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September 9, 2003

The Montana Library Network (MLN) has been charged by the Networking Task Force to work with Montana Shared Catalog (MSC) members to  prepare a business plan. the Montana State Library Commission will use this plan to help wisely steer MSC’s growth, and to determine the degree to which they want to fund the MSC using Library Service and Technology Act moneys. 

I wrote this plan, functioning as MSC’s staff person. Karen Strege, Darlene Staffeldt, and Sarah McHugh made key contributions. The MSC Executive Committee has offered innumerable suggestions and these suggestions are part of this document. Additionally, suggestions from MSC members and the library community have been incorporated into this draft. 

The final plan will be MSC’s plan. I expect it to be discussed at length by MSC members at their November meeting. Due to time constraints, the Membership has not yet discussed the plan face-to-face. 

This document will be forwarded to the MSL Commission in October. The plan will be most likely modified by the MSC members at their November meeting.  Any revisions will be forward to the Commission before their December meeting.  The current plan reflects MLN’s current understanding of its role and priorities. This plan will be a working document that, while identifying long-term goals and strategies, remains flexible and responsive to our rapidly changing environment. As a working document, I expect this plan will be discussed, modified and updated to respond to a rapidly evolving environment.

I thank everybody who has been involved in this planning process. I think we are well on our way down the right track.
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Bruce Newell, Director

Montana Library Network

Planning Timetable

	Ï June 2003
	Bruce drafts business plan, sends draft to Library Development, Bette for additions, corrections, and modifications

Bruce drafts needs assessment survey

	Ï June 25
	Bruce sends drafts to Executive Committee and Networking Task Force for additions, corrections, and modifications

	Ï July 2
	Bruce sends corrected draft to MSC members and standing committees for additions, corrections, and modifications

	Ï July 11
	MSC Members and standing committees comments due back

	Ï July 23
	Library community begins responding to needs assessment available online (via www.WebMonkey.com)

	Ï August 6
	Library community opportunity to respond to needs assessment complete

	Ï August 8
	Bruce circulates draft plan to wider library community and NTF

	Ï September 5
	Responses from library community due back; Bruce prepares final draft prepared with NTF and library community additions, corrections, and modifications

	Ï September 16
	Networking Task Force meets and reviews business plan

	Ï October 1
	Bruce mails final draft MSC business plan to MSL Commission

	     October 8
	MSL Commission meeting, Miles City; Commission reviews plan.

	     November 6,7
	MSC membership reviews and adopts plan

	     December 10
	MSL Commission adopts plan.
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Background

In 1999, at the urging of Montana’s library community, the Networking Task Force recommended that the Commission include funds to encourage the growth of shared catalogs in Montana. The Commission approved the use of Library Services Technology Act funds to support such catalogs throughout the state. The Montana Library Network
 (MLN) was assigned responsibility for these projects.

In 2000, MLN worked with Hi-Line libraries and, through the hard work of the Havre-Hill staff and client libraries, five libraries were added to Havre-Hill’s catalog system. In 2001 project funds helped Bozeman Public Library add Three Forks Public to BridgerNet, and created a new catalog, the Montana Shared Catalog (MSC) with seventeen western Montana libraries. This plan focuses on this effort, the Montana Shared Catalog. This year the MSC added six eastern Montana libraries. This completes this project as it was initially conceived and approved by the Commission.

The State Library’s five-year plan
 includes goals and programs that continue this project. Included is an objective to evaluate continued funding of participation in the shared Montana Catalog.  

In December 2003, the Commission will allocate next year’s LSTA funds. Although Congress is considering an increase in funding for LSTA, MSL does not know what level of funding will be available. Additionally, other priorities at the State Library compete for LSTA dollars, and the Commission will consider MSC as one of these funding priorities.

To inform the Montana State Library Commission’s decision, the Networking Task Force has asked MLN, acting in a staff capacity for the MSC and with their participation, to create a business plan, including discussion of financial projections, computing and other requirements for adding libraries, and to address several challenges such as server location, staffing requirements, and data communications.
The planning process has included drafting this background document and surveying MSC members and the library community. The MSC membership and MSL staff has reviewed this information to develop this plan. 

The following document is arranged by topic areas, each of which includes a history and situation assessment, followed by recommendations. The recommendations were written after information was gathered from the MSC and the MSL staff. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, page 1 of 3
The Montana Library Network drafted this business plan for the Montana State Library Commission and for Montana Shared Catalog member libraries. The purposes of writing this plan are twofold: 

· To provide information to the MSL Commission to inform its budgetary decision making, and 

· To provide the MSC with a framework for an evolving business plan.

Current MSC libraries total twenty-three libraries in twenty-nine buildings, the catalog boasts 530,000 bibliographic records. There are at least an equal number of libraries interested in joining. Most of these libraries are from the Hi-Line, central, or eastern Montana. 85% are public and school libraries. Their collections total 284,000 items, ranging from 1,800 to 49,000 and averaging about 16,000. Most of these interested libraries have relatively modest budgets.

The Networking Task Force met September 16, 2003, in Helena, and discussed the Plan at length. The NTF believes the project has been a positive one for all Montana’s libraries, providing improved access to library resources, making resource sharing more efficient, and giving a steadily growing number of library patrons a very flexible and friendly catalog and circulation system. One NTF member called the MSC “…great bang for our buck…” and further “…It’s all about sharing on a statewide basis.”

This plan is comprised of six sections, ranging from Governance to Growth, and includes eleven attachments. Each section features a brief situation description, and a list of specific recommendations. Detailed recommendations are included in the plan. The following summarizes comments and recommendations from the NTF, the MSC Executive Committee and Membership, and from non-MSC Montana libraries:

Governance—The NTF recommended that the MSC remain a project of the MLN, but that the MSC gradually move toward self-governance (but not necessarily fiscal independence). One NTF member summarized: “I think the MSC needs to have the administrative support, integrity and structure of the MSL to sustain it as a viable information entity into the future. I think that the program will eventually need to be self-supporting, as much as possible, from a financial standpoint, but administratively remain under the umbrella of MSL/MLN.” Other (non-NTF) recommendations directed the MSC to:
· Review and update the Members Contract.

· Review the functions of the Executive Committee and Work Groups.

· Examine the relationship between the Montana Library Network, the Montana State Library, and the Montana Shared Catalog, exploring the question: “Is the MSC an independent consortium or a project of the MSL?”

· Investigate possible alternative governance mechanisms, such as inter-local agreements and Multi-jurisdictional Service Districts in Montana law (MCA 7-11-101 etc.)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, page 2 of 3

Finances—The NTF recommended that MSL remain involved in running and funding growth of the MSC for the next three years (FY04—FY06). Specifically:

· That MSL and MLN continue to provide staff for this project. (Approx. $100,000 FY03)

· MLN continues to fund annual server costs. ($23,000 FY03, $40,000 FY04)

· MSL continues to assist libraries with the up-front costs associated with joining the MSC. (Expenditures ranged between $90,000—$170,000 from FY01—FY03)

· The MSC moves toward increasing (but not absolute) fiscal autonomy.

· That during FY06 the MSL Commission reevaluates the level of its financial support of the MSC for the FY07 budget year.
· MSL continue its present practice of not supporting or subsidizing libraries with their individual annual MSC-related costs.
Additionally, the MSC Executive Committee and other suggested that MSC should:

· Explore means of sharing extraordinary costs beyond what’s covered by existing contingency funds.

· Investigate alternative or additional sources of funding.

Technology—The NTF recommended that MSC proceed with its plans to improve server stability and access. Other (non-NTF) recommendations directed the MSC to:
· Investigate, choose, and implement a server-hosting alternative by July 1, 2004.

· Budget $40,000 for server services for FY05.

· Monitor member libraries’ data communications environments, seeking opportunities to improve reliability, speed, and cost.

Training

· Formulate an annual training plan and schedule, incorporating both start-up and ongoing training needs and an annual budget.

· Continue to use MSC member-instructors as well as instructors from Sirsi and other Sirsi libraries.

· Seek other Sirsi libraries as training partners.

Staffing
· Develop a staffing plan, identifying needs for and the costs of an additional information technology staff person and a floating cataloger/technical services librarian.

· Identify sources of additional and stable ongoing funding.

