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Reorganization efforts within colleges and universities are increasingly 

considered as institutions look for ways to streamline operations for financial 

cost savings or competitive advantage. The purpose of this study was to 

assess a particular change effort in a university library which took place 

between August, 1996 and July, 1997. A team was formed to manage the 

change effort, and an outside consultant was hired to facilitate the process 

and guide the team. Stufflebeam's evaluation model was used as a 

conceptual framework to evaluate the entire process which included a 

particular change management model brought in by the consultant. The 

entire change effort was described by the author as a participating member of 

the team and assessed by gathering feedback from team members, library staff 

members affected by the effort, and members of the library administration. 

Results of this study suggest there are a number of components 

necessary for a successful change effort. One of the key elements for success is 

adequate support from top administrative levels in the organization. Along 

with formal administrative backing, support should include adequate 

resources, time, and a degree of freedom to perform necessary tasks. Support 

among staff involved in the change effort as well as those affected by the 

change is also important. That support can be enhanced by communicating a 

clear understanding of the reason for the change effort at its inception and 



continually involving staff throughout the change effort. Having a 

reorganization model or some organizing framework to guide the process 

also seems essential for success. In this particular case, a meeting 

management model as well as a model for managing change was brought to 

the team by the consultant. Those models, together with the facilitation of 

the outside consultant, created the structured process that led to the success of 

this change effort. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

As educational institutions experience pressures for greater 

accountability as well as financial constraints, the need to evaluate 

organizational structures in order to become more efficient and improve 

operations is growing. This trend began in the eighties in the for-profit sector, 

moved to the healthcare industry, and is currently underway in many 

divisions within higher education institutions. Among colleges and 

universities, this need to improve efficiency and to be more responsive to 

changing environments may be more prevalent in libraries than in other 

units within these institutions. 

At Southern Methodist University, the Central University Libraries 

began to review their operations and to develop a strategic plan for the future. 

One result of this strategic plan was to make staff aware of change 

management issues and the need to critically review organizational 

structures in order to successfully implement program initiatives. With this 

entree into the possibility of organizational change, the three library 

managers of the Processing Services Division of the Central University 

Libraries began to look at the work flow processes within the division in early 

1996. They became aware of inefficiencies and duplication as well as a lack of 

unity in the division. After meeting with an organizational development 



specialist on the campus for several months, the managers decided to ask 

permission to undergo a reorganizational effort in order to alleviate these 

problems. One of the recommendations of the OD specialist was to form a 

team and have a neutral facilitator guide the team through the process of 

reorganization. The managers received approval to reorganize from the 

library director and the library leadership committee in July, 1996 and began 

the process of finding a consultant and forming a team for the project which 

was expected to take nine to twelve months. Because the OD specialist could 

not commit the necessary time to the project, the library director agreed to 

hire a consultant to act as a facilitator. By September, 1996 a team was formed 

and the process of reviewing the organization of the division began. This 

study will describe and assess this organizational change effort from the 

initial stages to the final implementation of the newly designed division. 

The Problem 

Given increased demands, the need to become more efficient, and a 

desire to overcome a lack of teamwork among its three departments, the 

Processing Services Division of a university library developed and 

implemented a reorganizational change strategy to improve its operations. 

What results did this change strategy have on the division in terms of 

the evolution of the plan, the implementation of the change process itself, 

and the outcome of the plan? 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to describe and assess the reorganization 

effort undertaken within the Processing Services Division of a university 

library system. The evolution of the process from beginning to end was 



described to identify the actions taken by the design team and the results of 

those actions on the overall reorganization plan. The process was assessed by 

examination of the factors that constrained the process, kept the process 

moving toward the goal, as well as those that were unforeseen by the design 

team. 

Research Questions 

Context Evaluation 

1. What existing issues or problems at the beginning of the change 

effort will be identified as reasons for reviewing the organization of the 

Processing Services Division? 

2. What problems will be identified during the problem assessment 

phase that need to be addressed? 

3. What root causes will be identified as contributing to these 

problems? 

Input Evaluation 

4. What solutions will be identified by stakeholders most often? 

5. Which solutions will be incorporated into the reorganization plan? 

Process Evaluation 

6. How was the design team organized to function? What procedures 

did it use to manage the design process including decision-making 

procedures, meeting structure, meeting guidelines, and team member roles? 

