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First:

Small
Medium
Large

Second:
Small

Medium
Large

Pricing Model
For 2001-2002
ABC-CLIO History Databases
5/23/01

FTE

0-2000

2001-5999

>6000

Library Expenditures (serial & book, both print and electronic)
$0 — 99,999

$100,000 — 699,999
>$700,000

First sort is by FTE. If the library expenditures would make the member fall into a
different category then a multiplier is used.

For example, if a library falls into the small FTE category and the small Library
Expenditure Model then the multiplier is 1.

If a library falls into the small FTE category but the library expenditures warrant a
medium category for expenditures then a multiplier is used as follows:

Small FTE library but medium library expenditure Multiplier:

Up to $100,000 1 $160,000 1.6
$110,000 1.1 $170,000 1.7
$120,000 1.2 $180,000 1.8
$130,000 1.3 $190,000 1.9
$140,000 1.4 $200,000s 2
$150,000 15 $300,000s 3

EXCEPTION Rule: For the ABC-CLIO database, no member will pay more than
1.2% of their library materials expenditures.

Pricing Model for Non-Subscribers





4 Year Institutions

Small

Kenrick Glennon

Midwestern Baptist Theological Seminary
Kirksville College of Osteopathic Medicine
Covenant Theological

Stephens College

Westminster College

Hannibal-LaGrange College

Logan Chiropractic

Culver-Stockton

St. Louis College of Pharmacy

Avila College

Harris-Stowe

William Woods University

Central Methodist College

William Jewel College

Missouri Valley College

Missouri Baptist

Fontbonne

Rockhurst University

Medium

Maryville University

Lincoln University

Southwest Baptist University
Drury University

MO Western State College
Missouri Southern State College
Lindenwood

Columbia College

Northwest Missouri St. University

Large
Central Missouri State University
Southwest Missouri State University

Missouri State Library

2 Year Institutions

Small

Cottey College

North Central MO College

Linn State Technical College
Crowder College

Moberly Area Community College
Three Rivers Community College

5/23/01

FTE  Lib Exp

69
360
464
477
610
693
838
840
861
920
953

1,072
1,097
1122
1259
1432
1544
1,586
1,968

2,022
2,375
2680
3048
4081
4306
4606
5171
5184

8303
14,678

n/a

295
823
862
1153
1621
1,657

109089
95169
73631
85724

125674

127132
36795
99949
61498

300586
93359

101710
92429

260000

240153
165853
114817
172258
348164
333062

94864
145263
487173

822226
1717548

64913
15478
92429
40285
43177
51241

$300
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
300

2200
2200
2200
2200
2200
2200
2200
2200
2200

7000
7000

300

300
300
300
300
300
300
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1
EXCEPTION
EXCEPTION
EXCEPTION

1

1
EXCEPTION
EXCEPTION

1

1
EXCEPTION
1
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Price for MULTIPLIER Final
ABC-
CLIO

Price

300
300
300
300
330
300
300
300
390
300
390
300
300
300
900
300
330
300
600

2200
1990
1378
2067
2200
2200
1138
1743
2200

7000
7744

300

300
186
300
300
300
300

165853
114817
172258

94864
145263

15478

Lib Exp Exception
Multiplier
0.012

1990.236
1377.804
2067.096

1138.368
1743.156

185.736





Mineral Area College 1,671
State Fair Community College 1708
East Central 1,846
Medium

Jefferson 2,609
St. Charles Community College 3,146
Ozarks Technical Community College 3422
Large

Metropolitan Community Colleges 9572
St. Louis Community College 14,532

Total for those not currently subscribing
Total for current subscribers

Grand total

Vendor Price

62144 300
37096 300
37415 300

[

84495 1200 EXCEPTION

121977 1200
111657 1200

329468 3750
743173 3750

$53,600

Pricing Model Current Subscribers

5/23/01

Current Subscribers
Truman State

UMSL

Washington Univ
Southeast Missouri State
Eden-Webster

umcC

UMKC

UMR

SLU

Current Price MOBIUS Price

11,000.00
9,817.50
9,817.50

11,020.00

11,000.00
9,817.50
9,817.50
9,817.50
9,817.50

R A e e R

9,500.00
9,500.00
9,500.00
9,500.00
9,500.00
9,500.00
9,500.00
9,500.00
9,500.00
85,500.00

1
1

1

300
300
300

1014
1200
1200

3750
3750

52500
85500
138000
138000

This pricing model allows current subscribers to realize a savings and gives them unlimited
access. The savings is based on the current subscription price and we estimate a possible 7%

increase in the price of renewal subscriptions.

In addition, the model allows non-subscribers to have unlimited access to two ABC-CLIO
databases at a very significant cost savings. The list price for both databases is $11,000 for six

simultaneous users.

84495

1013.94






Recommendation of Executive Committee to the MOBIUS Council for the ABC-
CLIO databases:

@ In the best interest of the consortium as a whole, renew the ABC-CLIO
contract in its current form

@ Keep the same funding model

@ Members will not be required to participate

@ Once level of participation is known, the members will have the opportunity to
reevaluate participation if their individual increase is greater than 10%.