· Work with the MSL to identify MSL Library Development consultants’ role or roles in the MSC. 

· Communicate staffing needs with the State Library, and, if possible and appropriate, develop a mutual or complementary support strategy.

· Develop staffing strategies that have minimum adverse effect on other MSL missions, and support MSL and MLN’s mission and goals.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, page 3 of 3

Growth—The NTF recommended that MLN continue to invite Montana libraries to join the consortium until all who wish to join are on-board. Toward building the consortium, and toward fiscal stability, MLN was directed to discuss MSC membership with larger Montana libraries in addition to smaller public libraries. Finally, the NTF, in the interest of economy and effectiveness, suggested MSL limit shared catalog project funding exclusively to the MSC. Other (non-NTF) recommendations directed the MSC to:

· Continue to fund and welcome new libraries, pursuing sustainable, prudent growth. Add libraries as quickly as resources allow, but no more so, remembering the needs of existing as well as new MSC libraries.

· The MSC recommends that the Montana State Library continue to budget LSTA and general funds to assist with both start-up costs and ongoing expenses. 

· System requirements planning (for adding additional computing or data communications resources, or for upgrading the current system) should be made two-years out in anticipation of need.

· Staff requirements planning should be completed two-years out in anticipation of need. Sources of funding should be identified, as well as a job description.

· To improve the overall quality of records being incorporated into the catalog, the process of adding new libraries should be slowed from the four—six months, to six—eight months. 

· Every effort must be made to communicate the consortia-nature of the MSC, making every effort to sustain and enhance MSC members’ cooperative attitudes and behaviors. 

This plan will be presented to the State Library Commission in December 2003, after being discussed by the Montana Shared Catalog membership at their November 2003 meeting. It is expected that this plan, as a working document, will evolve over time.

See also: Attachment Twelve: Networking Task Force Recommendations 

GOVERNANCE

Governance—History and Current Situation
MSC is governed by a “Members’ Council”. The Council, which is comprised of one representative from each participating library, meets at least once a year. A quorum consists of at least fifty percent (50%) of the Members. Responsibilities of the Council include all matters pertaining to governance and establishing policies and procedures.

The Council attempts to reach decisions based on consensus and in the spirit of cooperation. In the event agreement cannot be reached, decisions are made by simple majority vote.

The Council, at its annual meeting, will appoint an “Executive Committee” (Committee) Committee members serve one-year terms, and may be reappointed. The Committee consists of one representative each from the following
:

· Academic libraries

· Public libraries, larger (“larger” defined as having more than the mean average of bibliographic items in the MSC)

· Public libraries, smaller (“smaller” defined as having less than the mean average of bibliographic items in the MSC)

· School libraries

· Special libraries

· MSC Fiscal Agent


· MSC Project Administrator

The Committee meets at least twice a year, in the fall and the spring. Committee members will appoint two members at their spring meeting, to serve as Coordinator and Assistant Coordinator, to facilitate Council activities. 

Any Committee member may call a Committee meeting with sufficient notice to other members. A Committee meeting must include the participation of at least five Committee members. 

The Executive Committee gathers information relating to the operation and governance of the MSC from Member libraries and disseminates information to them. The Committee is charged with making ongoing operational decisions, identifying problems and opportunities so that they may be resolved in a timely manner, setting Council annual meeting agendas, calling special meetings of the Committee or Council as needs dictate, and other activities as needed. The Committee may alter its duties with the assent of the Council.

The Council or the Committee may establish and disband working groups whose responsibility is to oversee a particular aspect of the MSC. For example, the following committees were created to begin the project:

· Online Public Access Catalog (OPAC) & Systems Administration

· Technical Services

· Training

· User’s Services (Circulation)

The Montana Shared Catalog Member Library Contract guides MSC’s governance, and formally establishes mutual expectations between MSC members
. 

The MSC was formed, initially, of western Montana libraries. The Contract reflects this, and does not include specific provision for representing a wider geographic group of libraries. There is, for example, no mechanism for changing the composition of the Executive Council so that it continues to represent a changing Membership.

There are disparities between MSC’s practice and what’s required, governance-wise, by the MSC Members Contract.

In the event that a member library had a grievance with the MSC, there is, currently, no grievance procedure.

The MSC is a project of the Montana State Library, through MLN and its Library Development team. MSC has enjoyed significant LSTA funding, and so the State Library Commission has had, and retains, a significant stake and interest in the MSC. New libraries, particularly smaller libraries, would be slower to join without the LSTA funds awarded this project by the Montana State Library Commission.

MSL’s long-range plan includes continued encouragement for libraries to join shared catalogs—implicit in this is an assumption that one of the primary shared catalogs being joined is the MSC. The MSC is significantly assisted
 by the State Library and the Montana Library Network; in fact, the MSC is both a project of the MLN and a self-governing entity, the MSL being one member of twenty-three.

We have learned that library records, specifically, history logs which (among many other things) link patrons with the books they’ve checked out, are currently being kept indefinitely. These logs make it possible to recover from a catastrophic Unicorn system failure, file corruption, etc., and these files enable libraries to ‘mine’ transactional data for statistics not available in standard reports. But unquestionably these files compromise patrons’ privacy.

Governance—Recommendations

1. The Networking Task force recommended that the MSC remain a project of the MLN. They believe the MLN shared catalog project has been a positive one for all Montana’s libraries, providing improved access to library resources, making resource sharing more efficient, and giving a steadily growing number of library patrons a very flexible and friendly catalog and circulation system. One NTF member called the MSC “…great bang for our buck…” and further “…It’s all about sharing on a statewide basis.”

2. The NTF recommended that the MSC gradually move toward self-governance (but not necessarily fiscal independence). One NTF member summarized: “I think the MSC needs to have the administrative support, integrity and structure of the MSL to sustain it as a viable information entity into the future. I think that the program will eventually need to be self-supporting, as much as possible, from a financial standpoint, but administratively remain under the umbrella of MSL/MLN.”

Other MSC Executive Committee, MSC Membership, and Montana library community recommendations included:

3 Review the MSC Contract.

4 Review the section on working groups, decide who may establish or disband working groups, the Membership Council or the Executive Committee. 

5 Review existing Contract and proposed changes to ensure they are written in an open-ended fashion, providing needed future flexibility.

6 Discuss and possibly modify or ratify Contract changes at a MSC Membership meeting.

7 Review the representational structure of the MSC Executive Council and suggest changes to better include all present and future member libraries.

8 Consider making the MSC Manager an ex-officio member of all committees.

9 In the Membership Contract, make the means by which the Executive Council is chosen more explicit.

10 Consider including a geographical (Federation-based?) representational scheme as well as the current representation by library-type. 

11 Consider adding staggered terms of office for Executive Council members.

12 Bring MSC governance practice in line with the MSC Members Contract.

13 Add grievance and conflict-resolution language to the MSC Members Contract.

14 Better define the roles of the MSC Membership and the MSL when it comes to planning, finance, growth, MLN’s role, staffing, governance, etc., through Members Council.

15 Work to establish consensus, among the MSC Membership and with the MLN and MSL, concerning whether the MSC is truly a self-governing consortium (with fiscal powers, etc), or a project of the State Library.

16 Examine both inter-local agreements and Multi-jurisdictional Service Districts in Montana law (MCA 7-11-101 etc.) as possible models for governance and funding.

17 Keep patron records and transactions linked for two months after the transaction is complete. Sever this link two months after the completion date. [Completed 9/9/03]
FINANCES

Table One: MSC Financial Summary 

	
	FY2002
	FY2003
	FY2004

	Number of libraries added
	18 
	6


	

	LSTA funds expended
	$163,000 
	$106,536


	

	Local match
	$273,983 
	$26,634 initial out-of-pocket—not yet calculated as of June 03
	

	Paid to ITSD for hosting MSC Unicorn servers (MLN budget)
	$22,332
	$22,332
	

	MLN staff costs (Sarah 100%, Mike est. 50%, Bruce est. 50%) (MSL, MLN budgets)
	$94,000 estimated
	$94,000 estimated
	

	Sub-total LSTA expenditures (Not including MLN staff)
	$163,000 
	$106,536
	

	TOTAL expenditures
	$553,315
	Not yet calculated; Eastern MT project not completed
	


A financial statement is attached as Attachment Six: Financial Statement
Finances—History and Current Situation

The MSC includes twenty-three libraries in twenty-nine buildings throughout Montana. The MSC was conceived as a three-year project, and began in 2000. Funds for this project have for three years been included in MLN’s budget, ranging between $69,000—$180,000, or about a third of MLN’s annual expenditures. The Missoula Public Library is MSC’s fiscal agent. 

