
WRLSWEB Network Advisory Committee Meeting

December 10, 2009

La Crosse Public Library

Minutes

Members present: Karen Bernau, Jill Bjornstad, Karen Carr, Bridget Christenson, Laurie
Erickson, Judy Grant, Muriel Gunderson, Peggy Klein, Carol Krett, Kelly Krieg-Sigman,
Chris McArdle Rojo, David Polodna, Jeanne Rice, Karyn Schmidt, Rita Wachuta Breckel

Guests: Kristen Anderson, Debbie Brooks, Charles Clemence, Deb Dagnon, Randy Dagnon,
David Goldfein, Myrna Paulson, Marcia Sarnowski

The meeting was convened by Polodna at 1:37 pm.

I. Greetings and Introductions/Roll Call. Roll call was taken as indicated above.

II. Approval of minutes from October 1 meeting. Motion by David Goldfein, seconded by

Karen Bernau, to approve the minutes of the October 1, 2009 meeting as presented.

Polodna asked participants to note in particular the bracketed statement which followed
item IX, where he was setting aside the votes and returning the topic for further
discussion at the December meeting. Motion carried. [Procedural Note: Kelly
Krieg-Sigman arrived after this point in the meeting; prior to her arrival Mr. Goldfein
was representing LPL, thus he made this motion as a committee member, not a guest.]

III. Meeting Dates for 2010: A sheet listing all the meeting dates for 2010 was distributed
since action at the October meeting altered the usual scheme for setting these dates. The
meetings for 2010 will take place on the second Thursday of the even numbered months:
February 11, April 8, June 10, August 12, October 14, December 9. Neither the time nor
location for meetings is expected to change.

IV. Out-of-State Patron Cards -- Policies Shared?: Noting that those at the October meeting
requested that any libraries with out-of-state patron registration policies please share them
with all members, Polodna asked if this had been done and reminded any directors who
had not shared their policies to please do so.

V. WRLSWEB Standardization / Holds: In mid-November 2009, Polodna received an email
from a regional user concerned about potential actions to be taken in regard to holds
limits. A copy of the email was distributed at the meeting. Polodna explained that he had
responded to the patron stating that the holds discussion would not come until early 2010
and would focus not on limiting holds more but rather on finding a standard limit if
possible. He felt it was important for all NAC members to be aware of the patron’s
perspective, and he had promised the patron he would share the comments with NAC.
Discussion followed with the point being made that increasing the number of holds will
have an impact on delivery, on the space needed in libraries to store requested items, and
on the time it will take staff to pull a larger number of holds. Goldfein noted that LPL
hoped to experiment with self-service holds and if this reduced staff time, and space could
be found to house waiting materials, this might influence the limit on holds. McArdle
Rojo suggested that we add ‘‘minimum age for getting a library card’’ to the list of topics
for standardization (the patron was requesting books for herself and a child too young to
qualify for a library card). Schmidt stated that in discussions among the Wisconsin Small
Libraries Section members, it seemed that most libraries allow thirty to fifty holds. Grant
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reported that she has encountered patrons who have requested items with many holds for
which the patron will have to wait a long time, who then cannot request other items
which might be available because he or she had reached the holds limit. It became
obvious that balancing the desires of patrons for many holds and WRLSWEB’s ability to
manage an increased number of holds will be a challenging matter.