Renewal period: September 1, 2002-August 31, 2003

MERAC offers the following points for consideration regarding renewal.

The two databases provide electronic access in a core subject area supporting general
education.

February 2002, statistics showed the highest use since the subscription started in September
2001.

MERAC does not consider six months sufficient to evaluate the investment in this project.
Linking to full text is increasing. More full text links will be available in the next year.

48 of 54 MOBIUS members are willing to renew, as indicated in a MERAC interest poll of
directors or electronic resources contacts in early January.

Many are planning to renew to further the consortial goal of equity of access to educational
resources.

ABC-CLIO is not increasing the cost of the total contract for the second year. The total cost of the
contract will be distributed among the renewing subscribers based on the current pricing model.

Current contract provides significant savings to individual libraries over the cost for an individual
subscription.

If MOBIUS chooses not to renew the contract, ABC-CLIO must be notified by July 1, 2002.






AMERICAN LIBRARY ASSOCIATION

Washington Office
January 19, 2002

GUIDELINES FOR LIBRARIANS ON THE U.S.A. PATRIOT ACT*
What to do before, during and after a “knock at the door?”

*Uniting and Strengthening America by Providing Appropriate Tools Required tolntercept and Obstruct Terrorism Act of 2001
Public Law 107-56 (October 26, 2001)

Many libraries have already seen an increase in law enforcement inquiries following the
September 11™ terrorists’attacks. In libraries and other institutions, law enforcement authorities
have sought access to patron records, including electronic mail and other electronic
communications. With passage of the U.S.A. PATRIOT Act on October 26, 2001, many new
questions have been raised about how to comply with the new law and how the PATRIOT Act
provisions relate to current laws governing criminal and foreign intelligence investigations as
well as to state and local privacy laws.

As always, the best course is to prepare before the “knock at the door.” ALA provides the
following guidelines for librarians to share with their staffs and local legal counsels. This igot
legal advice but suggested guidance and direction so that local libraries— whether academic,
public or school libraries— can prepare themselves to do what is legal and appropriate.

BEFORE
o CONSULT YOUR LOCAL LEGAL COUNSEL
These issues are complex and absolutes that apply to every situation are rare. You will
need legal experts familiar with your unique situations and local and state laws to help
make sure that your policies and procedures are appropriate and legal. You will want to
make sure that your local counsel is aware that legal inquiries under the U.S.A.
PATRIOT Act may be an issue for your institution.

o REVIEW YOUR POLICIES
The USA PATRIOT Act does not require institutions to make changes in policies or
computer systems. However, with a possible increase in requests from law enforcement
and the pervasiveness of technology in the daily transactions of libraries, you will want to
review and address your policies on retention of and access to all types of information.
Make decisions regarding data, logs and records of all types— digital and paper - to be
discarded or saved. Establish a system for referring requests for operational records as
well as other types of information within your institution. Plan for service continuity in
the event that workstations, servers or backups are removed or made inoperable.

o TRAIN YOUR STAFF
Every member of your staff should understand your policies for three importat reasons:
1) Anyone on your staff could be approached by law enforcement. Every staff member
should know what to do if he or she is presented with a request. A system for
referring requests from law enforcement should be clearly communicated to all staff
so that everyone from the circulation assistant to the library director know what to

ALA/WO 1/19/02 (over)





do. Often a library or institution will designate one staff person to receive all such
requests.

2) Technology has made data ubiquitous and access to it effortless. Many pople
within your organization may have unexpected roles to play in implementing your
policies. Your policy is only as good as the trained people who carry it out.

3) Knowledgeable staff will assure that your library is complying with all appropriate
laws and protect against any institutional or personal liability.

DURING
a FOLLOW YOUR POLICIES
Sound policies can provide order and justification during what can be a chaotic time.
They can help prevent surprises and help ensure that the best possible thinking ad
Judgment go into your responses. Policies and plans will not help you if they are not
understood and followed by all of the institution’ employees.

o CONSULT YOUR LOCAL LEGAL COUNSEL
Most inquiries made by law enforcement are lawful and in good order, lowever, it is
imperative to call on your own legal counsel when presented with a request. Legal
counsel will help you respond appropriately and legally while protecting you and your
staff from possible liability due to an unlawful request. Legal counsetan help you sort
through your responsibilities under the myriad federal state and local laws that both
protect privacy and require access.

o DOCUMENT YOUR COSTS
The PATRIOT Act provides for some reimbursement of costs if an entity is asked by law
enforcement to perform certain types of assistance in data collection. It is unclear what
the guidelines will be for reimbursement. Document all costs incurred.