Start-up Cost Structure

LSTA moneys and matching local funds have been the primary source of funds, matched by local funds. LSTA funds are earmarked for this project as part of the State Library’s Commission oversight of MSL and MLN budgets.

The project has had significantly different ‘local match’ ratios for each of the first three years of this project. This flexibility has allowed MLN to tailor the up-front funding picture to meet libraries’ differing needs and abilities to pay. 

LSTA plus local funding start-up costs include: 

· Sirsi licensing and modules (shared expense)

· Data conversion (shared expense)

· Bar coding (local expense)

· Training, travel to meetings (shared expense)

· Workstation or network improvements (local expense)

· Contingency fund (shared expense)

All local supplies, hardware, and telecommunications charges are the responsibilities of the local library; the local library is responsible for making sure everything in their library (workstations, local area network, Internet connection) works.

MSC has required participating libraries, in their first year with the MSC when they are not paying maintenance to contribute approximately what they would pay to Sirsi for ongoing maintenance and support. In addition, MSC asks each library as part of its annual maintenance fee to include ten percent of their total payment to build MSC’s contingency fund. This contingency fund is designed to give the MSC long-term financial stability, including but not limited to the ability to meet unforeseen shared costs, or to provide the flexibility to meet shared cyclical business needs (such as for replacing or upgrading computer hardware, software, etc.)

Ongoing Cost Structure 

Each year, participating libraries are assessed a fee for ongoing costs. The MSC Membership determines cost items, and the cost share apportioned between member libraries. An example of ongoing costs is included in Attachment Ten: Ongoing Cost Structure.

Local contributions to ongoing costs are based on two criteria, each library’s 1) relative number of bibliographic items
, and 2) amount of total operating expenditures
 for the previous fiscal year.

For example, if total ongoing costs are $1.00, and a library has half the bibliographic items in the MSC, and, in addition, had total operating expenditures equaling half the sum of all MSC libraries the previous year, this library would pay $0.50 of the ongoing costs. This would include a $0.25 share figured by bib items, and a $0.25 share proportionate to operating expenses. 

Each library’s ‘fair share’ of ongoing costs is calculated using this combination of relative number of bibliographic records, the size of its budget. See Attachment Seven: Library-by-Library Ongoing Financial Contributions for actual payments. The following table is provided as an example:

Table Two: Ongoing cost structure (example; numbers illustrative only)

	
	Total Shared Costs
	Bibliographic Records ($12,500 costs shared)
	% Total Bib Items
	Library share by bibliographic record count
	Total Library Expenditures ($12,500 costs shared)
	% Total Expenditures
	Library share by expenditure
	Cost per Library

	Library A


	--
	10,000
	4.8%
	$595
	$30,000
	4.8%
	$595
	$1,190

	Library B


	--
	50,000
	23.8%
	$2,976
	$100,000
	15.9%
	$1,984
	$4,960

	Library C
	--
	150,000
	71.4%
	$8,929
	$500,000
	79.4%
	$9,921
	$18,849

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	$25,000
	210,000
	100%
	$12,500
	$630,000
	100%
	$12,500
	$25,000


The ongoing cost structure, illustrated above, is comprised of expenses and cost-shares. Half the cost is divided by how many bibliographic items each library has, relative to the total; the other half of the cost is divided by the relative size of each library’s budget. Library C, being the library with the most bibliographic items in the MSC, with the largest budget, pays its proportionate largest share of ongoing expenses. Conversely, (relatively) tiny Library A pays the least amount of annual maintenance and operating costs. See Attachment Ten: Ongoing Cost Structure
Cost items are agreed upon by MSC Member Libraries, as is the formula by which these costs are distributed. Not all libraries benefit from or pay for all the MSC’s expense items; for instance, Big Horn County and the Whitefish Branch of the Flathead County Library were billed individually in FY04 for links between MSC’s Unicorn system and local security and self-check-out systems.

Finances—Recommendations

18 The NTF discussed the potential of the MSC exerting an increasing, if legitimate, pull on state dollars; having the effect of positioning the MSC in competition with other valued statewide projects. Regardless, reflecting the importance of the MSC as a statewide project and resource, the NTF strongly recommended that the MSL remain involved in running and funding growth of the MSC for the next three years (FY04—FY06).

19 MSL and MLN continue to provide staff for this project. 

20 MLN continues to fund annual server costs. 

21 MSL continues to assist libraries with the up-front costs associated with joining the MSC. 

22 The MSC moves toward increasing (but not absolute) fiscal autonomy.

23 That during FY06 the MSL Commission reevaluates the level of its financial support of the MSC for the FY07 budget year.

24 MSL continue its present practice of not supporting or subsidizing libraries with their individual annual MSC-related costs.
Other MSC Executive Committee, MSC Membership, and Montana library community recommendations included:

25 The ongoing contingency fund contribution be calculated as follows:

a. Libraries new to the MSC pay into the MSC contingency fund in addition to their project start-up costs. This amount is the new library’s share of Sirsi’s annual maintenance cost; Sirsi does not access this amount during the first year of a library’s contract. For instance, if a library’s Sirsi maintenance cost were $2,000, they would contribute $2,000 to the contingency fund.

b. Existing MSC libraries annually pay ten percent in addition to their annual share of ongoing expenditures. For example, if a library’s annual cost were $2,000, they would contribute an additional $200 to the contingency fund.

26. The Membership annually reviews the ongoing cost structure to ascertain the appropriateness and necessity of all expenditure categories.

27. The Membership reviews the formula for dividing annual costs at its Spring meeting, setting rates (but not amounts) two years out—for the fiscal year beginning in approximately 14 months.

28. The Executive Committee begin to explore means, for presentation to the Membership, of sharing extraordinary costs beyond what’s covered by existing contingency funds.

29. The Executive Committee appoints a working group to explore alternative or additional sources of funding, and reports their findings to the Membership at its spring meeting.

30. The Executive Committee reviews and documents all MSC fiscal processes, and ensures that the Fiscal Agent participates in these processes.

TECHNOLOGY

Technology—History and Current Situation

MSC’s goal is to work in a technical infrastructure
 that is reliable, affordable, accessible, and sufficiently robust and flexible to meet MSC’s needs.

MSC technology is comprised of two interconnected parts 1) host library, and 2) client library technologies. The host-computing environment is the most complex because it includes servers, server software, application software, enterprise-scaled operating systems, complex storage architectures, backup, and labyrinthine security systems. Client library technologies include:

· Computer workstation hardware

· Software (largely user browser software, Unicorn Workflows staff application software, and workstation operating systems)

· Local Area Network infrastructure

· Internet and Internet Service Provider infrastructure

Host Architecture—

The Department of Administration’s Information Services Technology Division, on their mid-tier site, hosts the MSC server. The current system runs on IBM’s AIX operating system on several large RS/6000 servers. This system is shown in Attachment Eight: Current MSC Server Architecture. 

The current architecture features three servers:

· Combined Production (PROD) Application and Development (DEV) Unicorn Server

· PROD Oracle Database Server

· DEV Oracle Database Server

The application server runs on a large IBM AIX (Unix) RS/6000 server, a server that hosts several agencies’ applications simultaneously. ITSD has moved MSC’s server three or four times, in each instance to progressively larger computers, as it became apparent that Sirsi’s Unicorn application requires significant computing resources. 

Sirsi’s preferred architecture, although they did initially approve our current configuration, is to deploy two servers
:

· Development

· Production

Each server would run the Unicorn application, the back-end database application, and the associated web servers, etc. The development server would accurately mirror the production environment, but be a more economical (smaller) computer. Sirsi supports AIX and Sun’s Solaris operating systems, but Sirsi personnel have expressed an appreciation of Sun’s value in relation to affordable hardware redundancy, which typically translates into reliable performance without the expense of more complex and expensive clustered server architectures.

MSC’s relationship with ITSD has had both positive and negative aspects. While we continue to experience difficulties with ITSD’s server environment, ITSD staff has been consistently good to work with, and have consistently been extraordinarily helpful. 