VI. WRLSWEB Standardization / Loan Periods Redux: Due to the lack of consensus on
standard loan periods, Polodna brought the topic back for further discussion, prefacing it
by saying that the Network Advisory Committee is designed to operate on consensus
where a solution agreeable to all is sought rather than relying on a majority decision that
potentially alienates those libraries which disagree with a decision. Since all legal
authority for setting policy decisions rests with local library boards, and WRLSWEB’s
design did not include the consortium setting such operational requirements, the most
practical way to assure uniformity is for all NAC members to be convinced of the
wisdom of a particular parameter and then all agree to pursue it locally. Christenson
noted that some of the opposing NAC members were not at this meeting, so the matter
could still probably not be settled. Goldfein suggested that one way to address some of
the loan period concerns is to change the overriding Horizon policy that the rules of the
owning library apply no matter where an item is checked out, and instead use the rules of
the library checking out no matter where the item came from. Klein stated that her
understanding was that a majority vote would be seen as a deciding action and that those
who did not agree with a specific decision still had an obligation to promote the adoption
of the standard at the local level. If this understanding was universal, this would alleviate
some of the concern. Klein went on to say she felt that WRLS should be taking a more
authoritative role in these matters so that progress is more efficient. Polodna stated his
one reservation with WRLS taking this role is that without legal authority the system has
no way to enforce any decision. This led to discussion about the general structure of the
consortium and ways in which that structure might need to change. Christenson reported
that in Winnefox, parameters were established by the system, and all members accepted
them as part of the participation agreement. Motion by McArdle Rojo, seconded by

Christenson, to table the discussion of standardizing loan periods until the next meeting,

giving NAC members time to think about the broader issues with making decisions on a

consensus basis. Discussion continued. There was much frustration expressed with issues
having to be continually brought back for further consideration and the slowness of
progress. It was also suggested that part of the problem is one of communication and
follow-up on adopting changes upon which votes have been taken. As an example, the
unanimously accepted renewal standards have been adopted by only about half of the
WRLSWEB libraries and it was proposed that someone should be prompting the libraries
to move forward on making the local decision to change. Others indicated that they were
not even necessarily aware of what parameters had been set for their libraries, and they
needed to know this in order to analyze the impact of a change. Motion to table carried.

VII. Additional Issues or Concerns: Goldfein reported that the first site visit had been
completed and that the committee was not much impressed with the Polaris installation.
Other visits hopefully would be set in January. The discussion then turned to the overall
conclusion, or lack thereof, of the committee: no product has so far stood out as being
significantly better than Horizon and there are several ideas about how to proceed.
McArdle Rojo said the charge from NAC to the committee, as she understood it, was that
a replacement for Horizon must be found. It was noted, however, that since the
committee began its work, the stated future for Horizon has changed and that it might be
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around much longer than expected. Goldfein indicated that some of the problems with
Horizon might be solvable if we utilized additional available features or approached our
own setup of the product differently. It was concluded that the original list of desirable
features that was developed by NAC should be reviewed to see if the most reasonable and
effective decision might be to just stay with Horizon. Clemence agreed to send out the list
to everyone so they could review it and, if after such review it is deemed important to
discuss how Horizon could address the list, the topic could be placed on the next NAC
agenda. Some members then emphasized that no matter what platform we end up with,
ongoing training on operating the ILS is an unmet need.

Goldfein then reported that we have completed the first phase of upgrading Horizon. He
explained that this upgrade, which so far has gone smoothly, was pursued because 1)
given how the ILS search is proceeding, we are likely to be with Horizon for at least
another year, 2) the upgrade will provide better response times, and 3) it will save
WRLSWEB money. The second phase will be more involved and will require more
downtime. The hope is that this can be accomplished at night or during other closed hours
and negotiations are underway with Sirsi-Dynix to determine the schedule.

Deb Dagnon reported that Telecirc is not longer supported and is beginning to fail. In
discussions with Sirsi-Dynix we have learned that one solution will cost $18,000
(one-time cost, with annual maintenance fees). Goldfein then reported that other avenues
are being considered including contracting with a private concern to develop a product
for WRLSWEB; Goldfein indicated he would likely be involved as one of the developers
in this private venture.

McArdle Rojo asked that when NAC discusses holds limits, it also includes seasonal
limits upon libraries which might be asking for undue numbers of items for local
programs. These requests prevent all other libraries from having their seasonal materials
for their own endeavors.

VIII. Next Meeting: February 11, 2010

IX. Adjournment: The meeting was adjourned at 2:51 pm.

Respectfully submitted,

David Polodna
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