AFTER
o CONSULT YOUR LOCAL LEGAL COUNSEL

Once law enforcement leaves your premises, your responsibilitis may not be over.
There are different rules for sharing information with others about who is being
investigated or what types of information you have provided law enforcement. With
whom you are allowed to speak and what you are allowed to talk about varies depending
upon whether the inquiry is made under criminal or foreign intelligence investigation
laws. You will want to consult with your local counsel to be sure that you and your staff
meet any legal requirements to conceal the inquiries of law enfocement or conversely to
fulfill any affirmative legal requirements to disclose what records may have been
released.

o FOLLOW UP
Consult with counsel; implement your policies; pursue any appropriate
reimbursements. Determine whether you will have to maitain any subsequent
information or records. The Washington Office will be tracking the impact of this
legislation, so when allowed by law and the advice of counsel, inform the Washington
Office of your experiences.

ALA/WO 1/19/02 (over)






AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY

AGENDA ITEM

Participation of Proprietary Schools in MOREnet
Coordinating Board for Higher Education
February 7, 2002

DESCRIPTION

The Missouri Research and Education Network (MOREnet) provides a high-speed state
telecommunications network to higher education institutions, elementary and secondary schools,
public libraries, state agencies, and other organizations and government agencies. The higher
education institutions that receive services provided through the University of Missouri by
MORERnet belong to the Missouri Education and Research Consortium (MERC), an organization
aimed at advancing the collaborative use of networked technology and applications in higher
education, research, and public service and at working together to share resources for the benefit
of all consortium members. The intent of this board item is to establish a policy framework for
decisions about proprietary school use of MOREnet services.

MOREnet received its first dedicated state appropriation of $5 million in FY98 to connect to the
Internet and to expand and strengthen its infrastructure. The Coordinating Board has consistently
approved additional funding recommendations for MOREnet to provide continued growth and
support of its services for all member institutions. Becoming a MOREnet customer has benefits
for participating institutions, above and beyond Internet connectivity, through the state’s
backbone. MOREnet members are eligible to participate in MOREnet-sponsored training and to
have the benefit of MOREnet consultants as part of their user-services fee.

Although one proprietary institution, Sanford Brown College, receives MORERnet services,
additional proprietary institutions have not been given access to MOREnet. Sanford Brown
College was among the first group of college and universities to affiliate with MOREnet, and its
relationship to MOREnet and involvement in MERC have been maintained. An additional
request to join MOREnet from another proprietary institution was denied because a clear,
consistent policy at the state level had not been established. MOREnet referred the maitter to the
CBHE to review and recommend guidelines for an appropriate policy framework involving the
participation of additional proprietary institutions in MOREnet. Since the University of Missouri
has fiduciary and legal responsibility for MORERet, its funding requests are treated under UM
Related Programs. Consequently, UM legal counsel is currently reviewing the proposed
guidelines for proprietary school participation in MOREnet.

At its October 2, 2001 meeting, the Committee on Technology and Instruction (CTI) discussed
the issue of proprietary institutional interest in securing MOREnet services. CTI members
acknowledged that proprietary institutions provide education and training to an increasing
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number of Missouri citizens and that proprietary institutions have been included in other
important statewide postsecondary education activities. CTI proposed a set of policy guidelines
for participation of proprietary schools in MOREnet while acknowledging that all MOREnet
policies be developed within the context of state law.

CTI developed a set of eligibility guidelines for participation in MOREnet. CTI recommends
that participating proprietary institutions meet the following criteria:

Accredited

Missouri-based

Degree-granting

Certified by the CBHE Proprietary School Certification program.

Accreditation by national or regional accrediting organizations is one way to ensure the quality of
students’ ‘educational experiences. In order to maintain a high level of service for current
MORERet participants, CTI recommends that participation be limited to Missouri-based
institutions. A “Missouri-based” institution is one that has been operating in Missouri for at least
fifty years or whose main campus is located in Missouri. Participating institutions will grant
degrees at the associate level or above in keeping with MOREnet’s origins as a network to serve
the education and research needs of Missouri’s higher education institutions. Certification by the
CBHE Proprietary School Certification program provides the consumer with an additional level
of protection on the quality and value of the education provided by a proprietary school.

CTI also recommends guidelines for the fees charged to proprietary schools that elect to receive
MORERnet services. Since MOREnet is supported in part with state funds, any policy framework
involving proprietary institutions should establish fee structures that ensure recovery of the full
cost of MOREnet services. This includes a member services fee, based on institutional
enrollment, as well as the local circuit and equipment charges associated with connecting to the
MORERet backbone. A proprietary institution would also be assessed for its share of the
MORERet infrastructure, which includes access to the state backbone, Internet services, network
operations, and other related costs.