Most of our problems can be traced to ITSD’s need to host jack-of-all-trades computer services, and to enforce stringent security restrictions. This mixed bag is best characterized as follows:

· Cost—MSC currently pays ITSD $22,332 a year for running both servers. ITSD asked for $35,805, reflecting their standard charges. MLN negotiated a $13,473 discount; the FY04 renewal agreement asks that MLN seek additional funding, but does not bind MLN to do so. 

· Access & Support —These two are closely related. MSC runs, with Sirsi’s considerable help, the Unicorn application. Contractually, ITSD runs the server, the operating system, ensures backups, and maintains the server’s availability. 

To support the application Sirsi needs deep access. But ITSD is very properly concerned about security; ITSD to date has not granted Sirsi the level Sirsi needs access to help diagnose and fix problems. The server is secure, but making it so creates access problems. 

· Reliability—ITSD’s server provision has proven to be largely satisfactory, but with several serious and perhaps fatal flaws. ITSD has a single Internet feed, no backup power supply, and has been, in our experience, unable to run backup tapes when their main tape drive is down for maintenance. These are all single points of failure; it’s generally considered better practice to build in redundancy for mission critical services. The MSC has experienced a number of service disruptions, more than is typical and more than is acceptable. One MSC member asked, “…is this as good as it gets?” 

If the MSC was the only application that ITSD managed, their environment would fit our needs but there are hundreds of other applications running under their care. Customizing the computing environment for the MSC seems unlikely given these conflicting demands.

ITSD’s routine maintenance schedule has inconvenienced us and on one occasion brought the Unicorn application down. During the summer and fall of 2002, our Unicorn application crashed about once every week. This has been improved, but our non-standard server architecture continues to be a problem, contributing, we believe, to too-frequent service disruptions and difficulties with backups, mirroring, and upgrades.

Ongoing problems include application upgrades, software patches, and the annual routine migration to new versions of Unicorn. During the first year of MSC, the Unicorn application has been updated three times. Each fix increased the reliability and functionality of the system. Unfortunately, because the system architecture is spread over three servers and otherwise employs a unique architecture, Sirsi has to create special install scripts. 

In addition, because of this novel architecture, the production server cannot be easily mirrored to the development server. Special care is required to replicate the production and development instances of Unicorn, to ensure a fail-over standby copy of the system. As mentioned before, Sirsi does not have the appropriate access to the servers, but it would not be reasonable to require ITSD to reconfigure their entire enterprise model of computing to meet MSC needs.

Client Library Architecture—

Each MSC library has, or is struggling to obtain, sufficient Internet access. MLN defines this as a robust and reliable connection to the Internet, with sufficient bandwidth and relatively low latency
. Most MSC libraries have frame relay, DSL, or cable access to the Internet. Several libraries obtain access to their ISP’s point of presence using broad-spectrum wireless connections—with mixed results. See Attachment Three: Data Communications Profile of MSC Libraries.

MSC libraries’ access to the Internet, which connects them to the server, is not centrally managed, nor do any MSC libraries have the skills or staff to do so. Ensuring adequate and reliable data communications is vital to the success of the Montana Shared Catalog, and a significant ongoing problem. For a listing of what each client library needs to have in the way of data communications, services, and computer hardware, see Attachment Three.
Technology—Recommendations

31. The NTF recommends that MSC proceed with its plans to improve server stability and access.

Other MSC Executive Committee, MSC Membership, and Montana library community recommendations included:

33. Recognize that MSC’s current server environment is not currently meeting our needs. Investigate, choose, and implement a server-hosting alternative by July 1, 2004. Alternatives include but are not necessarily limited to:

· Remaining with ITSD

· Relocate the MSC server to an alternative host such as Sirsi, a Montana University System library, or a server facility such as offered by VisionNet

· Hosting MSC’s Unicorn server at MSL or at another member library

33. Choose between server-host alternatives, selecting the alternative that best—

· Provides MSC’s vendor Sirsi with adequate access to the server and operating system.

· Where server architecture conforms to Sirsi’s recommendations (see Attachment Nine: Sirsi Preferred MSC Server Architecture).

· Where costs remain manageable and within MSC’s means.

34. Evaluate acceptable server host sites using, but not limited to, the following measures:

· Adequate access to server for MSC staff, Sirsi, and (of course) users

· True production and development servers available; development server (also referred to as training or test server) acts as fail-over backup for production server

· Hardware support is available for preferred server platform (Sun Solarius)

· Operating system support is available

· Environment supports routine backup and ghosting (copying one server to another, preferably daily)

· Oracle database support (optional, Informix database another perhaps equally attractive option when viewed from a price or a support perspective)

· Backup power

· Dual-homed Internet access (if Internet Service Provider-A goes down, access to the server is continued by ISP-B) 

· Adequate and manageable firewall protection against hacking and viruses

· Off-site backup server for disaster recovery

· Affordable start-up and ongoing costs

· Adequate physical proximity to MSC staff for hands-on maintenance 

· Server can ‘migrate’ to another location as desired 

35. Budget $40,000 for server services for FY05.

36. Monitor member libraries’ data communications environments, seeking opportunities to improve reliability, speed, and cost.

37. Continue to seek opportunities to more centrally manage, in anticipation of problems and opportunities, participating libraries’ data communications. It is anticipated that these opportunities would be with Summitnet or independent ISPs such as VisionNet.

TRAINING

Training—History and Current Situation

In 2001, MSC hired Sirsi trainers who were expert in the Unicorn application but knew little about MSC libraries. Sirsi’s trainers were accomplished and did a wonderful job introducing libraries to all the Unicorn system was capable of, however, MSC trainees felt that training needed to be more narrowly focused on MSC’s specific Unicorn implementation.

MSC training has changed since this first round. Members now offer basic training to each other and for difficult or new topics, those receiving formal training by Sirsi agree to train others, who then agree to train other MSC members. This training model has a number of advantages

· It builds local expertise that benefits the cooperative

· It saves money

· The option of purchasing training from Sirsi when necessary is available

Training—Recommendations
38. The training committee should formulate an annual plan and annually propose a training schedule. 

a. This plan will include both start-up and ongoing training needs 

b. This schedule will include suggested venues, course outlines, and instructors.

c. MSC will continue and expand upon its successful practice of using member-instructors as well as instructors from Sirsi and other Sirsi libraries.

29. The training committee presents a proposed budget to the Executive Committee at least thirty days in advance of the MSC Spring meeting.

30. The training committee seeks training partners where opportunities exist to do so, such as OMNI
 libraries, Great Falls Public Library
, the Missoula
 or Billings
 school districts, the University of Great Falls
, or other Montana Sirsi users for training. MSC might also work with Unicorn consortia such as WyldCat
 in Wyoming or other similar Sirsi users (including a growing number of users from Alaska, who share a number of similar strengths and problems with Montana.)

STAFFING

Staffing—History and Current Situation

The State Library has assigned approximately two FTE (at an approximate cost of $94,000) to the MSC beyond the MSL’s paid share. Staff time, overtime, and cost-share issues are pressing concerns for the coming year. 

As it has been noted before, adding new libraries or taking on additional responsibilities (such as running the server locally or off-site) may require access to additional staff resources or skills.

On weekends MSL staff members carry a cell phone, providing MSC libraries with a second tier of support in the event there are problems with the catalog on Saturday or Sunday. In the event of a system failure, libraries are asked to first check their Internet connection, then, if they are online but find the MSC unavailable, to call ITSD’s hot line. If ITSD is unable to restart the application, they are asked to contact MSL staff members, who then work with ITSD, Sirsi, and Member Libraries to diagnose and correct the problem.

Weekends are not the only time MSC experiences problems, and perhaps the MSC needs to incorporate after-hours weekday backup technical support as well. This would have significant ramifications for MLN’s staff and MSC staffing. There may, however, be an opportunity to in the future integrate MSC server operation into other MSL server operations. The State Library as a whole is mounting networked content and services that require 24x7 support, and may in the future provide an effective server environment for the MSC.