7. Which aspects of the change effort were most functional for the 

team? 

8. Which aspects of the change effort were most dysfunctional for the 

team? 



9. What modifications or revisions of the change effort occurred as it 

was implemented? 

10. What unexpected issues surfaced during the implementation of the 

change effort? 

11. What suggestions will stakeholders make to improve the process? 

Product Evaluation 

12. How will the redesign of Processing Services and its related work 

flow differ from the design and work flow in existence before the 

reorganization? 

13. What new work flow processes between Processing Services and 

other library divisions will result from the reorganization, and what will be 

the implications for other divisions of the library? 

Significance of the Study 

As more institutions are undergoing change or reorganization efforts, 

it is important that these efforts be evaluated to determine what variables 

might be identified as contributing to successful implementation and what 

variables might be identified as constraints to successful implementation. 

While there are numerous models applied to higher education units or 

services few of them are being evaluated in depth from a case study 

perspective in order to determine what worked and what did not work. The 

general overview of the process undertaken at this institution will be 

presented and the specific actions within each phase will be documented. The 

study will be significant because in documenting the entire process of the 

change effort any organization that desires to undergo a similar effort will be 

able to consider this particular process as a model. By assessing the process 



through an analysis of the problems as well as the successes of the design 

team in this study, this change effort can be evaluated to determine its 

effectiveness. It is hoped that implementation of future change efforts at this 

institution as well as any other may be made easier as a result. 

Definition of Terms 

Processing Services - A division within the Central University Library 

consisting of the three departments: acquisitions, cataloging, and serials. 

Stakeholder - For the purposes of this study, ianyone who will be 

impacted by the change in Processing Services; also, anyone who could 

sabotage the design process. An example would be other library units that use 

Processing Services to order and catalog their materials. 

Design Team - the key group of individuals charged with redesigning 

the work flow processes with Processing Services. This team consisted of the 

three managers within Processing Services, an outside consultant, and three 

additional library staff members from various divisions of the Central 

University Library system. This team became known as the PACE Team, an 

acronym for Processing for Access and Collection Enrichment. 

Actiw Plan - For the purposes of this study, the term used for the 

organizational change model introduced by the consultant and implemented 

by the team. 

Functional - Those actions, events, or processes which allowed the 

design team to implement the design process as planned, kept the team on 

schedule, or which were perceived as adding to the success of the process or 

the final outcome. 



Those actions, events, or processes which created 

barriers to implementing the plan of action; any setbacks or unforeseen 

circumstances which delayed the process or otherwise made implementation 

of the process difficult. 

Root Cause - The underlying issue or need which is the basis for 

various related problems. 

Limitations 

This study was limited to the assessment of a planned organizational 

change effort within the Central University Library system at Southern 

Methodist University. The findings from this study may not be generalizable 

to change efforts in other institutions or organizations. 

Delimitations 

This study evaluated this change process using Stufflebeam's model 

only through the design of the new organizational plan and proposed 

changes in work flow processes. It did not attempt to evaluate the success of 

the plan after implementation. The particular change model used by the 

design team was chosen by the consultant, and specific strategies used in 

implementing the model were chosen by the design team. 

Assumptions 

1. Organizational change is a natural occurrence in the life of an 

organization. 

2. Such change is usually intended to make improvements in the 

structure or processes of the organization. 

3. The design team is able to complete the change effort undertaken 

within Processing Services. 



4. This change effort can be described and assessed in order to draw 

some insight about the process of change. 

5. There are both positive and negative reactions to the change effort. 



CHAPTER n 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The literature on change within organizations is filled with myriad 

terms that attempt to capture the various dimensions of change. Planned 

organizational change, total quality management, continuous quality 

improvement, re-engineering, learning organizations, chaos theory, change 

management and diffusion of innovations are the most common theories 

and organizing frameworks described in the change literature. All of these 

come with their own principles, models, frameworks or concepts. Denton 

(1996) in reflecting on the many concepts and specific activities described in 

the organizational change literature goes so far as to say that "Improvement 

initiatives such as quality circles, activity-based accounting, TQM [total quality 

management], horizontal management and reengineering are all the same. 

They all involve big changes in the way we work" (p. 76). While Denton 

mixes specific activity-based strategies with broad organizing principles in 

making such a statement, he reflects nonetheless a perception that these 

terms often incorporate similar underlying concepts and strategies that make 

it difficult to know which strategy to apply when a change effort is desired. 