STATUTORY REFERENCE

Section 173.020(2), RSMo, CBHE statutory responsibility to identify higher education needs in
the state in terms of development of a labor force enabling the development of commerce
and industry

Section 173.020(4), RSMo, CBHE statutory responsibility to design a coordinated plan for
higher education in the state )

Sections 173.600 to 173.619, RSMo, CBHE statutory responsibility to oversee and certify
proprietary schools

RELATED BOARD POLICY

Coordinating Board for Higher Education Public Policies Affecting the Missouri Higher
Education Delivery System





3-

Chapter VII:  Instructional Technology and Telecommunications
F: Missouri Research and Education Network (MORERnet) (Established in
1990)
I. Appointment of CBHE Advisory Committee on Technology and
Instruction (CTI) (Established by the board on October 8, 1998)
Chapter X:  Proprietary School Certification

CONSULTATIONS AND RELATED BOARD MEETING ITEMS

This agenda item summary is based on the work of CBHE staff, the CBHE Advisory Committee
on Technology and Instruction (CTI), the Proprietary School Advisory Committee, and
MOREDnet senior staff.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

It is recommended that the Coordinating Board for Higher Education approve that
proprietary schools meeting the following conditions be eligible for consideration to access
MOREDnet services.

o The proprietary institution expresses an interest in receiving MOREnet services.

e The proprietary institution is accredited by a recognized regional or national
accrediting organization.

o The proprietary institution grants degrees at the associate level or above.

e The proprietary institution has been operating in Missouri for at least fifty years or
whose main campus is located in Missouri.

e The proprietary institution has been certified by the Coordinating Board’s Proprietary
School Certification program.

Furthermore, it is recommended that the fee structures established for proprietary schools

given access to MOREnet services ensure at least the recovery of the full cost for these
services.

ATTACHMENT

None
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MOBIUS COUNCIL MINUTES
Lenoir Community Center

Columbia, Missouri
September 21, 2001

The MOBIUS Council met Friday, September 21, 2001 at the Lenoir Community Center
in Columbia. Council representatives and/or proxies present were:

Scarlett Swall (proxy)
Joy Dodson (proxy)
Pal Rao

Vandy Evermon (proxy)
Nancy Devino

James C. Pakala
Barbara Schade
Sharon Kay Upchurch
Steve Stoan

Jennifer Dodillet

John Gresham

Robert Lindsey (proxy)
Loretta Ponzar

Mary Sims

Lisa Braschler (proxy)
Shawn Strecker
Tesuk Im

Rosemary E. Buhr
Eugenia V. McKee
Scarlett Swall

Chris Burns

John Gresham (proxy)
Charles H. Kemp
Linda Harris

Pam Reeder

Julia Schneider
Valerie Darst

George Rickerson
Julia Schneider (proxy)
Carol Curtis

Jeanne Langdon

Joan Clarke

Jill Nissen

Avila College

Central Methodist College

Central Missouri State University
Columbia College

Coordinating Board of Higher Education
Covenant Theological

Crowder College

Culver-Stockton College

Drury University

East Central College

Fontbonne College

Hannibal LaGrange College

Jefferson College

Kirksville College of Osteopathic Med
Lincoln University

Lindenwood University

Linn State Technical College

Logan College of Chiropractic
Maryville University

Metropolitan Community Colleges
Mineral Area Community College
Missouri Baptist College

Missouri Southern State College
Missouri State Library

Missouri Valley College

Missouri Western State College
Moberly Area Community College
MOBIUS Consortium Office
Northwest Missouri State University
Ozarks Technical Community College
Rockhurst College

St. Charles County Community College
St. Louis College of Pharmacy
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Cathye Dierberg St. Louis Community College

Fran Benham St. Louis University

Sarah Cron Southeast Missouri State University
Eldonna DeWeese Southwest Baptist University

David Adams (proxy) Southwest Missouri State University
Arja Crampton State Fair Community College

Joni Blake Stephens College

Pat Teter (proxy) Truman State University

Ted Sheldon (proxy) University of Missouri — Columbia
Ted Sheldon University of Missouri — Kansas City

Jean Eisenman
Jean Eisenman (proxy)

University of Missouri — Rolla
University of Missouri — St. Louis

Shirley Baker Washington University

Laura Rein Webster Univ/Eden Theological Seminary
John Young William Jewell College

Erlene Dudley William Woods University

Others present:

Mary Ann Mercante MOBIUS Catalog Design Adv. Committee
Ann Riley St. Louis Community College — Meramac
Rebecca Kiel Cottey College

Gary L. Harris MCO

Robin Kespohl MCO

Pat Seavey MCO

Mark Wahrenbrock MCO

Call to Order, Introductions and Proxy Announcements

Valerie Darst, Chair, called the meeting to order shortly after 10 a.m. at the Lenore
Community Center. Everyone introduced himself or herself and announced if they had
the proxy of another institution.

Approval of the Agenda
Sarah Cron moved approval of the agenda. The motion was seconded and passed.

Approval of the Minutes
Shirley Baker moved and Steve Stoan seconded approval of the minutes of the May 31,

2001 Council meeting. Motion passed.

REPORTS AND UPDATES:

Nancy DeVino, CBHE Research Associate for Technology Based Initiatives, introduced
herself as the new MOBIUS liaison and provided an update on CBHE programs and
budget issues relevant to MOBIUS.

