely to suppori- increased funding and more support, $ back to local
communities

¢ DPIl-Role is enhanced

Which are likely to be resistant? Why?

s Those expecting a lot of change (revolutionaries)[could change as model
develops)

¢ Under-resourced systems and stakeholders- funding increase may not be
enough

e Very small systems (cannot clearly define], if there is not financial support to
merge or if standards are too expensive

s DPl- more monitoring and evaluation would be required

" 4. Questions that Need Answeérs/Information We Need

What are the questions about this revised model that still need fo be answered to
enable us fo make an informed decision about whether this model is good af meeling
the current/future needs of public libraries? What addifional information do we need?
Where might this information be available?

s Standards and accountability
e Cost of providing standards, the per capita
s How does MKE's status play into this (applies to dll models)

Model W Deep Review — June 8, 2018 Workgroup Documentation



e What happens if increase in funding isn’t available or is less than model
proposes? - Models could work without more funding from the funding formula
proposed, as work group recommendations could still be implemented

e What specific legislative and regulatory changes would be required? Timing?
Likelihood?

How does equity change if everyone has more funding?
¢ s there a way to test this against the current inequities we are aware ofe
What are the potential standards and accountability rules? Other states?
o Chapter 43 Subcommittee
o DPI
e How do we institutionalize the implementation of the workgroup potential?
o  Need to flesh out transition strategy

e How nimble is this model if funding source or changes occur (applies to all
models)

o Cost for providing standards

Model W Deep Review — June 8, 2018 Workgroup Documentation



Public Library Service Model Y

June 8, 2018
Model Defining and Refining Conference of the PLSR Steering Committee and CRCs

Included in this document:

¢ Model Y Global Summary and Diagram

» Model Y Description

« Model Y Notes from Model Y Review Team on May 18, 2018

e Model Y Deep Review Summary Document - from the Model Y workgroup
(drawn randomly from Steering Committee and CRC Committee} on June 8,
2018




Public Library Service Model Y

Global Summary

What Reduces the number of systems to between 6 and 8, based on the
delivery regions recommended by the Delivery Work Group.

Where Changes will take place in all areds of the state, although those with
large geographic areas may feel the change less acutely.

When The timeline would need to be determined.

Why Increase in scale will create efficiencies.

How Method would need to be determined

Structure A statewide management team is responsible for delivering

services. Includes statewide portal and discovery layer.

Governance Provides for a Statewide governing board for all library services, but
systems remain with individual governing boards.

Funding Each of the new systems/regions will see new budgets based on the

current formula. The only way the regions will see increased
revenue is if the new larger systems include significantly higher levels
of population.

ILS Statewide discovery layer. No dramatic change needed

ILL Would align with new system boundaries
Delivery Boundaries of delivery regions become the system borders. Work

group recommendations fuling implemented.
Collections Purchasing pools become larger.
Consulting/CE Implement online portal

Technology Overlays 3 technology support areds.
Support

Resource
Library

Chapter 43
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Public Library Service Model Y

Model Title: -8 Regional Library Systems under a Statewide Services Umbrella

Summary Description

This model aligns with delivery regions which also incorporate one or more shared ILS. A
statewide governing board and statewide service management team help provide
and monitor service expectations. Creating a statewide service philosophy with a more
formalized regional structure.

Structure
Statewide Governance Group

State Library Board—-Representational appointment from each system (member
librarian based?)

