TPSAC special meeting
Review of the Business Models draft document & discussion on the Te Puna Forum

Draft Minutes/ Notes

8 February 2011 

8.30am – 9.30am

Location – NLNZ Wellington, Auckland and Christchurch linked via video conference
Present:
Auckland:

Janet Copsey, Chris Wilson



Christchurch:

Carolyn Robertson, Adriana De Groot, Sue Sutherland

Wellington:

Jenny McDonald, Wayne Woodfield, Alison Elliott, Christine Cross, Guy Reynolds, Gail Clark (from 8.45am), Ali Harty (minutes)

Apologies:

Diane Friis

1. Welcome
· Janet welcomed everyone to the meeting.

· The next TPSAC full meeting will be held on Friday 4th March. Janet asked that Ali send out a link to where the TPSAC documents reside on the website.

· There will be a call for agenda items this week for the meeting on 4th March.

· The purpose of the meeting today was outlined: To engage in discussion about the report, choose how to engage with the sector more broadly, and decide what to do with the report between now and the Te Puna forum.

2. Minutes from last special meeting held 22nd November 2010

· Janet mentioned that at the last meeting she spoke about the continuing prominence of the other gateways, and whether any assessment had been done around this? This does not appear in any part of the notes. Action 1: Ali to make the change in the minutes to reflect this.

3. Discussion on draft Business Models document

· Jenny gave some background on Peter Rowlands. He is the Organisational Development Manager at NLNZ, and has made himself available to assist in facilitation on the second day of the forum.

· Wayne gave some background around the document: From the recommendations of the first report, a brief review of business models was done. TPSAC thought a more detailed look at the business models should be done, hence this report.

· The report was built of the basis of looking at three options:

1. Streamlined Status Quo model

2. Pure OCLC model

3. A hybrid model. Pure OCLC for cataloguing utility, but maintain existing Te Puna interloan capability

· The report was based on the prerogatives of the Maximising Te Puna Value project, looking at things that maximise value to the libraries.

· Wayne ran through parts of the document:

· 2: Business Models (page 8). Wayne explained the business capability diagram. This looks at what is the underpinning business capability that allows delivery of the services.

· The status quo diagram (on page 9) shows how things operate now. The three capabilities within this include:

1. Bibliographic information provisioning

2. Interlibrary loan administration

3. Library support and engagement

· The diagram shows the underpinning systems or key people that allow the delivery of those services

· Costs (pg 16): Due to timing constraints, this piece of work was based on a financial paper created two years ago, as the basis is the same and the fundamental structure has not changed. Wayne explained the costs.

· Janet explained that the ExLibris software products are moving to a subscription model, which is an issue NLNZ will need to consider in any choice of business approach. Wayne is aware of this, and has tried to capture it in 2.1.4.3 and 2.1.4.4. Janet feels a clearer reference to what is happening in the software area and environment is necessary in the paper (before it goes to the forum). Sue clarified that NLNZ know some work is yet to be done, and to keep a brief mentioning that it is known that the environment is changing. NLNZ are not quite at this point yet, but will be soon.

· Shared costs (2.1.4.3). Wayne explained the table on page 17. This shows that the infrastructure that underpins the delivery of the Te Puna services is a shared systems infrastructure with National Library's internal activities. The NUC is not a separate system or database, it is a shared capability, therefore if the NUC was removed it would not relieve a lot of the costs.

· Streamlined Status Quo

· Wayne explained that he has tried to show in the report what will be changing with each model, the strengths and weaknesses of moving to each model and the impact on the workflows and costs.

· The major impact with this model is the investment in software and system development.

· Janet feels that the changes happening with ExLibris might create functionality which means that if this model was chosen, there may not have to be as much investment made, that there may be the possibility to leverage off software developments which are already underway at ExLibris. Janet feels this needs to be explored a bit more with ExLibris. Wayne mentioned that further analysis of these costs is not known yet and would need to be done. Alison feels this comment applies to both financials and functionality.

· OCLC Pure model

· The NUC is no longer available as a cataloguing utility - cataloguing would all occur on WorldCat. The NUC would be read only.

· Interlibrary loan is substituted with OCLC's interlibrary loan operations.

· The financial differences come in people and support costs.

· There is no indication yet of costs of OCLC interloan and billing capability (only know that they have the capability).

· On day one there would be no substantial changes to the level of services, or immediate delivery of new services.

· It was surfaced that there are some OCLC services existing already that libraries are not utilising fully.
· OCLC Variation model

· The interlibrary loan capability remains the current capability.