Linda Harris, Director of Reference Services at the Missouri State Library, presented a
report on State Library projects and initiatives relevant to MOBIUS.
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OLD BUSINESS

Long Range Plan. Shirley Baker and Jean Eisenman introduced and provided background
on the completed MOBIUS Long Range Plan. After discussion, Valerie Darst requested a
vote by the Council to accept the Long Range Plan. The Council voted to accept it.

Linda Hall Library Committee Report. Ted Sheldon gave an update on negotiations

with the Linda Hall Library to create a mutually beneficial relationship between it and
MOBIUS. The Linda Hall Library board has made it clear that it wants to make its
collection available to residents of Missouri. Gary Harris, MCO, reported that
technologies are in place to make MOBIUS patron-initiated borrowing from the Linda
Hall Library possible.

NEW BUSINESS

Clarification of Memorandum of Understanding. Valerie Darst introduced a discussion of
concerns and issues raised by the ABC-CLIO/MOBIUS licensing agreement and the
surcharge assessed to all members. A difference of opinion was expressed among the
representatives about their authority to commit the financial resources of their respective
institutions. The relevant section of the Memorandum of Understanding was discussed, as
were the importance of not losing momentum or lessening communication among all
MOBIUS members. Cathye Dierberg suggested the Executive Committee address the
issue of the increasing number of proxies sent to Council meetings and especially those
given to representatives of other member institutions who may be asked to vote on issues
resulting in financial obligation to a campus that is not their own.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S REPORT

George Rickerson, MOBIUS Executive Director, reported on funding requests and
budgets that will be presented to the Legislature. George stressed the important of the
support of the presidents of MOBIUS members and said he will be making presentations
at several upcoming meetings of presidents. CLP project completion celebrations are
being planned. George also reported that a MOBIUS annual report with administrators
and legislators as the intended main audience will be published this fall instead of a
newsletter and MOBIUS members who are first-time ARIEL purchasers can get a better
deal through SOLINET than could be arranged through MOBIUS.

ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORTS

Scarlett Swall presented a report from Electronic Resources Advisory Committee. Mary
Ann Mercante presented a report from the Catalog Design Advisory Committee. A report
from the Access Advisory Committee was also distributed.

Next Meeting Date and Adjournment
The next Council meeting will be January 11, 2002 at the Lenore Community Center.
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.

Respectfully submitted, Carol Curtis, Secretary











DRAFT 12-10-01
Privacy: An Interpretation of the Library Bill of Rights

Introduction
Privacy is essential to the exercise of free speech, free thought, and free
association. The courts have upheld the right to privacy based on the Bill of Rights of the

U.S. Constitution. !

Several states provide an explicit guarantee of privacy in their
constitutions and statute law.? Further, just as the courts have established a First
Amendment right to receive information and to use a publicly funded library, numerous
decisions in case law have defined and extended rights to privacy.>

Protecting user privacy and confidentiality has long been an integral part of the
mission of libraries, library trustees, librarians, and all other library staff. The ALA Code
of Ethics has affirmed a right to privacy since 1939. Article III of the current Code
(1995) states: “We protect each library user’s right to privacy and confidentiality with

respect to information sought or received and resources consulted, borrowed, acquired, or

transmi_tt_e:(il_.”b Existihg';Al\,A policies affirm that confidentiality is crucial to freedom of

!'See in particular the Fourth ndment’s guarantee of “the right of the people to be secure in their
persons, houses;papers, and effects, against unreasonable searches and seizures,” the Fifth Amendment’s
guarantee against self-incrifination, and the Ninth Amendment guarantee that “[t]he enumeration in the
Constitution, of certain rights, shall not be construed to deny or disparage others retained by the people.”
This right is also explicit'in Article Twelve of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights: “No one shall
be subjected to arbitrary interference with his privacy, family, home or correspondence, nor to attacks upon
his honour and reputation. Everyone has the right to the protection of the law against such interference or
attacks.” See: http://www.un.org/Overview/rights.html.

% See: http://www.ala. org/alaorg/mf/prlvacy html .
3 Cases recognizing a right to ptivacy include NAACP 2. . Alabarva, 357 U.S. 449 (1958); Grrismwoid ».

Connectint, 381 U.S. 479 (1965); Katy v. United Stares, 389 U.S. 347 (1967); and Siankey v. Geopra, 394
U.S. 557 (1969). Congtess recognized the right to ptivacy in the Privacy Act of 1974, which
addresses the potential for government’s violation of privacy through its collection of personal
information. It states, in part: “[T]he right to privacy is a personal and fundamental right protected
by the Constitution of the United States.”






inquiry.* Rights to privacy and confidentiality also are implicit in the Library Bill of

Rights’ guarantee of free access to library resources.
Rights of Library Users

The Library Bill of Rights affirms the ethical imperative to provide unrestricted
access to information, and to guard against impediments to open inquiry. Article IV
states: “Libraries should cooperate with all persons and groups concerned with resisting
abridgement of free expression and free access to ideas.” When privacy or
confidentiality is compromised, or users fear they might be, freedom of inquiry no longer
exists.