The literature on planned organizational change, quality 

improvement, and learning organizations was reviewed as well as the 

literature on change and quality improvement in higher education and 



libraries. Stufflebeam's CIPP (Context, Input, Process, Product) model was 

used to evaluate the change effort in this study, and it will described. 

Organizational Change 

While there are numerous models for change activities in vogue 

today, one of the first fundamental models of planned change was developed 

by the sociologist Kurt Lewin. Lewin (1951) believed that there were two sets 

of forces active in any organization - those who believe in maintaining the 

status quo and those who favor change. In order for change to occur, one of 

two things must happen to these forces - either the forces pushing for change 

must be increased or the forces advocating the status quo must be lessened. 

Lewin's contention was that there would be less tension and resistance by 

modifying the forces for the status quo than increasing the forces for change. 

This approach would more likely yield a more effective strategy for change. 

He viewed the process of change as consisting of the three phases or steps of 

unfreezing, moving, and refreezing. From this broad framework for change, 

many models have been developed which elaborate on Lewin's system. 

There are numerous reasons for a dramatic shift to a new management 

paradigm today. These range from the need for greater efficiency in 

operations to the need for a system wide reorganization. Change 

management is the term used in the human resource profession for 

managing these change efforts. The American Management Association 

(AMA) defines change management as "the developing discipline of 

planning, organizing, and controlling organizational change to better solve 

present and future business problems" (quoted in Laabs, 1996, p. 54). These 

change efforts range on a continuum from the more incremental 
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evolutionary approach to the more dramatic revolutionary approach. No 

matter where they lie on the continuum, however, these change efforts 

require a new organizational management structure to be successful. In 

describing this new organizational paradigm, Kanter, Stein, and Jick (1992) 

state: 

This model describes more flexible organizations, adaptable to change, 
with relatively few levels of formal hierarchy and loose boundaries 
among functions and units, sensitive and responsive to the 
environment; concerned with stakeholders of all sorts - employees, 
communities, customers, suppliers, and shareholders. These 
organizations empower people to take action and be entrepreneurial, 
reward them for contributions and help them gain in skill and 
"employability." Overall, these are global organizations characterized 
by internal and external relationships, including joint ventures, 
alliances, consortia, and partnerships, (p. 3) 

The new organization must be able and willing to change to remain 

viable and competitive. It must be willing to embrace change as a natural 

process in the evolution of organizations. It is important, however, to know 

why an organization or company desires to undergo change. As one senior 

human resource professional stated, "The two most important questions 

every company must ask are: Why do we need to change? And, what is the 

value proposition for everyone involved in the change process? Each 

company must be able to clearly state the need for change to each stakeholder 

group, including employees, shareowners, neighbors, customers, and if 

applicable, regulators" (in Laabs, 1996, p. 62). Clack (1995) refers to change as 

ongoing, constant, and occurring at an unprecedented rate, as a process, not 

an event and both intensely personal and at the same time systemic. She 

summarizes the organizational landscape in which change occurs as a holistic 

environment in which information is shared widely and new strategies are 
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allowed to emerge, participation is encouraged, staff is motivated by shared 

values, and one in which management is "coping with" rather than 

controlling. 

Seymour (1995), in addressing change from a quality improvement 

perspective proposes a performance improvement framework for institutions 

and their individual members which would require them to think more in 

harmony about quality improvement and productivity. He believes that this 

framework helps answer the brain teaser "How can we do more with less and 

do it better?" He offers five components for this framework: 

1. Direction setting 
2. Process design and management 
3. Feedback 
4. Enablers 

5. Personal involvement 

The first three components are linked together in an organizational learning 

cycle. Direction setting entails an aim - a vision of where an institution or a 

program wants to go. This aim is often based on a fundamental paradigm 

shift, not just on eliminating symptoms. With the process design and 

management component the aim is given some effective method of being 

implemented. Weak processes can leave individuals in the organization 

feeling frustrated, even betrayed, when visions and goals remain neatly 

bound on the shelf. Feedback then allows performance measures and 

feedback loops to check on the processes to see that they do not degrade over 

time. Seymour believes when these three components work together, the 

result is organizational learning. 

