National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Research Council
NOAA Libraries Advisory Committee

A Plan for the Future of NOAA Libraries


1. Introduction
	The NOAA Libraries Advisory Committee (NLAC) has developed this document to provide the NOAA Research Council (RC) with information that can help inform their decision on a future path for the NOAA Libraries. While we expect this information will provide a good starting point for RC discussions, we recognize that it is likely they will want additional information.  We look forward to addressing these potential additional requests, to the extent that we are able.

	The NLAC discussed several options for providing information to the RC.  We had initially discussed providing a consensus viewpoint from the entire committee as a single recommendation to the RC.  However, it quickly became clear that would likely not be the most productive approach.  Varying library support requirements and institutional difference in structure and funding of libraries across the agency make the development of consensus recommendations about potential reorganization challenging.  Rather than strive for a consensus document, we developed a set of principles that helped guide our formulation of implementation plan options, which can be found here. While limited in scope, these principles are unanimously supported by the NLAC members. [need to add what else we can recommend]	Comment by John Daniel: This could be removed and included in the cover letter to the RC.

	There are a few basic precepts that our entire committee agrees should be recognized.  First, it is almost certain that the informational services provided by libraries and librarians that are needed by NOAA staff will substantially change over the next decade.  A few relevant events that could cause or at least affect some of these changes include: (1) where the scientific community ends up in the choice between traditional and open-source journals; (2) the role of technology in providing material; (3) the success and method of implementing the OSTP requirement for making federally funded research available to the public; (4) changing perceptions of face-to-face contact with someone supporting your work vis-a-vis a help desk or online chat service.  Because changes are likely, a library system that can adapt and respond quickly to the changing landscape will be a key aspect of a successful system.  It is also important to conduct regular surveys of the entire NOAA workforce, in order to make sure that they continue to be efficiently served.

Observations about other library systems – will be written in narrative form later

Microsoft librarian insights:  
1) Going “all digital” is prevalent in the media and sounds “hip” but is not practical.  Many ebooks cost 6x more than hardcopy books, many important materials are not available as ebooks, and it’s not practical to expect to digitize all of the important print holdings in a collection.  
2) People’s positive connection with a library is based on their recollection of libraries they visited when they were young, and those libraries included printed materials.  There has been a clear trend that when a library loses its printed materials, all library services are lost over time because without a print collection, there is no longer a clear, positive understanding of what a “library” does, and the services becomes an easy target for elimination when $ is tight.

Commonalities
· All have incorporated electronic delivery for some journal and print resources
· All see tremendous value in continuing to maintain print resources
· All have lost resources ($, staff) and 2 of 3 physically consolidated collections over the past X years (time period varied)
· Two of three (Microsoft, EPA) routinely survey library users to find out their needs.  
· All think strategically about how to provide new services over the short and long term
· All have unique services:
· EPA
· Maintains mailing list by industry type for targeted distribution of regulations, guidelines, etc 
· Legal research support
· FHCRC
· Maintains PubMed Central records for all FHCRC employees which fulfills NIH public data access policy
· Maintain FHCRC directory with biographical information, CVs of researchers, prominent papers, etc
· Tracking center for FHCRC manuscripts
· Microsoft
· Federated access for Microsoft employees, which allows employees to access all library services from anywhere in the world when they’re using a Microsoft-enabled computer system
· Contract management for groups providing reference services to other parts of the company (e.g.  legal research services)
· Makes changes to services roughly every 18mo to keep up with technology & changing employee needs
· All have tried alternate uses of existing library space with varying degrees of success
· Space for collaboration	
· Microsoft found that adding space for collaboration created noise, and people who went to the library for quiet study no longer used the library.  Now considering building small enclosures within the library (“thought rockets”) for those who want quiet study.
· EPA added small tables for small group meetings; space for quiet study retained at the opposite end of the library.
· EPA added an interview room
· FHCRC has an upstairs “lounge” area where researchers often read or rest (or sleep overnight while experiments are running)	
· Microsoft added a “maker space” with equipment (3-d printers, sophisticated sewing machine) and supplies so employees could experiment with development of new products.
· Microsoft is considering adding a new device exploration room


2. Current Status – information from previous NOAA survey and recent library survey will be used as input
	A. Common mission across all libraries – but different missions of library users, which necessitates different and distributed service providers
	B. Current organization of libraries in NOAA (see possible figures at bottom); current funding sources
	C. Who is well served; where are there gaps
	D. Existing collaboration/coordination/centralization – pull from documents that discuss what NCL currently does centrally, as well as some other libraries

	
3.  Library system trends 
•    Acquisition budget 

Example of possible figure:	Comment by Robyn.Angliss: Also add a figure that is by library & shows FY05 budget and FY15 budget



· Reductions in staffing	Comment by Robyn Angliss: Maybe combine this with library closures?  I think it’s worth pointing out that a number of libraries have closed in recent years as staff have retired.  

** Maybe this process would make a good recommendation:  As librarian positions become vacant, take a hard look at whether the space used by the collection and librarian services are still needed by the primary groups served by the library.

In a way, this is no different from what my part of the agency is doing now.  We are always evolving our research and operations portfolio to meet the highest priority agency needs.  However, as staff vacate a position (whether they are researchers, IT staff, or admin staff), it gives us the opportunity to take a very hard look at whether we need to continue a particular project or suite of projects, or if the funds used to support that staff person and those projects are better spent addressing a different agency priority.  This general concept should be applied to libraries as librarians vacate positions.