Staffing—Recommendations
31. It is strongly recommended that the MSC immediately develop a staffing plan. The Executive Committee and a representative of the MSL should spearhead this process. The staffing plan should identify and needs for, costs of, and possible funding for:
· An additional IT staff person (possibly with primary responsibilities for routine operation of the Unicorn system, troubleshooting, and the server operating system, backup, upgrades, etc.; including backing up MSC Manager and other MLN personnel with Unicorn system support)

· Combination of floating cataloger and technical services librarian, full or part time

· Fiscal agent (currently the Missoula Public Library Director fills this role without reimbursement)

32. Identify sources of additional and stable ongoing funding, for example:

· LSTA funds

· General Fund moneys

· Inter-local Agreements (as provided under MCA 7-11-101 etc.) or similar cooperative arrangements

· Increased funding from MSC members

33. Explore other means of funding additional staffing.

34. The MSC should work with the MSL to identify MSL Library Development consultants’ role or roles in the MSC. Where appropriate and where MSL and MSC goals coincide and as time allows, effectively utilize MSL consultants’ skills to support and enhance the MSC.

35. Communicate staffing needs with the State Library, and, if possible and appropriate, develop a mutual or complementary support strategy.
36. Develop staffing strategies that have minimum adverse effect on other MSL missions, and support MSL and MLN’s mission and goals.
GROWTH

Growth—History and Current Situation

The MSC is not the only shared catalog system in Montana, there are at least six others: 

· Billings Schools – 32 libraries

· BridgerNet (Bozeman, others Gallatin Co.) – 4 libraries

· Hi-Line Shared Catalog (Havre) – 10 libraries

· Missoula Schools – 22 libraries

· Montana Shared Catalog – 23 libraries, 29 buildings 

· Omni System (MSU, Rocky, Dawson CC, Carroll, Tribal Colleges) – 9 libraries

· University of Montana — 7 libraries

These libraries are potential partners for the MSC, representing a total of 113 libraries (library buildings) sharing seven physical catalogs. These systems are capable of exchanging data using established protocols (such as the bibliographic sharing protocol Z39.50, the National Circulation Interchange Protocol also known as ‘NCIP’ or ‘CIP’, Interlibrary Loan interoperable sharing protocols, etc.) It is anticipated that the MSC will aggressively pursue opportunities to extend reciprocal access and borrowing privileges to other Montana libraries with Z39.50 and NCIP capable automation systems.

MSC has been strengthened by the diversity of its members and by the growing size and by the growing size of its database. If we are to judge the success of the MSC by its ability to contribute to an improvement of library services and materials as experienced by member library patrons, then it follows that access to more materials, and access to a n increasingly diverse collection of materials, both contribute to MSC’s strength and utility.

In the next three—five years we will see a number of libraries with small library system systems, such as Follett (announced) and Winnebago (surmised), upgrade to new software that supports Z39.50 and NCIP. It has yet to be determined how successfully these smaller systems will integrate into Montana’s growing list of libraries using larger integrated library systems; presumably functionality will precede libraries’ decisions to share patrons and materials.

MSC has defined what prospective members need to have in place before joining the catalog. This list is found in Attachment Two: What’s needed to join the Montana Shared Catalog? (Critically, and in addition to these tangible items, prospective MSC members must have a desire to work with other libraries toward improving the quality of library materials and services, and a willingness to be an active member of the consortium.) 

MLN has fielded inquires from several non-MSC libraries regarding joining MSC next spring. Additionally, MLN conducted a MSC needs assessment during summer 2003, asking Montana twenty-three questions about shared catalogs generally, and the Montana Shared Catalog in specific. Attachment Five: Summary, MSC Shared Catalog Needs Assessment summarizes the responses germane to this plan. This survey was conducted during the summer of 2003, using SurveyMonkey.com, a web-based survey tool. We received fifty-five valid responses.  

The survey indicated:

· Twenty-five libraries indicated an interest in joining the MSC 

· The biggest impediment to joining seems to be finances, or lack thereof

Many libraries have commented that joining MSC would be wonderful, but is too expensive for, the smallest (and poorest) of Montana’s many rural libraries. These would be typified (but not limited to) by public libraries serving populations of 1,200 and under—3,499 (see Attachment Four: Smaller Public Libraries).

Profile of libraries interested in joining the MSC

· Most interested libraries are public libraries (55%) or school libraries (35%), however, there is interest from academic and special libraries as well.

· Libraries reporting being interested in the MSC are located across Montana. Only 1 of 5 is located in western Montana.

· The survey indicates that most interested libraries have most of their records in MARC format. 

· This same group appears to have, by in large, competent data communications and access to the Internet. 

· About half have a current local system, the others have bibliographic records in OCLC’s WorldCat.

· Data from 18 libraries totals 284,000 bibliographic items. Collections range in size from 1,800—49,000, with a mean average size of about 16,000.

· Roughly half of the respondents indicate that they can contribute 10% or less of the start-up costs, the other half’s ability ranges between being able to pick up between 20—90% of start up costs.

· About three-quarters of interested libraries responding to this question indicated they would be able to pay 50% or less of on going costs.

For details, see Attachment Five: Summary, MSC Shared Catalog Needs Assessment

Smaller MSC libraries, limited to copy-cataloging access to OCLC and without a staff cataloger, have no clear means of adding original material to the MSC or OCLC’s WorldCat. There would be a benefit to MSC library patrons and the library community as a whole if there were a means of expediting the cataloging of material from smaller libraries.

Growth—Recommendations 

The Networking Task Force recommended that:

37. MLN continue to invite Montana libraries to join the consortium until all who wish to join are on-board. Said one NTF member: “It’s all about sharing on a statewide basis.”

38. Toward building the consortium, and toward fiscal stability, MLN discuss MSC membership with larger Montana libraries in addition to smaller public libraries.

39. In the interest of economy and effectiveness, MSL limit shared catalog funding to the MSC.

Other MSC Executive Committee, MSC Membership, and Montana library community recommendations included:

40. MSC has sufficient staff to annually add six to twelve new libraries. The MSC has not seen an upper limit in the number of participating libraries from a systems point of view. The MSC should continue to welcome new libraries so long as there is interest. MSC’s philosophy should pursue sustainable, prudent growth, adding libraries as quickly as resources allow, but no more so. It is vital that the process of adding libraries minimally inconvenience existing MSC libraries.

There are twenty-three libraries that have expressed interest (via MLN’s WebMonkey.com survey) in the MSC. See a partial list of possibly interested libraries in Attachment Five: Summary, MSC Shared Catalog Needs Assessment.

41. The MSC will, for the foreseeable future, require financial and staff support from MSL and MLN. We recommend that the State Library continue to budget LSTA and general funds to assist with start-up costs and ongoing expenses. We recommend that the MSC work with the NTF and the MSL Commission to welcome new MSC members so long as there is interest in joining.

42. To enable smaller libraries to participate, the percentage of local funds for start-up costs should be minimized. We recommend, as required, heavily augmenting local start-up funds with LSTA funds.

43. System requirements (for adding additional computing or data communications resources, or for upgrading the current system) should be made two-years out in anticipation of need.

44. As the MSC grows, staff resources must keep pace. There are significant staff-related constraints, such as the need for support and training staff. The MSC should forecast staff requirements two-years out in anticipation of need, and communicate these needs with funding bodies and other interested parties. Sources of funding should be identified, as well as a job description.

45. The process of adding new libraries should be lengthened to six or eight months; the extra time will allow MSC and Sirsi to better prepare the new libraries’ data. This is longer than in the past.

46. The MSC must communicate the consortia-nature of the MSC to prospective members. A willingness to work with other libraries in a shared catalog consortia is the key element to library’s satisfaction with the MSC. Due to this, every effort must be made to sustain and enhance MSC members’ cooperative attitudes and behaviors. 

47. Consider hiring a floating cataloger to expedite cataloging for MSC members.

48. Investigate OCLC cataloging agent procedures, to expedite cataloging and adding original bibliographic records to OCLC’s WorldCat.