State Librarian

Variations for Statewide Governance Group--Statewide service advisory group(s)
Statewide Service Management Team

Delivery

ILS/ILL

Collections

Consulting/CE

Technology

Variations —Team Leader/Functional Manager versus State Librarian;
Management tfeam members could be responsible for multiple service areas

Mandatory System Services and Standards to support equity of service (SRLAAW
Crealing More Effective Public Library Systems 2013)

Statewide services such as ILL; Technology Infrastructure; Delivery to regional hubs;
Electronic Resources (Baseline); Digitization; Discovery Layer; Portal

Regional System Board

Representation from Region
Appointment of citizens and library staff
Geographically diverse

Regional System staff

Dedicated staff for each service area
Multiple region staff such as Facilities and Data

Online portal

Statewide discovery layer

Public Library Service Model Y Preliminary Models for Review i



i | E R

The 8 proposed delivery regions mirror shared ILS regions. Further mergers of ILSs could
reduce the number of delivery regions. Existing ILSs could co-exist in larger regions.

Regional ILL service boundaries can be supported.

State-level ILL Support.

The model would mirror the 8 proposed delivery regions.

~ Collections:
Electronic Resources

« Some electronic resources such as Overdrive and Badgerlink are dlready
provided statewide. The statewide approach could establish the baseline of
resources along access to additional resources as determined by local needs.

Digitization

« Supports statewide services and regional digitization kits.
_ Consulting/CE/Professiondl Development = = . i
Consulting staff would be based in system areas.

Add multiple system region consulting staff such as facilities and data.

CE staff could mirror number of regions.

- Technology Support: | o S |
Proposed three technology regions based on the ideal delivery map or similar map.

Delivery regions will support their distribution needs.

Infrastructure {technology regions or Statewide) and regional field offices can be
supported by this model.
‘Resource Librarles <. TR
Regional resource libraries to support specialized collections within a region. This is a
variation from the workgroup model.

Could add statewide resource library concept in addition to regional resource libraries.

Public Library Service Model Y Preliminary Models for Review



'Key Challenges/Questions withiithisModel
1.

e B e

Coordination of services.

Will silos be reduced?

Is it too top-heavy? Balance of administration and service.
Incentives to merge systems and ILSs.

Balancing of state funding between new systermn areas.
Roles for existing library service agencies/providers.
Implementation fimeline.

Can consultants share responsibilities?

How to determine qudiifying skills for consultants

10. How can we make it easier for entire systems merge with each other?

11. How to create an easier way for a county to realign with o different system

Public Library Service Model Y Preliminary Modlels for Review 3



Model Y Review Summary Document

Notes from the Model Y Review Team on May 18, 2018

Model Y

« There would be more state involvement in the systems. Better access to decision
makers, drivers of funding.

o More direct interaction with state policymakers.

o Both positive and negative. Legislative day is so important, but that could
be everyday.

o Big propanent of marketing and public relations. Libraries fail now, but this
opens a door to improve.

¢ Efficiencies and access to services. More access.

o For example if there was one person who was an expert on something
everyone would have access to that person. One stop shepping.

o Key basic services would be delivered with equal service excellence
throughout the state with ease of access.

o Assurance of standards of service across the state? More of an issue of
shared expertise.

. Statewide governing board with representatives from each region of the state.

« Greater efficiencies. 8 hubs instead of 16 would allow for efficenciess in delivery,
collection, administration.

o Potential to save money.

« Standards would be established for all libraries. We have the new Wisconsin
standards. It is important to say you have egual access to services to meet those
standards.

e Scaleis the main virtue.

s Helps us move towards equity. Local libraries will receive key services where they
might be lacking.

o Inequity has been identified in rural areas of the state with low system
funding, so less services provided by the system. This would ensure the
state is delivering a certain set of services that local fibraries can rely on
and expect.

e Filters down to better services for patrons. Help the library directors do their job
better and focus their energies to the patron.

Model Y Review Team Summary Documentation from May 18, 2018 i



« Least resistance, easiest to implement. It isn't a dramatic shift and is a middle
ground.

o Seems redlistic as well as progressive.

o It's approachable and a place we can get to, but it is a move forward
and not sitting in inertia. Transformative.

o One of the fears raised was that nothing would change based on this
process.

o Even this level of change would take courage fo enact.

« The statewide governing board in the structure could be made up of member
librarians or system staff and could insure flexibility and responsiveness to local
library issues.