Kovel-Jarboe (1996) identifies five general bodies of literature on 

change which include planned organizational change, diffusion of 
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innovations, quality-specific strategies, chaos theory, and the theory of 

learning organizations. Denton (1996) identifies nine methods for creating an 

atmosphere conducive to change which include: 

1. Create dissatisfaction with the status quo 
2. Reduce the fear of change 
3. Describe the benefits of change 
4. Build support for change 
5. Define specific change objectives 
6. Tie compensation to change 
7. Concentrate on measurable improvements 
8. Approach change incrementally 
9. Plan training to coincide with change 

In Laabs' (1996) interviews with change agents and professionals, 

several strategies and guiding principles were identified to enhance the 

success of change efforts. One change management consultant noted that it 

was important to understand the 20-50-30 rule before embarking on a change 

effort. This rules states that approximately 20% of the people in the 

organization will be change friendly, 50% will be neutral, and 30% will resist 

or even attempt to make the effort fail. One of the toughest challenges is to 

get the entire organization involved and engaged in the change process. 

According to a human resource director "It's absolutely critical that everyone 

moves toward a certain level of involvement and engagement in the change 

process. Otherwise, a wide divergence of focus concerning the reasons for the 

change can slow or derail the entire process" (Laabs, p. 56). Many of those 

interviewed stressed the importance of trust in managing change. Steven 

Covey, for example, identified what he calls 360-degree trust which means 

trust of not only the customer, but all those who may have a stake in the 

success of an operation. This might include staff, suppliers, the community, 
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dealers, owners, or the media. He says that if you build trust with customers 

only and violate the staff in the organization, you will gradually kill the goose 

that lays the golden egg. He goes on to stress the importance of aligning work 

systems, information systems, and other organizational components with the 

values of cooperation, interdependency and 360-degree trust among all 

stakeholders. One human resource manager said that employees should trust 

that those controlling the change effort are sincere about their efforts to make 

improvements that add to the quality of the company or organization (Laabs, 

1996). That trust is built on people seeing action or results based on what they 

are telling management. Once that trust is established, people are more likely 

to offer ideas about making improvements in the workplace. 

Schneider, Brief, and Guzzo (1996) stress the importance of creating a 

change effort that affects multiple levels of an organization simultaneously. 

They propose a perspective for change they call Total Organizational Changes 

(TOC). TOC is designed to effect multiple policies, procedures, and rewards 

across multiple units and levels of an organization; it affects the psychology of 

all employees in an organization. They emphasize the need to affect both the 

climate and the culture of an organization in any change effort. They claim 

that TOC is in sharp contrast with the "silver bullet" approach. This approach 

would include any number of focused, singular strategies such as new 

training programs, new compensation programs, or team building. As they 

state: 

By failing to attend to a wide variety of issues, the silver bullet 
strategies never get implemented completely, much less sustained, 
because the attempt is too narrow in perspective. This narrowness fails 
to generate sufficient momentum to redirect people's energies and 
competencies, so workers persist in past behaviors that are familiar and 
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comfortable. It is not surprising, therefore, to find that the initial 
positive effects of many silver bullets quickly fade with the passage of 
time. (p. 12) 

Learning Organizations 

The concept of the learning organization goes back to the earlier works 

of Argyris (1977) and Argyris and Schon (1978). However, Senge resurrected 

the concept and popularized it with the publication of the Fifth Discipline: 

The Art and Practice of the Learning Organization (Senge. 1990). Senge 

organized the practices of effective organizational learning and developed a 

holistic theory based on participative management and individual growth. 

He identifies five core disciplines which are the principles of his theory of the 

learning organization. 

1. Personal Mastery - Senge believes this discipline to be the cornerstone of 

the learning organization because organizations learn only when individuals 

learn. Personal mastery entails a continual process of clarifying and 

deepening one's personal vision and learning to see reality objectively. 

When individuals obtain a high level of personal mastery they are able to 

understand what matters most to them and they become committed to 

lifelong learning. He contends this discipline has its roots in both Eastern and 

Western spiritual traditions, and as such, it is "the learning organization's 

spiritual foundation" (p. 7). 

2. Mental Models - These are deeply held convictions, assumptions, and 

generalizations of how people view the world and how they should act. 

People need to be aware of their mental models to look objectively at 

themselves and understand how their view of the world and its people effect 

their behaviors. When people expose their own thinking effectively, they 
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become more open to looking objectively at their work environment and 

allow for the creation of institutional learning. 