In all areas of librarianship, best practice should leave as many choices as possible
in the hands of the user. These include decisions about the choice of, access to, and use
of information. Lack of privacy and confidentiality has a chilling effect on users’
choices. quause th¢ library belongs to its entire community, individual users may be
requircd’tdl;fovide amlmmal amount of personally identifiable information for purposes
of adrhiﬁist;gtion (€05 chfckmg out a book). Policies and procedures should carefully
limit both theamount ag’iﬁ;é’tention of this data, based strictly on the effective
accomplishment ;¥'the mission of the library. Users have an expectation, and in many

cases a legal right, for their information to be protected and kept private and confidential

* See these ALA Policies: Policy Concerning Confidentiality of Personally Identifiable Information About
Library Users (http://www.ala.org/alaorg/oif/pol user.html); Policy on Confidentiality of Library Records
(http://www.ala.org/alaorg/oif/pol confhtml); Suggested Procedures for Implementing Policy on the

Confidentiality of Library Records (http://www.ala.org/alaorg/oif/sugpolen.html); Freedom to Read
(http://www.ala.org/alaorg/oif/freeread.html); Libraries: An American Value






by library staff, trustees, and service personnel. Users have a right to be free from any
unreasonable intrusion or surveillance of their library use.’

In addition, Article V of the Library Bill of Rights states: “A person’s right to use
a library should not be denied or abridged because of origin, age, background, or views.”
This precept precludes political or ethnic profiling as a basis for any breach of privacy
rights. The American Library Association opposes all attempts to infer an individual’s
beliefs or predict behavior from that person’s use of library services, materials, and

facilities.

Responsibilities of Librarians

The library profession has a long-standing commitment to an ethic of facilitating
access to information, not monitoring it. Librarians have a responsibility to maintain an
environment respectful and supportive of the privacy of all users. Librarians have a legal
and ethical obligation to protect the confidentiality of users’ personally identifiable
informatim}jé}giafmqsls of the format or technology used in collecting data. This should
includgfd;i/eloping an:i adhenng to privacy policies approved by the appropriate

=

govcrniné body For ad:ﬁifli‘strative purposes, librarians may implement appropriate

time, place, and -n%i' rééstrictions on the use of library resources. The collection of
personally identifiable information should only be a matter of routine or policy when

necessary for the fulfillment of the mission of the library.

(http://www.ala.org/alaorg/oif/lib_val.html); and the newly revised Library Principles for a Networked
World (http://www.ala.org/oitp/prinintro.html).





Conclusion

The American Library Association affirms that rights of privacy are necessary for

intellectual freedom and are fundamental to the ethics and practice of librarianship.

> Refer to your state confidentiality statute, available at http://www.ala.org/alaorg/oif/privacy.html .
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FY2004 CLP Budget Notes

Expenses

One-time

Personnel

E&E

System operation/maintenance
Lanter

Indirect cost recovery to UM

Total projected 2004 CLP expenses:

Revenue

Member dues
Operational assessments
State funding

Between $0 and whatever is needed to
implement those new members who
elect to proceed in FY2003

Planning assumption is FY2003 + 4%
FY2003 + specific increases/cuts
FY2003 with specific adjustments
FY2003 + 2%

$0

est. $ 2.5M

est. $285,000 (based on 57 members)
between $950,000 and $1.3M
between $649,539 and $1.2M
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Governor’s Recommendations
FY03 MOBIUS Funding

Core appropriation $ 649,539
Recommended increase to core $ 571,366
Increase consists of:

General Revenue $ 381,366
Lottery Revenue $ 189,500

FYO03 Member Revenue Alternatives

If increase is approved $ 950,817
If increase is not approved $ 1,333,817
In addition, the budget is being reduced:

FY2002 $ 91,042

FY2003 with increase $ 96,000

FY2003 without increase $ 256,320

NOTE: budget reduction figures are preliminary and will be adjusted
(details to be discussed during Executive Committee meeting 2/7/02)
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MOBIUS ELECTRONIC RESOURCES PROJECT

Funding Request, FY 04
Database Estimated Cost
1. ABI/INFORM Complete $379,267
2. LEXIS/NEXIS Academic Universe $419,100
3. ProQuest Psychology Journals $179,971
4. PsycARTICLES $206,870

Total Estimated Cost $1,185,208






Send Responses to: Sara Parker
State Librarian
parkes@sosmail.state.mo.us
573-751-2751

P O Box 387

Jefferson City. MO 65102
(Return by May 10, 2002)

2003 — 2008
Moving Forward Missouri Libraries
Please give your input for Missouri’s Five Year Plan for using federal library funds

Missouri’s library needs?

e What should be added to or deleted from the list?

e What are the highest priorities?

Goals are proposed in three clusters, the library, the community and the world.

e What do you think of this approach?

o If you want to suggest a different approach, please outline here.

