Public Services Management Council   
June 13, 2005

Present: Ellen Cordes, Ken Crilly, Sue Crockford-Peters, Ellen Hammond, Katherine Haskins, Carol Jones,  Danuta Nitecki [convener & note taker], Sandy Peterson, Alan Solomon, David Stern, Richard Szary 

Ken Crilly introduced his drafted identification of issues relating to a central funding model for public services.  He led a robust discussion about how to fund public service initiatives and continuation of those successfully becoming “core” public services; and about the relationship the Public Services Management Council might have to the well being of library-wide services and to advocating for adequate  resource allocation to continue them.  What follows is a highlight of questions and topics raised, as well as the germ of several interesting ideas for structuring funding and budgets for public services.  

Numerous examples were cited that illustrate the challenge of introducing and then sustaining public service innovations.  Among these are electronic-reference [Ask!Live], software tools and instruction in their use [e.g. RefWorks], document delivery [e.g. Borrow Direct, Eli Express], and geographic information services [GIS].  Other examples include the continuation of term positions when the work is not of a fixed duration.   An observation was made that one-time money is easier to obtain for pilot explorations than is ongoing funding when a pilot service becomes “core.”   One member suggested we limit the PSMC concerns to issues affecting more than one department, another urged that funding positions within one department may affect down stream workflows in other departments, and suspected that the challenge of managing operations with short- term staff is a topic shared by more than one department.  A couple of Council members observed that public service departments typically do not have discretionary funds nor can they simply stop providing public services when funds “run out.”  The major “currency” available to public service managers is labor and opportunities to reallocate staff across units to support services are limited since very little, if any, available time exists to share.  Comparisons were noted with collection development funds that may be used to support preservation or acquisition tasks and after these allocated monies are expended, the work may stop until new funds are identified. Such a budget model is difficult to image working for support of public services.

Several ideas emerged from the discussion about funding public services.  Rich Szary asked if there may be a way to dispassionately identify public service positions that are “protected” when vacated; such a status would mean that LMT approval would not be required to recruit a replacement each time it became vacant and that turnover savings generated by filling the position would revert to a “public services pool” that could be administered with the advice of the PSMC to fund new initiatives to improve public services.  Alan Solomon wondered if we could create modest but adequate budgets for some of the service programs, and suggested that the “pass the hat” approach to funding could be applied for activities under a low threshold [e.g. $5,000], while other funds be identified for larger service commitments.   Priorities should be clarified early in a service development so that effort will not be put forward to develop it into a core service if there is not adequate support from LMT.  Training is a related issue that poses an important draw on public service resources; there may be benefit to look cross the library training at shared training topics for public services.

Ken agreed to take the discussion points and redraft the position statement.