- 2. What are the potentidl challenigés/downsides of this model? -
« Funding. How will this work with county and cross-county funding?

o Statutes say you can still bill counties.

o There might be adjustments needed.

o How would county government react fo this?

o Some communities don't want to pay for library services, All taxes are
seen as negative, so local libraries don’t get an increase in funding. This
model doesn't address local funding at all.

e Aloss of local, regional autonomy. Northern regions will be spread out even
further.

o Geographically, regions will have to be bigger.
o Further travel for consultants or CE opportunities.
o Loss of local relationships.

o How would you structure the new system? If they are structured as they
are now, how can you accommodate services? System governance
could be set up differently than they are now.

o More member libraries to serve in some areas.

o Providing encugh attention to all the libraries in a larger system would be
a challenge.

o Staffing would have to be adjusted to accommeodate larger demand.

« How do we handle the people {staff) who are in positions now? Furloughs,
transitions, etc.@

o Location and physical buildings also play into this.
o Wil staff have to move their lives to work in the new system?

. Selection of the regional hubs. Where are they going fo be?

Model Y Review Team Summary Documentation from May 18, 2018



o What makes it best for our patrons in the state, we could move there
gradually?

o This will be complex and polifical.
Where does the cenfralization process live?
o Ifit lives within the state it will be subject to procurement rules.
o Centralization under what umbrella.
o How do we centralize without sacrificing flexibility?

Funding will be based on population size. Milwaukee will be getting all the
money again. How do you sell that idea when you're in LaCrosse or Richmond
Center.

o The current formula is based on population. This won't allow for equity.
o Current formula conflicts with the goals of the PLSR process.
o Alsoisn't dynamic

Funding of state level service could also be problematic, how is it distriouted or
funneled?

Ambiguity in relationship between regional and cenfralized governance®
o  What authority does the regional governance have? [s it advisory?

o This model implies that not all services are provided at the state level, but
it doesn't define what the breaking point is. Needs to be better defined.

Would like a current organizational chart for how things are defined now vs.
what this model is describing.

what is the statewide govermning board?

o Representatives from each system, state librarian, representatives from
advisory groups.

None of these models take info account that there are other levels of decision
making bodies that aren't considered in this model.

o For example ILS consortia. They could choose to cooperate.

o Incorporation of existing policy and funding bodies outside systems are
not considered.

A loss of control and status by individuals.

o Library system boards, library system directors, resource libraries and
liorarians.

‘3. What is the unique contribution/approdch of this model?

It balances things. Allows for statewide overall services that will benefit libraries
and patrons but also has regional control but allows for regional voices.

Compromise

Model ¥ Review Team Summary Documentation from May 18, 2018



e Least dramatic {and traumatic}

« There are things that would really help library directors that will filter down to
patrons.

o Lofs of statewide services and access to expertise.
«  Good balance between statewide and local needs.

« Regional people on state board would represent the more local views and have
a voice to bring issues up.

» Legal questions could be answered via hotline. Expertise is easily accessible.
« This model is based on delivery workgroup and they have strong data.

o Also implied by many of the other workgroups.

o Patrons expect speed and delivery so libraries should too.
o Dramatically reduces the number of systems.

o This was recommended in almost every workgroup.

« Eliminates duplication of effort and gives everyone great access to expertise.

Fully Satisfied Principles:
+—10

o This might just be a start, but because of issues around funding it might be
partially satisfied.

o 2

o ltisn't extreme, but it has room for movement
¢« 5

o Has potential
e 4

o Member libraries on a system board that interacts with the state

o Would be flexible and responsive

o There are differing views in a region that has to filter up to the state

o Nothing would prohibit individual fipraries from collaborating on a greater
scale

o What happens to WPLC, an dlliance of 16 library systems?

o Are systems as flexible as they are now? Goes back fo the question of
authority of regional governance. If it stays the same as it is now it would
stay the same.

e 8

Model Y Review Team Summary Documentation from May 18,2018 4



Will save local library directors time and money
Within the context of system services it does fuffill, otherwise maybe not,

What is the local municipal responsibility to fulfil these need?