3. Building Shared Vision - Without a shared vision of the future, 

institutions have no direction and are more likely to wander aimlessly 

looking for their niche in the marketplace. Shared vision involves fostering 

"genuine commitment and enrollment rather than compliance" (p 9). 

Individuals should learn and excel in their work environment because they 

have a desire to rather than because they are told to do so. 

4. Team Learning - This discipline attempts to answer the paradox of how 

individually intelligent, committed managers can make poor decisions. 

Senge believes that team learning begins with " 'dialogue1, the capacity of 

members of a team to suspend assumptions and enter into a genuine 

'thinking together' " (p. 10). Through this free-flowing of ideas, groups are 

able to come to insights that could not be possible individually. With this 

type of dialogue in teams, organizations can recognize those barriers that 

undermine effectiveness and learning. He believes that "teams, not 

individuals, are the fundamental learning unit in modern organizations" 

and goes on to state that "unless teams can learn, the organization cannot 

learn" (p. 10). 

5. System Thinking - Senge believes that all disciplines must develop 

together and not be viewed individually without a holistic perspective. Thus, 

systems thinking is the fifth discipline. Members of the organization must 

learn to see the connectedness of their interactions - how their actions are 

connected to the organization as a whole, not as separate acts without 

meaning. 
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McGill, Slocum, and Lei (1992) describe generative learning as essential 

for a learning organization. This learning places an emphasis on continuous 

experimentation and feedback where organizations are constantly examining 

the ways in which the organization defines and solves problems. They claim 

that "Managers in these companies demonstrate behaviors of openness, 

systemic thinking, creativity, self-efficacy, and empathy" (p. 5). They contrast 

generative learning with adaptive learning where organizations focus on 

solving problems in the present or on incremental improvements in their 

services. 

The learning organization implies consideration of radical new 

approaches to solving problems. Traditional methods of dealing with 

complex, issues within organizations often prevents these organizations from 

seeing the larger picture. People within the organization tend to break 

problems down into smaller units to make them more manageable. 

However, this reductionist type of thinking assumes that the parts equal the 

whole (Solomon, 1994). A systemic view of the organization usually reveals 

a much more complex web of interactions and reactions that prevents 

problems from being solved only at one level. Solving a problem at one level 

only may not address the underlying cause for the original problem. Thus 

the interrelationships must be analyzed from the context of the larger picture. 

Worrell (1995) identifies ways that libraries can apply the principles of 

the learning organization. She indicates the importance of data gathering to 

make informed decisions about adding new services or resources, for 

example. Qualitative data can also be valuable in making decisions about 

reorganization efforts where information about processes and relationships 
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are paramount. She notes how ongoing programs of experimentation can 

occur regularly in libraries such as pilot projects on document delivery or 

changing staffing patterns on a trial basis. 

Kramlinger (1991) believes that the learning organization must 

incorporate eight basic assumptions into its policies, procedures, and practices. 

1. Everyone can be a source of useful ideas. 

2. The people closest to the problem usually have the best ideas about 

solutions. 

3. Learning flows up as well as down in the organization. 

4. Nothing is sacred except the governing vision and values. Employees 

need to remain open to new ideas. 

5. The process of open dialogue improves ideas. Open dialogue is defined 

as the sharing of information and ideas without fears, insecurities, or 

concerns over status or turf. Ground rules may be established for open 

dialogue, disagreements provide an opportunity for learning, and blame is 

avoided. 

6. The more information people can access the better. 

7. New ideas are valuable and can be generated by activities such as 

brainstorming, focus groups, or suggestion boxes. 

8. A mistake is simply an opportunity to learn. New ideas should be 

encouraged and mistakes are accepted as a part of the innovation process. 

Organizational Change in Higher Education 

Applying principles of organizational change in institutions of higher 

education has been more difficult and slower in coming compared to the 

change efforts undertaken in the for-profit sector. In general, the use of the 
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term "customers" in the academic setting is still somewhat disturbing to 

faculty as well as to some in administration. Obtaining feedback from those 

customers is seen as even more problematic. Nevertheless, higher education 

is increasingly undergoing change efforts. Sometimes these change efforts 

take the form of quality improvement to make processes more efficient or 

cost effective. Some change efforts are also beginning to take shape in what 

has been termed restructuring in the education arena. While restructuring 

seems to imply a more systematic global change effort, it too is based on a 

need to improve operations. 