· 3: Summary of findings

· There is a single chart of benefits of each model (3.1.1 page 33).

· Recommendations are found under 3.2, page 38. The recommendation is that the streamlined status quo model would be most beneficial to New Zealand libraries.

· Wayne went through the rationale for this (3.2.1, page 38).

· Wayne feels bullet point 5 (streamlined status quo model retains control in New Zealand) is of particular importance.

· It was pointed out that taking the streamlined status quo approach doesn't mean that a year down the track a commitment can't be made to an OCLC model. It allows for the ability to wait and see what happens with developments.

· 3.3. Retaining the National Union Catalogue

· What would the considerations be if the NUC were lost entirely? This is outlined on page 39

· Wayne went through the bullet points on page 39.

· It raises the question that if there was a move to an OCLC model, why keep the NUC at all?

· Jenny explained how the figure of $1.6million came about: research was done a couple of years ago looking at the economic value of the NUC, how people would search with it and without it.

· The group gave their thoughts on the report:

· Guy agrees with the recommendation. He has not spoken to colleagues yet in the government sector, but feels there would be support for this. He believes the more people are removed from influence and control the more anxious people can get about their interests being looked after.

· Christine is very happy with the outcome. She is interested in anything that makes SchoolsCat easier to use, therefore this recommendation looks good.

· Gail also agrees with the recommendation. She feels the streamlined status quo model gives more piece of mind. She would like to see the NUC retained and likes the freedom libraries get around how they work at their own level.

· Carolyn asked how the streamlined status quo model addresses the issue of decreased duplication and waste of effort? Wayne explained that this comes down in part to metadata, and the technology developments available to reduce waste and duplication, and make it easier for libraries to go about their cataloguing effort. The focus has been on what delivers the capability to transfer, share, move and create metadata more easily.

· Carolyn stated that she would like input from her sector, but on face value she supports the recommendation and thinks this looks like a reasonable approach.

· Adriana believes that her close colleagues would be pleased with the recommendation. However, she raised a question as to whether NZ can afford to develop along side OCLC? Is this sustainable?

· Chris feels something in the report on pure OCLC and resource sharing is not expressed correctly. She referred to page 25, just above 2.3.2. If NZ were to move to a pure OCLC model, it is not the same as just moving to VDX, you move to OCLC resource sharing which is a completely different piece of software. This would be a lot of work for the interloan people, therefore she feels this is a negative of the OCLC pure model.

· Chris likes the recommendation because it allows libraries to keep Osmosis, and feels it would be a negative to move away from this.

· Wayne clarified that if NZ were to go with an OCLC model, VDX as an interface would be retained and there would be no loss of capability across services? Chris thinks that yes, this would be the case.

· Wayne agreed this issue needs expanding in the report.

· Alison feels clarification needs to be gained from Bob Van Volkenburg to make completely sure that this is the case. Also need to tease out with Bob how the billing would work (as it is done in USD).

· Janet suggested that the training costs associated with switching everyone to a different environment also need to be included in the negatives.

· Sue asked for confirmation that if NZ were to move to an OCLC model, people would want to move to a hybrid model not a pure model to enable the retention of interloan? The group feel that it is too early to tell, however, yes, this seems to be the thinking.

Next steps
· What is expected of the people in this group (TPSAC) before the forum? Will this report be discussed as a work in progress at the forum, or presented as a decision TPSAC has taken?

· Janet thinks (as interpreted from the forum programme) that the former is the case. She asked if this is correct?

· Sue feels this work should be presented. If TPSAC come back after consultation with their sectors with support for the streamlined status quo model, they should state that this is what was considered, rationale used, and TPSAC has agreed to move forward on. Keep a watching brief on OCLC's developments. Given this, Sue feels the forum should concentrate on what are the things that should be prioritised on future developments over the next period.

· Actions 2&3: Jenny and Wayne will update the report and send out to TPSAC for consultation over the next couple of weeks. The focus will be on the streamlined status quo model. This will be incorporated into the next TPSAC meeting on the 4th March 2011.

· Janet thanked everyone for their attendance

The meeting was adjourned at 9.35am

Actions Schedule

	No.
	What
	Who
	When

	1
	Make changes to minutes from 22/11/10 to reflect Janet's comments on gateways
	Ali
	28 Feb 2011 

	2
	Update the business model analysis report 
	Wayne 
	11 Feb 2011 

	3
	Send out updated report to TPSAC for consultation with sectors
	Jenny
	14 Feb 2011 
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