By design, that’s what this model does
it all has to start with basic standards and guidelines

The model itself gives some libraries things, but it doesn’t fake away

If we assume that funding is adequate, this fully satisfies this requirement

Partially Satisfied Principles:

« 10
¢+ 3

Not fleshed out enough

Is some of this already in place?

Same amount Qs now

Representation on representative boards

Fails to Satisfy these Principles:

Unclear or Not Sure if this/these Principles are Satisfied:

o

o Hard to say

o The funding level for systems is stuck without statutory changes, if you

don't change the formula the money has to come from somewhere

5. Does this model create winners/losers or.does everyone win?

+ 1think everybody wins. As long as we talk about full implementation and not
during implementation.

o Delivery will help everyone
o libraries will have better access to expertise and higher level resources

e Wil small libraries have as strong of a voice in larger regional service areas? Will
they be able to build relationships?

Maodel Y Review Team Summary Documentation from May 18, 2018



o Sacrificing connections can be seen as a loss. will IT people be able to
know what your library cabling looks like

« Perception that Staffing is increased in workgroup models. There would be more
consistant visits based on new staff.

o Will highly functioning libraries “not lose" instead of wine

o Everyone comes up to the level of highly function libraries, but this
wouldn’'t do much for those libraries.

« Wil things be taken away from some libraries at the local level because services
are provided from a larger region of service? That money won't be able to be
funded/spent and could be reduced.

« Nicolet has one tech guy for 42 libraries. This is an equity issue.

+ Equity issues are the result of a choice made at some point. Are we looking for
state funding to replace local funding.

« Consensus: The intent is there to start moving towards having more wirners.

wWhich library stakeholders are likely to be strongly supportive? Why?

Rural
Library directors
Library patrons

* & & &

Which are likely to be resistants Why?
¢ Resource libraries
o Maybe noft
+  System
+  Well funded systems

¢ Well functioning systems

6. Suggested Chianges fo Improve fhe Model -~~~ -~ |

what changes could be made to this model to improve its responsiveness to the design
principles, reduce the downsides, and reduce losses for one or more stakeholders?

o Include some sort of fransition. Maybe we start with 16 hubs that moves to 8
systems.
« Provide guidance and help for libraries to meet standards through consulting.
Define those standards first
o New system or regional level service?
« Doesn't explicitly state what regional services are, but does define state. That
would be helpful.
o There should be flexibility, but minimum standards are necessary
o Also standards for those services
o  What will systems even be doing?
= Systems take responsibility for E-rate application?

Model Y Review Team Summary Documentation frorn May I8, 2018 6



Better explanation of filing out the annual report.
New director bootcamp?
support for budget planning, grant applications?
These types of activities build a trusting relationship between the
system and libraries.
« Examine the population models for regions, the way the funding is distributed
Now.,
o The delivery map might create winners and losers
o Not focused on highways
« Define incentives, what could encourage people to start doing this on their own
o Should there dlso be penalties for non-compliance?
o 1% increase in state aid?
o 5day aweek delivery as an example, it's baked into the workgroup
reports
« Define layers of government more clearly
« Customer service representative model. We should expect the service model
provider to provide that level of service to keep your business. Account
representatives, Even if that person changes, the support should be continue to
be delivered at a high standard.
o Each library should be treated differently and each service provider can't
build relationships the same way. One size doesn't fit all.

7. Questions that Need Answers/Information We Need " 1

What are the questions about this model that first need to be answered to endable us 1o
make a decision about whether this model is worth pursing? In other words, what
additional information do we need to inform our judgements about this model? What
information is most critical for us to know? Where might this information be available?