Attachment One: MSC Members July 2003

Current members include (followed by the date each library came live):

· Big Horn County Public Library (Hardin) July 2003

· Big Timber High School Library July 2003

· Bitterroot Public Library August 2002

· Boulder & Whitehall Community Libraries August 2002

· Carnegie Library (Big Timber) July 2003

· Dillon City Library August 2002

· Flathead County Library August 2002

· Big Fork Branch

· Columbia Falls Branch

· Marion Branch

· Whitefish Branch

· Flathead Valley Community College Library August 2002

· Glendive Public Library July 2003

· Hearst Free Library (Anaconda) August 2002

· Kalispell Regional Medical Lib August 2002

· Lewistown Public Library July 2003

· Miles City Public Library July 2003

· Missoula Public Library August 2002

· Seeley Lake Branch

· Swan Valley Branch (Condon)

· Montana Dept of Transportation Library August 2002

· Montana Historical Society Library August 2002

· Montana Law Library August 2002

· Plains Public Library District August 2002

· Polson City Library August 2002

· St Ignatius School-Community Library August 2002

· State Law Library of Montana August 2002

· Thompson Falls Public Library August 2002

· Sweet Grass County High School (Big Timber) July 2003

Attachment Two: What’s needed to join the Montana Shared Catalog?

· Desire to work with other libraries toward improving the quality library materials and services; willingness to be an active member of the consortium

· Willingness to contribute staff time to the consortium 

· Willingness to share bibliographic records (For example, when joining the catalog libraries may find their MARC records replaced by records already in the catalog. In this instance, the imported bib record is deleted, and an additional holding is added to the existing record.) 

· Willingness to be trained and, perhaps, to train 

· Local match for start-up costs 

· On-going expenses

· Membership in OCLC 

· Dedicated high-speed, few hops to server, data communications (DSL, ATM, frame relay, cable)

· Full MARC records in OCLC or on local system

· Solid local area network (LAN) 

· At least one catalog workstation for patrons 

· At least one workstation for librarians to circulate books, catalog, print notices and reports

· A printer capable of printing overdue and holds notices, and reports.

· Standard bar codes: 14 digit “Codabar mod 10”, check-digit, all numeric, prefix 2/patron 3/item

Attachment Three: Data Communications Profile of MSC Libraries

	Library Name
	Town
	Internet Access Type

	Big Horn County Public Library
	Hardin
	T1

	Bitterroot Public Library
	Hamilton
	400kbps wireless

	Boulder Community Library
	Boulder
	T1

	Carnegie Public Library
	Big Timber
	256 DSL

	Dillon City Library
	Dillon
	56K Frame Relay

	FCL Big Fork Branch
	Big Fork
	SDSL

	FCL Columbia Falls Branch
	Columbia Falls
	SDSL

	FCL Marion Branch
	Marion
	56kbs dial-up modem

	FCL Whitefish Branch
	Whitefish
	SDSL

	Flathead County Library
	Kalispell
	T1, fractional

	Flathead Valley Comm College
	Kalispell
	T1

	Glendive Public Library
	Glendive
	Cable

	Hearst Free Library
	Anaconda
	56K Frame Relay

	Kalispell Regional Hospital Library
	Kalispell
	ATM

	Lewistown Public Library
	Lewistown
	

	Miles City Public Library
	Miles City
	DSL

	Missoula Public Library
	Missoula
	T1

	Montana Dept of Transportation
	Helena
	T1

	Montana Historical Society
	Helena
	T1

	Montana State Library
	Helena
	T1

	MPL Seeley Lake Branch
	Seeley Lake
	T1, fractional 128 kps

	MPL Swan Valley Branch
	Swan Lake
	T1, fractional 128 kps

	Plains Public Library District
	Plains
	256 DSL

	Polson City Library
	Polson
	DSL

	St Ignatius School-Community Library
	Saint Ignatius
	T1

	State Law Library of Montana
	Helena
	T1

	Sweet Grass County High School
	Big Timber
	DSL, 684 kps

	Thompson Falls Public Library
	Thompson Falls
	DSL

	Whitehall Community Library
	Whitehall
	56K Frame Relay

	Kps=kilobits per second
	
	


Each client library has one or more of each of the following (with a few exceptions):

· Public workstation running a current version of a Web browser

· Staff workstation running Sirsi Unicorn Workflows, the staffs interface to circulation, cataloging, etc.

· Dot-matrix forms printer

· Thermal receipt printer

· Laser scanner

· Local area network

· Internet connection (with, usually, a router, and associated data communications hardware) 

· Internet Services Provider

· OCLC membership

Attachment Four: Smaller Public Libraries

	Library Name
	Town
	Service Area Population

	Belt Public Library
	Belt
	1,522

	Bridger Public Library
	Bridger
	2,259

	Choteau Public Library
	Choteau
	3,444

	Daniels County Library
	Scobey
	2,017

	Denton Public Library
	Denton
	301

	Drummond School/Community Library
	Drummond
	1,117

	Dutton Public Library
	Dutton
	1,401

	Ekalaka Public Library
	Ekalaka
	1,360

	Fairfield Public Library
	Fairfield
	1,599

	Fallon County Library
	Baker
	2,837

	Garfield County Library
	Jordan
	1,279

	George McCone Memorial County Library
	Circle
	1,977

	Harlem Public Library
	Harlem
	2,710

	Harlowton Public Library
	Harlowton
	2,269

	Henry A Malley Memorial Library
	Broadus
	1,858

	Joliet Community Library
	Joliet
	2,210

	Judith Basin County Free Library
	Stanford
	2,329

	Liberty County Library
	Chester
	2,158

	Madison Valley Public Library
	Ennis
	1,129

	Manhattan Community Library
	Manhattan
	3,214

	Meagher County/City Library
	White Sulphur Springs
	1,932

	Moore Public Library
	Moore
	186

	Petroleum County Community Library
	Winnett
	493

	Philipsburg Public Library
	Philipsburg
	1,713

	Prairie County Library
	Terry
	1,199

	Preston Town County Library
	Hot Springs
	1,691

	Sheridan Public Library
	Sheridan
	948

	Twin Bridges Public Library
	Twin Bridges
	689

	Valier Public Library
	Valier
	1,926

	Wedsworth Memorial Library
	Cascade
	1,708

	West Yellowstone Public Library
	West Yellowstone
	2,995

	Wibaux Public Library
	Wibaux
	1,068


Excerpted from: Montana Public Library Annual Report of Statistics, July 2001 – June 2002 

Attachment Five: Summary, MSC Shared Catalog Needs Assessment

	Number of responses from valid Montana libraries (Q.1)
	54

	Number of libraries with consortia experience (Q.5)
	About 32 of 54 respondents, or 60%, have at least some consortia experience

	Number of libraries currently part of a shared catalog (Q.6)
	28, or 54%; of which, 17 or 65% of respondents were current MSC members

	Number of libraries considering joining a shared catalog (Q.8)
	15 “Yes”

24 “Maybe”

13 “No”

29 or 73% “Yes or Maybe”

	Libraries interested in joining the MSC (Q.9)

Note—

· This list does not reflect a commitment from these libraries’ or MSC’s part. 

· This list does not reflect a complete list of interested libraries, as we know for other sources that there are interested libraries not on this list.
	A partial list of 25 possibly interested libraries (from survey, know from other queries that there are more libraries interested than responded to survey)—

Within next one to two years 

· Drummond School Community Library

· Madison Valley public library

· Plains School library

· VA Montana Healthcare System

Within the next three to five years 

· William P. Sherman Library and Archives, Lewis and Clark Trail Heritage Foundation Inc.

Interested, but not sure when

· Bicentennial Library of Colstrip

· Chester Public Schools

· Fairfield Public Library

· Fallon County Library

· Frenchtown High School

· George McCone Memorial County Library

· Havre High School

· Livingston-Park County Public Library

· Manhattan Community Library

· Meagher County City Library

· Montana Tech 

· Park High Library

· Prairie County Library

· Roosevelt County Library

· Rosebud County Library

· Sidney Public Library

· TRIC/PLUK Library

· Twin Bridges Public Library

Other Comments

· Bozeman Public Library, "We are keeping our options open but we are very satisfied with the current arrangement."

· Vina Chattin Elementary Library, "Have talked about it as a district but not sure when/if for sure we will get to that point. We are also considering linking the catalogs within the district"

· MDT Library  “We are looking at a nationwide Transportation union catalog in addition to belonging to MSC.”



	Interested libraries by type
	Interested libraries represent all types of libraries:

· 1 library or 5% of interested libraries is an academic library

· 11 libraries or 55% of interested libraries are public libraries

· 1 library or 5% of interested libraries is a special library

· 7 libraries or 35% of interested libraries are school libraries

85% of interested libraries are public (55%) or school (35%) libraries, however, there is interest from academic and special libraries as well.