· Shift from Federal FTE to contract/CI 	Comment by Robyn Angliss: Here is another opportunity to provide a recommendation.  At NOAA Fisheries, contract staff sometimes cost *more* than FTEs.  Consider whether there would be a cost savings to hiring staff in lieu of contracting.

ALSO – if a library is direct-bill, backfill of a vacant FTE position or a contract renewal should not be automatic; this should be reviewed by some senior person or panel representing the LOs that provide funds for the library.
· Are there any shifts already towards electronic media already in the data from the library survey?  If so, add this as a section.
· Library closures
· Efficiencies gains, changes in centralization/collaboration	Comment by John Daniel: Request primary input from FLAG, particularly for this

4. Key issues to helping the libraries meet the agency’s needs (scientific/regulatory/operational/administrative) in the future
	A. Agility – structure/processes that are able to adapt to changing fiscal situations, mission, technologies, etc., periodic surveys of users; able to deal with unforeseen events like closure (have plan in place to provide assistance to closing libraries (e.g., suggestions for preservation of material, repurposing of FTEs, etc.))
	B. Interconnectedness - Coordination (coord_googledoc) – find efficiencies in processes, recognize cross-LO benefits vs. Centralization of certain activities (central googledoc)– discussion of pros and cons of centralization (e.g., the NLAC document contrasting centralization with collaboration)
	C. Physical organization - co-location with NOAA employees – importance of having some materials and staff able to interact directly with staff
	D. Funding model (NOAA direct bill vs labs vs LO) should be discussed to some extent.  For example:	Comment by Robyn.Angliss: Should we have a pros/cons of direct bill vs hybrid system?
	In terms of funding the future NOAA library system, an important question involves who should pay for the libraries and services they provide.  Options can range from an approach that places the entire burden of library costs on those that use the services to one in which all NOAA line offices contribute according to some equitable formula.  Of course, a hybrid system could involve one approach for funding regional libraries and another for funding the NOAA Central Library.  The former approach (users pay all) could place a heavier burden on the research arms of NOAA; however, to the extent that research informs the non-research parts of NOAA, an argument could also be made that the NOAA libraries are an agency-wide resource and should be supported as such.  It is relevant to recognize that the entire estimated cost of the NOAA library system is $x, or y% of the entire NOAA budget and z% of the NOAA research budget.  This fraction of the research budget compares to other library systems …
	E. Other details – how/whether to comment on services offered, staff levels, approach to funding electronic vs. print resources, etc.  

5. Recommendations – this would be a summary section pulling from section 1 or 2 information. (The key points that could appear in this section will be discussed at the February NLAC meeting)

Maintain current library structure and billing; revisit [regionally?  nationally?] when librarian positions are vacated

Encourage cooperation between libraries
· Recommend changes to librarian performance plans that encourage cross-library cooperation and decision making
· Identify a way to resolve differences of opinion between libraries

Suggest that NCL revisit the role of contractors.  This could involve an examination of the mix of federal employees vs contract employees as well as the need for more or fewer contractors to meet the mission needs of NOAA.  As an example, the library survey should that some services provided by the NOAA Central Library are highly valued, while others are valued less by the other libraries; does this have staffing implications?

	Some suggested recommendations based on the interviews Robyn conducted with other libraries and reported to us:

· NOAA should not force consolidation of library collections.  Local library collections and services go hand in hand.
· Routine surveys of library users should be conducted and delivered to leadership so we understand what the needs are and whether they are being met.
· Using library space for other activities may be necessary due to local space needs, but this may reduce it’s value as a traditional library.  Reversing course may be challenging.
· Make sure NOAA librarians are part of a larger community of special science librarians so they know what tools and technologies are coming that can help meet NOAA staff needs.





6. Future role of NLAC (representing library needs to agency leadership)
	once the implementation plan is approved, the role of the NLAC will likely become more advisory and one of monitoring (e.g., biennial surveys, quarterly meetings, biannual meetings with FLAG)










Potential figures:

If we decide to use a figure like this, we need to check accuracy and include some libraries that didn’t respond to library survey:
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[bookmark: _GoBack]In the 2012 NOAA-wide library services survey, effectiveness and importance were ranked on a 5-point scale, with “5” being most effective/important.  Starting in the lower left of each panel, the boxes represent scores of 1-2, 3, and 4-5.  For example, from NESDIS, 4 percent of the responses ranked the effectiveness of electronic journal access as a 4-5, while its importance was ranked as a 3.
2005	Full-time federal library staff	Full-time contract library staff	Full-time federal library staff	Full-time contract library staff	40.0	10.0	2015	Full-time federal library staff	Full-time contract library staff	Full-time federal library staff	Full-time contract library staff	23.1	14.5	Acquisition Budget ($K)
FY2005	<	10	10-25	25-50	50-75	75-100	100-150	150-300	>	300	0.0	2.0	1.0	0.0	1.0	1.0	7.0	2.0	FY2015	<	10	10-25	25-50	50-75	75-100	100-150	150-300	>	300	2.0	2.0	3.0	1.0	2.0	7.0	2.0	Number of Libraries
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