+ Talk through how things get down to the level of helping patrons. What is the
value case to the local librarye

« More definition in the statewide governance section. For example: Who appoints
the governing board?

e How should a library be representative at a board level when there are

disagreements among the libraries they are charged with recommending?

How do regional concerns get represented adequately at the state level?

Cost analysis. Price it out alittle more.

Convert percentages to doliar amounts. In the funding report.

Dig into the funding report a litte more.

Can we assume that this will be fully funded?
o Is there new money?

« Transition plan? Should be clearer.

.« & & & o

On a scale of 1.= 5 how do youfeel dbout the model?

o 4
s« 4-if fully funded
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* Feedback from laige group discUssion:

4-5
3-4
5

“l love it."
What are the benefits to local libraries?

o It consolidates expertise and allows local library directors more access to
that expertise without requiring them to jump trough hoops.

o Takes state provided core services off of the system’s plate. The system
would have more opportunity to interact with member libraries and
provide the services they need.

Would delivery be provided at a statewide level?
o Yes

ILS is not discussed in the Workgroup report, did you talk about it.
o It also wasn’t addressed in this discussion.
o Not talking about ¢ statewide ILS

The model reduces the number of system and aligns to delivery

o Didn't talk about a specific map, but used the delivery map as a point of
reference during the discussion

Talked about accountability to members, did you talk about accountability from
above? What type of oversight would the statewide board provide?

o Added that to the tweaks that system service standards needed to be
defined.
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Model Y Deep Review
Summary Document

Notes taken during the June 8, 2018 small group discussion. The discussion workgroup
was comprised of Steering Committee members and CRCs. Half of the members were
randomly assigned to work on this model, the other half on the other model under
consideration. This workgroup was faciitated by Steven Ohs. Documentation by DPI
staffers Gail Murray (document capture) and Benjamin Miller (flipchart recorder).

- 1:Suggested Changes toimp ]

What additional changes should be made fo this model to improve its ability to respond
to the current/future needs of public libraries?

e Y should be more fleshed out in the manner that W was so that we're comparing
apples to apples

« Since large group likes both Y and W, can we meet in the middle? Maybe a
transition plan showing how 16 systems would eventually end up with fewer.
Lacking o transition plan or maybe this should be pared down to be closer to W.
Group expresses agreement that all models need fransition plans

« More than just a transition plan is needed — what willhappen to staff, buildings.
vans, etc, efc.

o |f we are basing this off of delivery, is it freeway compatibility? County lines?
Need more detail in order to have a reasonable conversation by the end of July.
“Boundary principal.”

e |f this is the alternative 1o the thing we know (W), when it's nebulous it remains
scary. It's an unknown.

o Funding is still the biggest unknown. It's hard to compare with W because theirs is
based off of modification of funding formula. Y needs a funding model/element
and how Chapter 43 affects that.

+ Hopes that we can find the goed in both W and Y.

« Systems could be “experts” in one area - one does dll consulting, another does
marketing, etc. This is a good compromise if we are scared to take these services
from systems and put them at a higher level.

o Or, we could create a system where these kinds of things could just
emerge naturally due to conditions/incentives/etc.

¢  What is the legislative/regulatory strategy for both Y and W#

« What are technology standards at liorary level?

« Praise for Y model for being able to provide better system services, e.g. building
assistance

¢  What's the new definition for resource libraries in Y2 There's no standard of
services provided by them

« W addresses equity via statute — interested in adding that to Y as well (Equity
equalizer in financing model}

« How much power does the state have over systemsin Y¢

¢ Thoughts on structure@
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o Main difference is governing board - seems key to this model, to make a
statewide view of system services happen. Not necessarily the enforcer
though - that would still be DPI.

o Ofherwise, not a lot different

o How will systems relate to one another? Boundary issues — fown vs village,
system agreement conflicts, etc. How can we move away from that?