Are there goals that are missing and should be added to the plan?

Are there goals which are not appropriate for Missouri or are not important? Should
some of those listed be deleted?

What objectives do you think should be placed under each goal as the strategies for
achievement?





Page 2
2003-2008
Moving Forward Missouri Libraries

What activities do you want to attach to the goals and/or objectives?

Tell us your highest priorities from the strategies and lists:

What other suggestions do you have for this proposed plan?

Is this response from an individual or a group?

Do you want to tell us who?

Send Responses to:  Sara Parker, State Librarian, purkes@sosmail state.nioas, 573-751-2751,
P O Box 387, Jefferson City, MO 65102
(Return by May 10, 2002)






Missouri’s Library Needs

» Recruiting a new generation of librarians is essential to address
the shortage of people entering the library field. '

» Ensuring well-trained staff is a continuing need in libraries.

» Library governing bodies should be knowledgeable about
societal and budgetary factors which affect library service.

> Libraries play a crucial role in offering electronic resources to
their communities, but many libraries lack the funding and
training to acquire and use advanced information technologies.

» People need community information, and libraries should be
key destinations for this information.

» Iibraries should offer or support cultural programs and
educational services for their communities.

» Bquitable library service should be available to all segments of
the population. :

» Library staff need to adapt programs and services to address
changing demographics in the state.

> Iibraries need strong partnerships to serve as resources, to
advocate for recognition in their communities, and to expand
outreach efforts.





The Library—Supporting Excellence in Service

= All Missourians will feel welcome in the state’s 1ibrai*ies.

= An incentive program for careers in the library field will be
developed and provided.

Continuing education and training opportunities for library staff
will be supported with local, regional, and statewide programs.

* Governing bodies of libraries will be kept abreast of current
library issues as a basis for good decision-making.

® Ongoing support for technology helps libraries function in the
electronic environment.

= Libraries will introduce their users to new information
technologies for personal learning and enrichment.

Library collections will be diverse in content as well as formats
for all age groups.

= Local and state government information will be available,
including access to “electronic only” government documents.

A new awards program will enable the Secretary of State to
-acknowledge excellence in library service.





The Community—Reaching Out to Partners

= Multi-type library cooperation at all levels will be encouraged,
and successful cooperative programs will provide models for
emulation. |

& Strong collaborations among libraries, archives, museums,
historical societies, and the State Library and State Archives
will build a cultural heritage infrastructure in Missouri.

= Financial and consultation support will be provided for
establishing viable partnerships and other appropriate
arrangements to sustain and extend library services.

= Libraries will enter partnerships to promote literate
communities.

. Support will be provided for special events and programs in
libraries.

= Tools will be developed to promoté good public service,
effective marketing, establishment of cooperative partnerships,
and assessment of local communities for all types of libraries.

= (Collaborative collection development among all types of
libraries will be explored.

= Conservation and preservation of electronic publications and
records will be promoted.

Public and school libraries will offer programs and services for
disadvantaged populations.





The World—Beyond the Here and Now

* An interlocking-collaboration of library leaders from statewide
organizations will ensure library progress through shared
knowledge of their resources and services,

= An intranet for Missouri libraries will facilitate communication
and exchange of ideas among library staff,

= Research to improve library service will be planned, compiled
and made available. |

®  Research results from state, national, and international sources
will be communicated to Missouri library staff.

The contributions of libraries to lifelong learning, economic
development, and the overall quality of lifein communities wil]
be transmitted to all Missourians.

Collaborative digital reference service will be available through
Missouri libraries.

= New digitization projects will be supported and their content
added to “Virtually Missouri.”

= “Show Me the World” will continue and expand to include all
Missouri libraries.

Librarians will lead efforts to make organization of the Internet
more coherent.
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New Member Implementation
Cost Summary

Missouri State Library $ 21,000
Conception Seminary College $ 33,000
Cottey College $ 33,000
St. Louis College of Pharmacy $ 33,000
Rockhurst University $ 35,000
Kansas City Art Institute $ 35,000

These costs are for Innovative software. In addition, there will be conversion costs
probably averaging $5,000 per site.
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Pickup Anywhere Enhancement
Status Report

The development of the module is ready for beta testing of phase 1. We are starting
installation of the beta software at OhioLLINK and six of the OhioLINK local sites. Once
we have the beta underway at OhioLINK, we can discuss timing for testing at MOBIUS.

There will be a second phase of development in order to support MOBIUS. Since
MOBIUS makes use of the option to allow patrons to place requests to their own system,
there is additional programming work necessary when this happens and the requested
pickup location is not associated with the same system. These requests currently go
straight into the local request file and cease being an INN-Reach request.

If it ceases to be an INN-Reach request, there is no way to satisfy pickup at another
location. We have plans for the additional development necessary, but put it into a
second phase so that testing could begin at OhioLINK. Testing could also take place at
MOBIUS prior to the second phase, if this particular situation was avoided.






