
Resource Sharing Committee 
Agenda 

Wednesday, October 28, 2020, 1:00-2:00 pm 

The committee will meet virtually due to the coronavirus 
pandemic in accordance with SB 2135. 

PUBLIC COMMENT: Members of the public will be able to chat or speak during 
the virtual Zoom meeting during the public comment. Public comments may be 

submitted via email to Carolyn.Coulter@railslibraries.info at least two hours 
before the meeting. 

Registration URL:  
https://railslibraries.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN

_ueuNbySmToGNYmJV_rPEPQ 

1. Call to order, welcome and introductions

2. Introduction of Visitors and Public Comments

3. Review agenda for additions/changes

4. Approval, minutes from 7/29/2020 (pp. 2-4)

5. Discussion and Recommendation, creation of non-holdable item types

6. Discussion and Recommendation to Administrative Council, reward/
recognition for Marc catalogers adding records into PrairieCat (pp. 5-6)

7. Public comments

8. Adjournment

Next meeting: Wednesday, January 27, 2021, 1:00-2:00 pm, location online via Zoom 

220 W. 23rd Avenue 
Coal Valley, IL 61240 

(309) 799-3155
http://support.prairiecat.info 
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Resource Sharing Committee Minutes 
Wednesday, July 29, 2020, 1:00-2:00 pm  

(or immediately after Delegates Assembly) 
 

The committee met virtually due to the coronavirus pandemic  

in accordance with SB 2135. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT: Members of the public will be able to chat or speak during the 

virtual Zoom meeting during the public comment. Public comments may be submitted 

via email to Carolyn.Coulter@railslibraries.info at least two hours before the meeting. 

 

Registration URL:  
https://railslibraries.zoom.us/meeting/register/tJcsfuyrr

jsrGd2Ww8y5uLK3kl-cOkq8CAcI 
 

 

1. Call to order, welcome and introductions 

Ruhnke (Chair-PU) called the meeting to order at 11:15 am. The committee 

introduced themselves.  

 

Present via Zoom: Carolyn Coulter (PrairieCat), Rici Dale (RL), Pennie Miller (PP), 

Lynne Noffke (LI), Charm Ruhnke (Chair-PU), Patti Smith (RO), Elizabeth Smith 

(PrairieCat), Chelsey DeSplinter (PrairieCat), Melissa Landis (PrairieCat), Kim 

Brozovich (RP), Dana Fine (PR) 

 

Absent: Sandy Tedder (RAILS/ PrairieCat), Magda Bonny (PrairieCat), Cristy 

Stupegia (LS), Debbie Griggs (TC), John Slanicky (PrairieCat) 

 

2. Introduction of Visitors and Public Comments 

There were no public comments or visitors.  

3. Review agenda for additions/changes 

There were no revisions.  

 

4. Approval, minutes from January 29, 2020 

Motion #1:  Smith (RO) moved and Miller (PP) seconded to approve the 

January 29, 2020 minutes as presented.  There was no discussion on the 

motion.  Motion carries by vocal affirmation.  

 

Abstentions:  

 

5. Discussion and Recommendation to Administrative Council, Fine block amounts 

Ruhnke (Chair-PU) introduced the issue, which was discussed in 2012 and at the 

time PrairieCat went with the average fine block. Two years ago during the 

Resource Sharing Summit, we also discussed this issue.   

 

Coulter (PrairieCat) sent a survey out to the membership. Thirty-one respondents 

wanted no change. There thirty-four respondents that wanted an increase to 9.99. 
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Ruhnke said if we do make this change then it would be permanent not just with 

the ebb and flow of the pandemic.  

Smith (RO) said her library is trying to be as customer service focused as possible 

especially during this difficult time. They want to be able to say yes as much as 

possible. She supports the increase to 9.99. Dale (PR) said that based on the 

survey the majority want the increase to 9.99 so she would recommend going 

with that. Her library is fine free so it does not affect Princeton as much. Miller 

(PP) said even though it is not a large number of responses to the survey, she 

agrees we need to listen to the membership. Her library is also considering going 

fine free.  

Landis (PrairieCat) said there are seven members that are currently fine free. She 

is working with two more members on getting them setup to be fine free. If an 

item moves to delinquent status at 21 days overdue, then there will be a patron 

block, regardless of a library being fine free or the fine block increase. 

Noffke (LI) said she supports the increase because it allows a little more leeway 

for patrons to checkout. It is important to note that the damaged and lost items 

are still on patron’s accounts so we do not lose anything by that change. Fine (PR) 

added this will also help increase digital access for patrons. Brozovich (RP) asked 

how this change would impact libraries that are using collection agencies. Ruhnke 

(Chair-PU) said the fine is usually added into the collection.  

Ruhnke (Chair-PU) summarized the resource sharing committee recommends to 

Administrative Council to increase the fine block amount from 4.99 to 9.99 based 

on the survey results and the discussion.  

Motion #2:  Smith (RO) moved and Knoffke (LI) seconded to recommend 

to the Administrative Council increasing the fine block amount from $4.99 

to $9.99 as presented.  There was no discussion on the motion.  Motion 

carries by vocal affirmation.  

6. Discussion and Recommendation to Administrative Council, credit or remuneration

for member MARC catalogers adding records into PrairieCat

Ruhnke (Chair-PU) shared a number of PrairieCat members are MARC catalogers

so they bring in records from OCLC. At some point, there was discussion that

there should be a monetary benefit for the library staff who do the work that

benefit the entire consortium. Fine (PR) is a MARC trainee so she will observe the

discussion.