» Depends on how systems are drawn but this could solve some of
these issues. Fewer systems would result in fewer points for conflict,
but it will be a big adjustment and conflicts will still exist.

o Can systems still freely associate to create bodies like WPLC to get around
state procurement issues? In this model, seems like yes they can.

A compromise between two models isn't far away, just need ways to fund state
overlays

o This model has discovery defined and more about what Steve laid out in
his mode!, which is missing in W

o Incentives for system consolidation/create a simplified process

Logistically, does it make sense for systems to be grouped around delivery hubs?
Geospatial logistics

o Consultants don't necessarily heed to sit in the same space as delivery,
etc.

Don't like how this cuts out some systems — 8 isn't the magic number, it could be
12 or 14. Hard to put weight fully behind Y because it seems likely a hybrid will
develop.

Some libraries currently feel really far from system hubs. This could exacerbate
that, but others think it doesn't have to be that way, system staff can travel, etc.

o More work heeds 1o be done on outreach to smaller libraries, geospatial
logistics again, etc. What's the proper service level? A library gets visited
once a month?

Both models lack focus on marketing/PR/publicizing libraries
Collaborating on services with bigger regions frees up systems to be more flexible
in the services they provide

Do we have consensus?

Many are mere things that need to be fleshed out vs. overt changes. All are in
agreement on all items identified as Suggested Changes (captured on flipchart

pages)

ltem added after-the-fact, after completing #2 below

o Legal implications, resources availabie for accomplishing a transition —is this all part

of a transition plan?

o Legal, administrative, buildings to sell, organizational culture — consensus that
this doesn't need to be decided at this level, it's complicated, and it will be
part of the transition plan once we get to that point.
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.........

Fully Safisfied Principles:

. 2
« 3
e 4
¢ 5-Collapsing systems, there had better be efficiencies
s 6
o 7/
¢« 8
s G

» 10
{7,8,9,10 depend on the addition of an equity equalizer]
Partially Satisfied Principles:

e |
+ 3-Expanding committees to be less local seems like it could cause loss of
transparency

Fails to Satisfy these Principles:
s None
Unclear or Nof Sure If this/these Principles are Satisfled.

o 1 -Transitioning, geospatial logistics make this unclear

« 4-No guarantee that a larger geographic area of service would encourage
libraries to innovate — context is subjective

Which library stakeholders are likely to be strongly supportive? Why?
+ Large library systems — they would have to change the least

o Library directors and patrons. Directors would have better access to resources for
their patrons

+ Could go both ways. "Being small and insular is our brand.”
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. »4:Questions that-Need Answers/Informati

« Stakeholders could appreciate the “lean”-ness of this model - legislators, funding
authorities, etc. would appreciate the proactive measures taken

o This assumes systems/libraries aren't asking locally for more money, which you
probably are in order to kick off some changes to save money down the
road

« Improved service philosophy - change needs to happen to provide better
services

+ Underresourced systems, libraries, and counties.
Which are likely to be resistant? Why?

« Anyone who doesn't like change could resist; those most impacted by the
transition

e Folks who feel the brunt of redistribution of funds or diminished services

o Large, well-funded systems who have to take on smaller libraries with less
funding

« Smaller systems asked to merge with larger - disparate power relationships -
“you're joining us”

o Example of systems cooperating and when writing memaos, have to
alternate which name appears first

« Anyone afraid for their job (system staff) — high risk, potentially low reward at
system level but not at library level

+ Smalllibraries — local control

o Also big winners — depends on perception and where you live, could go
either way

We Need: -
What are the questions about this revised model that still need to be answered to
enable us to make an informed decision about whether this model is good at meeting

the current/future needs of public libraries? What additional information do we need?
Where might this information be available?

e Risk/Reward dynamics for stakeholder groups (somewhat covered in 3 but less
adversarial)
Local control considerations
Cost analysis/funding
[lots of what could go here is already covered in 1)
Deemed most important by the group:
o Legislative strategy
o Transition Plan
o Pros & Cons for local libraries
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Trustee Training Week 2018

Welcome! Registration for this year's webinars is open. Hope to see
you at one or more of the presentations.