	Interested libraries by location
	Libraries reporting being interested in the MSC are located across Montana:

· 8 libraries or 38% are from Eastern Montana

· 5 libraries or 24% are from Central Montana

· 4 libraries or 19% are from Western Montana

· 4 libraries or 19% are from the Hi-Line

Over half, 13 of 21, are located in eastern or central Montana. Only 1 out of 5 is located in western Montana.



	23 interested libraries currently with/without a local system


	12 with a local system

11 without a local system


	Size of collections of interested libraries 
	Data from 18 libraries totals 284,000 bibliographic items. Collections range in size from 1,800—49,000, with a mean average size of about 16,000.



	Estimated percentage of records in full MARC format of libraries interested in joining MSC
	Interested libraries have a majority of their records in full MARC format.

100% MARC —4 or 22%

  80% MARC —8 or 44%

  60% MARC —4 or 22%

  40% MARC —2 or 11%

  20% MARC — none

  10% MARC — none

Two other interested libraries report having brief MARC records. One reports having non-MARC records in a FileMaker® database.



	Number of MSC-interested libraries with patron records ready to be imported, electronically, into MSC
	19 libraries total, reporting:

· 9 or 47% with "all in", "all high quality" electronic patron records

· 3 or 16% with "all in", "some high quality" electronic patron records

· 1 or 5% with "only some records in"

· 6 or 32% with "sadly none" electronic patron records

	Description of data com capabilities at interested libraries 
	20 MSC interested libraries responded to this question:

· 5 or 22% currently use Dial-up

· 10 or 43% currently use DSL or SDSL (Digital Subscriber Lines or Symmetric Digital Subscriber Line)

· 1 or 4% have Fiber optics

· 2 or 9% use Frame Relay (1 reporting T-1)

· 1 or 4% is connected via Satellite

· 1 or 4% uses Wireless (microwave)




	Percentage of local support for start-up costs from MSC-interested libraries
	19 MSC interested libraries responded to this question:

· 1 library or 5% said it could pay 90% of start-up costs

· 1 library or 5% said they could pay 75% of start-up costs

· 4 library or 21% said they could pay 50% of start-up costs

· 2 library or 11% said they could pay 35% of start-up costs

· 2 library or 11% said they could pay 20% of start-up costs

· 6 library or 32% said they could pay 10% of start-up costs

· 3 library or 16% said they could pay 0% of start-up costs

Roughly half of the respondents indicate that they can contribute 10% or less of the start-up costs, the other half’s ability ranges between being able to pick up between 20—90% of start up costs.

	Percentage of local support for on-going/annual costs from MSC-interested libraries
	18 MSC interested libraries responded to this question:

· 1 library or 6% said it could pay 100% of on-going costs

· 4 library or 22% said they could pay 75% of on-going costs

· 2 library or 11% said they could pay 50% of on-going costs

· 6 library or 33% said they could pay 25% of on-going costs

· 5 library or 28% said they could pay 0% of on-going costs

About three-quarters of interested libraries responding to this question indicated they would be able to pay 50% or less of on-going costs.




Additional questions (Q.23) edited for brevity

Concerns about system availability—

· Concerns about downtime from non-MSC shared catalog host, interested in possibly joining MSC in the future. 

· “We are still asking questions about the benefits of the shared catalog versus the cost. Our collection suits our population very well, our automated system works well, we are by far more an ILL lender than borrower, and we see more benefit in other types of collaborative programs.”   

Questions or concerns about financial aspects—

· “…Does MLN have the means to help a small non-profit specialty library to become a member?…”

· “…I'm really interested, but currently lack administrative support, meaning the best I could hope to contribute financially is what it would cost us to migrate to a new automation system. I will push for migration in the next two years, but don't know how long it will take to gain necessary administrative support.”  

· My “…library would like to become automated and part of the Montana Shared Catalog system. What is happening to the less populated counties is the revenue we are losing from the State budget. There just is not any room for an increased budget. The library does not want to be left in the 21st century!!!!”

· “We were seriously thinking of joining the catalog until I took a major funding cut. Now our plans have been moved way in the future.”  

· “With school budget cuts, we really need this to be less costly…”

· “I would love to join shared catalog. The problem is not only $$ but politics! Maybe you should ask what the librarian wants and what the board (s)would think (or know) about it.”  

· “At this point in time, for my individual school library, the main networking with the state isn't an option. As a district, like I said, we've talked about it. Cannot commit or comment further at this point.” 

More questions about the project—

· “…When I know more about the program, I will know what to present to the school board and library board. I can sure see the benefits of sharing.” 

· “Timeline, how long does it take from yes to signed on?”  
Attachment Six: Financial Statement September 9, 2003

	MSC 04
	Item
	Date
	Amount
	Beginning balance
	Running Balance

	EXPENSES
	
	
	
	
	

	Supplies/hardware
	
	
	
	7,500.00
	

	
	Barcode reader stands
	7/22
	496.81
	
	

	
	Receipt paper
	7/22
	51.87
	
	

	
	Equipment
	7/22
	4,086.38
	
	

	
	Equipment
	7/29
	3,158.00
	
	

	
	Receipt paper
	7/29
	59.40
	
	(352.46)

	Contracted services
	
	
	
	144,797
	

	#
	Big Horn Checkpoint
	7/1
	1,755.00
	
	143,042

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Training/travel
	
	
	
	15,000.00
	

	
	Travel - Billings
	7/1
	47.00
	
	

	
	Travel - Billings
	7/8
	53.00
	
	

	
	Travel – Billings
	7/8
	267.43
	
	14,632.57

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Contingency
	
	
	
	69,107
	

	TOTAL Expenses
	
	
	
	236,404
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	REVENUE
	
	
	
	
	

	Forwarding balance
	
	
	
	42,569.00
	

	Eastern  startup
	Big Horn
	
	5,152.71
	
	

	
	Glendive
	
	4,281.34
	
	

	
	Carnegie PL
	
	3,740.98
	
	

	
	Lewistown PL
	
	4,731.90
	
	

	
	Miles City PL
	
	6,711.08*
	
	

	
	Sweet Grass
	
	3,015.94
	
	

	
	
	
	
	27,634*
	

	04 operating expenses
	
	
	
	97,014
	2616.00

	Extra expenses (Big Horn Cty & Flathead)
	
	
	
	1851.00
	

	LSTA Grant
	
	
	
	59,528.00
	

	Interest earnings
	
	
	
	1,000.00
	

	Sirsi credit
	
	
	
	4,681
	

	Extra equipment credit
	
	
	
	2,127.00
	

	Total Revenue
	
	
	
	236,404
	


Attachment Seven: Library-by-Library Ongoing Financial Contributions

	
	Actual FY03
	Actual FY04
	Draft FY05

	Big Horn County Public Library (Hardin)
	--
	$3,190.75
	$3,720.20

	Big Timber High School Library
	--
	761.97
	773.41

	Bitterroot Public Library
	$2,336.88
	3,755.91
	4,125.65

	Boulder & Whitehall Community Libraries
	2,716.58
	2,798.79
	3,058.89

	Carnegie Library (Big Timber)
	--
	2,047.80
	1,989.54

	Dillon City Library
	1,103.28
	1,414.13
	1,514.48

	Flathead County Library
	11,789.13
	16,619.29
	18,288.15

	Flathead Valley Comm. College Lib
	1,984.75
	2,439.96
	2,662.24

	Glendive Public Library
	--
	2,205.62
	2,487.76

	Hearst Free Library (Anaconda)
	4,443.59
	3,085.17
	3,342.45

	Kalispell Regional Hosp Lib
	253.92
	674.88
	798.45

	Lewistown Public Library
	--
	3,664.51
	4,519.36

	MDOT Research Library
	906.86
	739.38
	811.03

	Miles City Public Library
	--
	4,741.17
	5,719.10

	Missoula Public Library
	12,695.99
	18,303.47
	20,147.42

	Montana Historical Society Library
	906.86
	2,746.76
	3,109.48

	Montana Law Library
	1,813.71
	5,949.04
	6,875.04

	Montana State Library
	5,979.45
	16,419.40
	18,942.20

	Plains Public Library District
	1,360.28
	1,308.11
	1,410.12

	Polson City Library
	4,080.85
	1,812.03
	2,035.50

	St Ignatius School-Community Library
	1,360.28
	1,754.08
	1,902.24

	Thompson Falls Public Library
	1,269.60
	1,581.80
	1,704.04

	
	
	
	

	TOTALS
	$55,002.00
	$98,014.02
	$109,936.75


Note: FY05 draft amounts are estimates based on prematurely made cost assumptions and without action by the Membership regarding the FY05 cost sharing formula. They are included merely to assist discussion.
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Attachment Ten: Ongoing Cost Structure

Each year, participating libraries are assessed a fee for ongoing costs. The MSC Membership determines cost items, and the cost share apportioned between member libraries. Here’s the list of ongoing costs for fiscal year 2004 (July 2003—June 2004).