The PrairieCat cataloging staff shared some information about this. After the

Northern 8 libraries joined, the statistics increased. Coulter (PrairieCat) agreed we

need a plan for some sort of compensation for the work they are doing for the

consortium.

Noffke (LI) said she is not sure how we would measure the work and compensate

accordingly. Coulter (PrairieCat) said there is various levels of work being done –

copy cataloging, original cataloging, corrections etc. Coulter suggested using a

threshold system based on the number of records then there is a reduction of

member fees.
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Fine (PR) said that every month the PrairieCat staff sends database enrichment 

statistics that shows what each member does each month. Smith (RO) asked if it 

is possible for the MARC catalogers or the Technical Services Committee to 

discuss this and make a recommendation.   

 

Next Steps:   

Ruhnke (Chair-PU) said the Resource Sharing Committee supports compensating 

the MARC catalogers for their work, but it seems the Technical Services 

Committee should make a recommendation on how the compensation structure 

should be since they know the work required. The Tech Services Committee 

should formulate some sort of framework for giving a rebate on the member fees. 

The MARC team is meeting on August 13 so they can discuss then.  

 

7. Discussion, submitting patrons to collection agencies who owe money for another 

library’s material 

 

Coulter (PrairieCat) introduced the issue. The Committee discussed each of their 

workflows for working with bills and collection agencies.   

 

Brozovich (RP) shared Rock Island sends patrons from other libraries to collections 

for Rock Island materials. We do not send our patrons to collections for materials 

belonging to other libraries.    

 

Dale (RL) said at Reddick, a staff person manually goes through the bills. For 

example, if a Reddick library patron has Reddick and Peru items then all items are 

billed and sent to collections. Once the item is returned, then it is checked in and 

they just have the max fine amount to pay. Reddick follows the materials, and 

bills any patrons for all materials. If a non-Reddick library patron only has non-

Reddick items out then they do not bill for that. If a Reddick patron has Reddick 

items and non-Reddick items, then they are billed for all items. Generally, all 

items are then returned.  

 

Brozovich (RP) said the bill / collection notes will be on the patron record so from 

a customer service stand point they can view that information. Brozovich said 

UMS is supposed to only charge one collection fee, but sometimes it does not 

work that way. It is supposed to be the first library's items to reach the threshold 

fee. Brozovich added other libraries in the Quad Cities area also use UMS.  

 

Ruhnke (Chair-PU) said perhaps Coulter takes this question back to PrairieCat 

staff to see if this discussion helps resolve the help desk question. Dale is happy 

to share Reddick’s collection process if someone has more questions.  

 

8. Public comments 

There were no public comments.  

 

9. Adjournment 

 

Next meeting: Wednesday, October 28, 2020, 1:00-2:00 pm, location TBD 
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To: PrairieCat Resource Sharing Committee 

From: Carolyn Coulter, Director 

Date: October 28, 2020 

RE: Compensation for PrairieCat MARC catalogers Proposal 
 

Summary: 
 
PrairieCat currently has 16 libraries with MARC staff and 7 libraries that have staff that are 
MARC trainees or that have expressed interest in becoming a MARC trainee (approximately a 
total of 30 people).  A significant percentage of the work contributed towards PrairieCat’s Sierra 
database is provided by the certified MARC members.  This includes record entry as well as 
numerous corrections and clean up tasks. 
At the previous Resource Sharing meeting in July, the Committee referred this matter back to 
the PrairieCat staff and Technical Services Committee. Staff discussed at length, and also 
introduced this issue at the Technical Services Committee, but no feedback was forthcoming 
from members beyond staff recommendations.  Staff recommendations are below: 

Proposal from PrairieCat staff: 
 

The staff weighed the benefits of some sort of reward or recognition versus possible adverse 
effects.  It was felt that among the benefits to be realized would be: 

• Encourage more PC members to become MARC catalogers 
• Increase participation of existing MARC catalogers 
• Result in a cleaner database  
• Give members a vested interest in database 
• Increase cohesiveness with fellow PC members 

 
Among the potential obstacles to providing reward, it was felt that: 

• MARC catalogers may feel pressure/be pressured to set aside own library’s 
workload to focus on database cleanup. 

• Exaggerated or falsified reporting of cleanup (in the case of a monetary credit) 
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It seems clear that some form of recognition or reward is due to these members for their added 
contributions to our organization.  The staff considered the following options when analyzing this 
recognition. 
 

• “Reward”: PrairieCat reward libraries with MARC staff compensation (i.e. PrairieCat fee 
credit)    based on their level of work for the consortium 
Considerations:  

Determine eligibility criteria (such as # of bib records loaded, cleanups/overlays, 
merges, etc) 
Determine tracking of eligibility 
Determine compensation: When will we analyze statistics? 
Determine compensation: How will it be funded? 

 
• “Recognition”: Letter of recognition, Gift basket (or other small reward), Showcasing in 

Newsletter, PUG day, website 
Considerations: 
 Low cost 

  Low impact on staff time (no need to track anything) 

Recommendation: 

In light of these considerations, it is recommended that PrairieCat pursue the second, 
“recognition” path at present. The staff time to track and metrics to determine a fee credit would 
be onerous for PrairieCat staff.  In addition, given the current budgetary climate, it may be 
difficult to fund a fee cut for these members.  Recognition of their hard work and a small gift 
would be more affordable and still accomplish our goal of recognizing their contributions to 
PrairieCat.  This can be re-evaluated at a later date if funding seems more stable.  
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