Trustee Training Week 2018
Presentations

Orientation for New Library Board Trustees

Monday, August 13

Presenter: Krista Ross {/krista-ross), Executive Director, SELCO, Rochester Minnesota

Becoming a new trustee can be an intimidating experience. There's that huge DP| Trustee Manual, there are
all those acronyms to learn and the decisions you have to make can affect people in your area for years.
Krista will simplify the process of orientating new trustees. A few basic principles to know and understand will
enable new trustees to hit the ground running, be effective early, and set the tone for continuous learning of
all the information they need to know to represent their library or system in an efficient manner.

! Register for Orientation for New Library Board Trustees (https://attendeegotowebinar.com/register/423688400608867

Effective Boards Have Effective Meetings!
Tuesday, August 14

Presenter: Christine Hage (/christine-hage), Director, Rochester Hills Public Library Division Councilor, United
for Libraries

Meetings may sound boring to some but in fact, they are the best place to discuss your library's policies, how
busy the library is, and how well the library is meeting its goals, Surprisingly, many boards do not function
well. There may be a bully on board, someone might dominate the conversations, or there might just be plain
personality clashes. This program will show you how to resclve any issuesyou may have and how to prevent
them from happening in the first place.

egister for Effective Boards Have Effective Meetings! (https://attendee.gotowebinar.com/register/37035359843113387

—

-

From Advocate to Activist
Wednesday, August 15

Presenter: Patrick "PC" Sweeney (/patrick-pc-sweeney), Political Director for EveryLibrary tecturer for San Jose
State University iSchool

in this session, we will challenge the traditional mode! of advocacy for libraries and instead look at how we
create activists for libraries to build the public support we need to survive.We'll look at how our current
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advocacy model is failing libraries and causing massive defunding and closures and we'll explore many of the
strategies and tactics used by same of the best community organizers, political action committees, and
politicians to build real actionable suppart from networks of change through comrunity organizing and
political action. We will emphasize the resources and skills that librarians and library staff need to develop if
they want to have the political and community support that they need in order to increase support and
funding.

- \

Register for from Advocate to Activist (https://attendee.gotowebinar.com/register/4640666237494862851 )

“

Wisconsin Public Library Standards, 6th Edition for
Trustees

”

Thursday, August 16

Presenter: Shannon Schultz {/shannon-schuliz), Public Library Administration Consultant, Wisconsin
Department of Public Instruction

After an exhaustive two-year pracess, the DPI's Public Library Development Team has released the 6th edition
of the WI Pubtic Library Standards. Utilizing a work group of more than 30 liorary directors, trustees, and
system staff from all regions of the state, the team has radically changed the layout and structure of the
Standards, including a new approach to the quantitative values. This session will explore and explain the
challenges, inciuding those pertaining specifically to public library trustees.

| Register for Wisconsin Public Library Standards, 6th Edition for Trustees (https://attendea.gotowebinar.com/register/61

Crafting Your Library's Story with Data
Friday, August 17

Presenter: Jody Hoesly (/jody-hoesly), Data Services Consultant, South Central Library System

Libraries collect and generate a lot of data. How do we use that data along with data from other sources like
the U.S. Census to tell our library's stories? In this webinar, you'll learn to craft questions that can be
supported by data to support library services or initiatives, identify and access relevant datasets, and
recognize available visualization tools. The heart of the presentation will focus on stories and how you can
combine questions with visual data to craft your library’s story.

[

- Register for Crafting Your Library's Story with Data (https://attendee.gotowebinar.com/register/3476614376524827651

Wiscansin Trustee Training Week was developed in 2014 by Jamie Matczakat the Nicolet Federated Library
System with the goal of providing high-quality webinars to public library boards, friends, and trustees in
Wisconsin.
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