· Sirsi maintenance, will increase with additional software and additional members (actual $55,003)

· Authority control (budgeted $6,000)

· Travel/Meetings (budgeted $3,000)

· Training (budgeted $10,000)

· iBistro or iLink (set by Sirsi, $0.10/patron/year)

· Unicorn Server hosting, $0 MSC members, $22,332 MLN

· Central data communications (if any)-included at $0 in current MSC cost model

· MSC Manager—Estimated cost $50,000; in current proposed MLN budget (LSTA funds); included at $0 in the current MSC cost model; currently being paid (not necessarily at this amount) by the Montana State Library 

· 10% contingency fund (FY03 actual $7,400) 

· Unique single-library-only services, such as self-check or security system maintenance fees

Attachment Eleven: Total Bibliographic Items September 9, 2003

	
	Catalog Records
	Percentage

	Flathead & Branches
	184,249
	23.5%

	Missoula & Branches
	158,792
	20.2%

	State Library
	59,244
	7.5%

	Miles City Public
	44,404
	5.7%

	Lewistown
	33,538
	4.3%

	Bitterroot Public
	32,173
	4.1%

	Big Horn County
	31,743
	4.0%

	Hearst Free (Anaconda)
	30,397
	3.9%

	Flathead Valley CC
	22,333
	2.8%

	Glendive Public
	21,937
	2.8%

	Law Library
	20,712
	2.6%

	St. Ignatius
	16,821
	2.1%

	Thompson Falls Public
	16,546
	2.1%

	Historical Society
	15,986
	2.0%

	Dillon
	15,978
	2.0%

	Carnegie Public (Big Timber)
	14,475
	1.8%

	Plains District
	13,423
	1.7%

	Boulder
	13,312
	1.7%

	Whitehall Community
	12,532
	1.6%

	Polson Public
	11,475
	1.5%

	Dept of Transportation
	7,638
	1.0%

	Sweet Grass Co HS (Big Timber)
	6,730
	0.9%

	Kalispell Regional Medical
	716
	0.1%

	
	
	

	Grand Total:
	785,154
	100%


Note: To find the total number of bibliographic records owned by each library, one library call number per record is counted. Libraries can have both multiple call numbers and multiple items connected to a single bib record. The Grand Total represents total unique call numbers. The actual total of bibliographic records in the MSC is 530,330, as of Sept. 11, 2003.

Attachment Twelve: Networking Task Force Recommendations

The Networking Task Force met September 16, 2003, in Helena, and discussed the Montana Shared Catalog Business Plan at length. The following summarizes their extremely fruitful review of the plan—

The NTF believes the Montana Library Network shared catalog project has been a positive one for all Montana’s libraries, providing improved access to library resources, making resource sharing more efficient, and giving a steadily growing number of library patrons a very flexible and friendly catalog and circulation system. One NTF member called the MSC “…great bang for our buck…” and further “…It’s all about sharing on a statewide basis.” 

The Networking Task Force recommends:

GOVERNANCE

· The MSC remain a project of the MLN.

· The MSC will gradually move toward self-governance (but not necessarily fiscal independence). One NTF member commented afterwards: “I think the MSC needs to have the administrative support, integrity and structure of the MSL to sustain it as a viable information entity into the future. I think that the program will eventually need to be self-supporting, as much as possible, from a financial standpoint, but administratively remain under the umbrella of MSL/MLN.”

FINANCE 

· MSL remain involved in running and funding growth of the MSC for the next three years (FY04—FY06).

· That MSL and MLN continue to provide staff for this project. (Approx. $100,000 FY03)

· MLN continues to fund annual server costs. ($23,000 FY03, $40,000 FY04)

· MSL continues to assist libraries with the up-front costs associated with joining the MSC. (Expenditures ranged between $90,000—$170,000 from FY01—FY03)

· The MSC moves toward increasing (but not absolute) fiscal autonomy.

· That during FY06 the MSL Commission reevaluates the level of its financial support of the MSC for the FY07 budget year.

· MSL continue its present practice of not supporting or subsidizing libraries with their individual annual MSC-related costs.

TECHNOLOGY

· MSC proceeds with its plans to improve server stability and access.

GROWTH

· MLN continue to invite Montana libraries to join the consortium until all who wish to join are on-board.

· Toward building the consortium, and toward fiscal stability, MLN discuss MSC membership with larger Montana libraries in addition to smaller public libraries.

· In the interest of economy and effectiveness, MSL limit shared catalog funding to the MSC.
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Attachment Eight: Current MSC Server Architecture
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Clients--Staff (Sirsi Workflows) & patron  (Web browser) workstations


(All 29 libraries)
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Both Production and Development Unicorn Application Server, Apache Web Server, Z39.50 Server 


(IBM AIX RS/6000)





� Production Database (Oracle) Server (Working)
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Including PROD Oracle or Informix Database Server


(Sun Solaris or IBM AIX RS/6000) 
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Attachment Nine: Sirsi Preferred MSC Server Architecture
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Development Unicorn Application Server, Apache Web Server, Z39.50 Server





Including DEV Oracle Database Server


(Sun Solaris or IBM AIX RS/6000) 








� � HYPERLINK "http://montanalibraries.org" ��http://montanalibraries.org�





� � HYPERLINK "http://montanalibraries.org/MLN%20.pdf%20.ppt%20.doc%20files/MSL2002Plan.doc" ��http://montanalibraries.org/MLN%20.pdf%20.ppt%20.doc%20files/MSL2002Plan.doc�





� Current representatives may be found at: � HYPERLINK "http://montanalibraries.org/MLNMSCExecCom.htm" ��http://montanalibraries.org/MLNMSCExecCom.htm�





� � HYPERLINK "http://montanalibraries.org/MSC/MSC%20Member%20Contract%20-%20Final.doc" ��http://montanalibraries.org/MSC/MSC%20Member%20Contract%20-%20Final.doc�


� MLN currently pays for annual server hosting, contributes approximately $100,000 a year toward personnel costs, and contributes a similar amount to assist new libraries’ join the MSC.


� See Attachment Eleven: Total Bibliographic Items September 9, 2003


� “Total operating expenses” is defined as all library expenditures of any type, including but not limited to extra-budgeted expenditures such as donations or funds from foundations, for a given period of time—basically, all funds expended by a library, budgeted or not, during a fiscal year.


� Servers, client workstations, software, data communications


� See Attachment Nine: Sirsi Preferred MSC Server Architecture


� Latency is the number of hops between the client library and the MSC server, and the time it takes to make these hops between a client library and the server.


� Omni libraries—� HYPERLINK "http://www.lib.montana.edu/internet/lib.html" ��http://www.lib.montana.edu/internet/lib.html�





� Great Falls Public Library— � HYPERLINK "http://www.greatfallslibrary.org/" ��http://www.greatfallslibrary.org/�





� Missoula County Public Schools—� HYPERLINK "http://www.mcps.k12.mt.us/Library/index.html" ��http://www.mcps.k12.mt.us/Library/index.html�





� Billings Public Schools— � HYPERLINK "http://library.billings.k12.mt.us/" ��http://library.billings.k12.mt.us/�





� University of Great Falls— � HYPERLINK "http://206.127.69.152/slee/" ��http://206.127.69.152/slee/�





� Wyoming’s WyldCat— � HYPERLINK "http://wyldweb.state.wy.us/" ��http://wyldweb.state.wy.us/�
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