Seymour (1994) contends that improvement in higher education is 

usually identified by each constituent group from a different perspective. 

Faculty tend to think of performance improvement in terms of revising a 

course, deans may refer to a new major being offered, and presidents often 

mention graduation rates. While all these may be valid interpretations of 

improvement efforts, a problem arises when one attempts to enhance the 

performance of an institution and its programs systematically by basing 

decisions on these disjointed notions of improvement. Ideas fail because 

these differing views cannot easily be integrated. Each person or group sees 

the issue differently based on their own experience in their own particular 

part of the whole institution. Even when they each have the best interest of 

the institution in mind and desire improvement, they do not know how. In 

his most recent book on quality improvement in higher education, Seymour 

(1995) goes on to say: 

Improving performance is a good idea, but most institutions of higher 
education would be hard pressed to show strong trend lines on any 
quality or productivity indicators that their stakeholders value. 
Colleges and universities can check off the number of academic 
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programs they have or point to the increased percentage of their faculty 
with Ph.D. degrees. They can brag about a successful capital campaign, 
a new electron microscope, or the number of volumes in the library. 
They get very, very quiet, however, when asked to explain the 
methodology being used to improve teaching and learning. The 
silence is palpable when colleges and universities are asked to 
demonstrate the ways in which they are becoming more productive 
(other than the anachronistic student-faculty ratio.) Why? The answer 
is the same one offered earlier: either too few people really care about 
improving performance or too few people know how to make it 
happen (p. xvii). 

Despite the lack of consensus about quality efforts and how they can be 

integrated systematically, many institutions are joining the quality wagon. 

Tuttle (1994) says that institutions are embracing quality improvement for the 

same reasons that government and industry have done so: The management 

systems in existence today are outmoded, unable to create successful 

outcomes in a more competitive world. A survey of institutions by the 

American Society of Quality Control describes the level of quality-based 

activities in 139 universities and 46 community colleges. Its findings indicate 

that 78% of universities and 70% of community colleges reported they were 

in the early stages of TQM. Approximately half of the universities and 41% of 

the community colleges had quality councils, officers, or centers with 

responsibility to coordinate TQM activities (Horine, Hailey, and Rubach, 1993, 

reported in Seymour, 1994). 

Organizational Change in Libraries 

Libraries, like most divisions or programs within colleges and 

universities, have historically been based on a hierarchical management 

structure. Most advocates of the new management philosophy believe that 

such a structure is too cumbersome to deal with the rapid rate of change 

prevalent in most organizations today. Within higher education this rapid 
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change may be more prevalent in libraries than in any other unit due to their 

dependence on technology and its related systems. Shaughnessy (1995) states 

that "The most important reason for restructuring, however, is also the most 

abstract, namely, that libraries must be organized to deal with the 

extraordinary changes that are occurring in their environment. It is not 

simply the complexity of the changes...but also the accelerated pace of change" 

(p. 252). While change may be an abstract concept, its effects are quite real. He 

notes that staff in libraries are experiencing "mental and physical exhaustion, 

burnout, frustration, low morale, and other symptoms of stress" (p. 252). He 

adds that the library's bureaucratic structure adds to this stress by allowing for 

a system with slow response time and an inability to solve problems cross-

functionally. 

Goble and Brown (1996) in comparing change management differences 

in profit and non-profit sectors conclude that academic libraries, because they 

operate in stable environments in which faculty and students are captive 

clients, provide few rewards for risk-taking and offer little money to support 

new initiatives. Because this environment has become less stable due to 

decreases in funding and greater user expectations, libraries must consider 

changing the ways in which they operate and manage people. They go on to 

state that "Librarians must consider the 'participative structure1 that enables 

all levels of staff to engage in the evolution of change. This will require the 

sharing of power, active listening, encouragement, and at time, conflict 

resolution" (p. 199). 