MOBIUS-LINDA HALL LIBRARY PLANNING
MEETING REPORT
February 7, 2002

With the concurrence of the MOBIUS Executive Committee and the MOBIUS Council, a
planning meeting was held at the Linda Hall Library of Science and Technology (LHL) on
February 7, 2002 convening at 11:00 AM. Attending were C. Lee Jones (LHL President), Brig
McCoy (LHL Library Systems Department), Mary Moeller (LHL Library Operations Officer),
John Young (MOBIUS Council) and Ted Sheldon (MOBIUS Council). The purpose of the
meeting was to explore options and methods to establish a strong partnership between LHL and
MOBIUS that benefits both parties and their constituencies.

T. Sheldon opened the meeting and thanked the Linda Hall Library and its president for
hosting the meeting over lunch. The MOBIUS Memorandum of Understanding was distributed
as a point of reference for the discussions that followed. Lee Jones outlined the interest of the
LHL in establishing a partnership with MOBIUS institutions. He also noted the characteristics
that define LHL services and make it a different kind of institution. It was noted that LHL
derives part of its income from the delivery of books and serial literature in a timely manner to
clients. LHL spends approximately $3.5 million annually for the acquisition of materials in the
sciences and technology fields it covers. Last year, LHL loaned 65,000 items and borrowed 25.
Technologically, LHL uses the Horizon integrated library system in cooperation with the
Nelson-Atkins Museum of Atrt.

Earlier investigations demonstrated that it was feasible to link the LHL Horizon system
with MOBIUS’ Innovative Interfaces (III)-based clusters. LHL recently has determined that it
will continue using the Horizon system for the foreseeable future.

The MOBIUS consortium was described as a group of some 55 academic libraries, both
public and private, in Missouri that have joined together to implement the Common Library
Platform (CLP) program. This program calls for the establishment of 11 clusters of libraries that
are defined regionally and each of which share an III system. Using the INN-Reach
environment, these 11 cluster machines are linked to each other to form a single integrated
library environment. One of the hallmarks of the CLP environment is patron-initiated borrowing
of books.

Several issues arose during the discussion that required decisions. The following
comments sum up the general outline of a partnership arrangement.

1. There is significant benefit for both LHL and MOBIUS if the two can partner effectively.
Efforts should be made to achieve a strong working partnership.

2. To add LHL to the membership of the MOBIUS consortium, a new membership category
will be needed because LHL is not a North Central-accredited higher education institution.
MOBIUS could create the new category of “partner” or “associate” membership to allow
research institutions like LHL to join the consortium.





3. LHL would pay a reduced annual membership dues rate.

4. LHL routinely charges academic clients $12.00 per filled request. MOBIUS institutions
would receive a reduced rate of $9.50.

5. Delivery for LHL would be provided through the UMKC stop.

6. Technical work needed to implement the shared computing/telecom environment would be
born by the institution incurring the cost.

7. The library of the Nelson-Atkins Museum of Art is a partner with LHL in the use of the
Horizon system. The opportunity exists to explore a partnership with the Nelson-Actkins
Museum library with MOBIUS once arrangements are settled with LHL.

It was felt that these points could serve as the starting line for the creation of the
LHL/MOBIUS partnership. Those present agreed that further discussions would take place as
appropriate, and that a plan of action should be considered following further discussion by each
organization.

February 15, 2002
G:\TPS\NONUNIV\MOBIUS LHL Planing Mtg Rpt 0202.wpd






R > REQUESTS made by OPAC users

This report shows all requests made by patrons (using the G > Request Item option in the
Public Catalog) that the library decided to accept (i.e., place holds on or print paging slips
for). Data is available for the current and last month's request activity. Note that the data
is only available if patrons are being verified while requesting an item. There are six
reports:

o A two-dimensional report giving statistics on requests for items for each library
location, broken down by the home library of the patron making the request

o A report giving statistics on requests for "copy returned soonest", broken down by
the home library of the patron making the request

e A report giving statistics on requests by the patron type
o A report giving statistics on requests by the item type

o A report giving statistics on accepted requests by statistics group number of the
terminal from which the request was placed

o A report giving statistics on requests by statistics group number, broken down by
the patron type of the patron making the request

Following the monthly display, you will be prompted:
Display actual requests accepted? (y/n)

If you type y, you will see a list similar to the one below:

LIST OF REQUESTS ACCEPTED = 3

14! BEFORE A TITLE REPRESENTS A TITLE LEVEL HOLD

Date Name Home Lib - Title

Location 223

9-03-91 Central Public L mml + How to start.

your own secret mmsta S o137 S S50

9-03-91 MACLAIN, CHRISTI = frb The Englishmants
right : a dia frsta :

9-03-91 CONNOLLY, JOHN aal Availability,
accessibility, a aasta ;
9-03-91 CONNOLLY, JOHN aal Historical
precedents and rece aasta

9-03-91 COX, MARY D dor The video taping
handbook : th dosta

9-03-91 WEST, COURTNEY aac A book of

puzzlements : play a aasta
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