Kovel-Jarboe (1996) has identified four approaches to change on a 

continuum ranging from revolutionary to evolutionary models. The first is 
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the "big bang" or top-down model which emphasizes speed in implementing 

change throughout an organization at the same time. It involves heavy 

involvement from top management and usually only entails short-term 

losses in productivity. The second approach is called "managed change" 

where the change is targeted for specific areas or activities, often as pilot 

projects. In this approach there is less likelihood for major losses in 

productivity and the length of time for implementation is much longer. The 

third approach, "small wins," is opportunity-driven where top management 

may or may not be involved and the change is implemented in an area or 

division that is more likely to accept change. This approach is more 

experimental and the risk is that the change effort may not be adopted 

throughout an organization. The fourth approach she has called "back door" 

or bottom up because it almost never involves top management and is 

usually not visible within the organization. This approach is one in which a 

unit within an organization wishes to implement a change effort because it 

sees the benefits that are possible. 

Kovel-Jarboe then goes on to explain under which conditions each 

approach is most likely to be successful in libraries. The "big bang" is most 

likely to work best when there is strong external pressure for change, strong 

staff and management support for change, experience in using teams, a good 

communication structure, and the necessary resources to offset a temporary 

loss of productivity. She adds that few libraries are equipped for such a 

change effort today. The "managed change" approach requires many of the 

same conditions, but is more likely to work when these conditions are not as 

well established or when one or more of them is missing. An example might 
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be a library in which team management is not well (entrenched and yet a 

particular division requires significant improvement in its operations. The 

"small wins" approach is best used when there is uneven support and 

commitment within the library and many important conditions are not in 

place. Support from administration may be minimal, but the division chosen 

for an improvement effort has the best chance for success. The effort should 

be visible within the organization, but the risk minimal. A "back door" 

approach requires few, if any, conditions for adoption. Strategic opportunities 

are chosen, but without administrative support or even acknowledgment. A 

quality improvement effort is introduced with little system-wide knowledge 

beyond its immediate participants. 

The redesign of library services at the University of Minnesota Twin 

Cities Campus began in the fall of 1993 with the appointment of a task force 

comprised of cross functional staff members throughout the system. While 

there were numerous skeptics who preferred the status quo and advocates 

were viewed with suspicion, the results seem to indicate that the new 

structure "has facilitated new thinking, more interactions among 

geographically dispersed staff and far more discourse" (Shaughnessy, 1995, p. 

255). The changes inspired a more system-wide shared vision, systems 

thinking, and greater teamwork. Shaughnessy concludes his assessment of 

the change effort by saying: 

The old organization was created in part by its members' wishes, 
beliefs, habits, and expectation. Its dysfunctions and barriers remained 
in place because they were not challenged and were often reinforced. 
But as the library staff become more conscious of their interactions, 
thought processes, and attitudes, it has already begun to change. Our 
expectation is that these changes, painful though many of them are, 
will enable the library to adjust to a far more tumultuous environment 
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in the years to come - an environment in which the staff will be 
required to not only redefine their own roles within the university, but 
also redefine what a research library is in the 21st Century, (p. 255) 

In 1994 North Carolina State University Library's Acquisitions 

Department began planning for the switch from a manual to an automated 

system. According to Goble and Brown (1996) the management group within 

Technical Services realized that virtually every process needed to be 

evaluated in order to implement the new system. The automated system 

would require a totally different workflow. They decided it was important to 

move ahead with the new system and created a position paper that identified 

how the change process would occur and how priorities would be 

determined. They also developed a vision of what the final process would 

look like. To oversee this change effort and develop solutions to the issues 

identified, the administration created a cross-divisional team. This team, the 

Workflow Planning Group, consisted of six staff members from the library 

and a facilitator, a library school intern. The facitator guided the process 

which allowed the team to analyze the situation and communicate with staff 

across divisional lines. The team divised an interim workflow that cut 

processing steps to a bare minimum and decided to test the process with a 

particular project. 

Summary/Conclusion of Literature Review 

Organizational change is taking place today in both the for-profit sector 

as well as organizations in the non-profit sectors such as educational 

institutions. These changes are often driven by economic pressures to be 

competitive or to increase the organization's capacity to perform more 

services with no or little increase in financial support. At times, increased 
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efficiencies may also allow for a reduction in financial resources in one or 

more areas in order to divert those resources to areas with increased 

demands. No matter what drives the need for change, there appear to be 

some common themes for successfully adapting change strategies. 

While there is a trend for organizations to be more accepting of change 

strategies, many of the management systems in place today are out-dated, 

hierachical structures that are not flexible or adaptable to new management 

paradigms. These new systems create the atmosphere of a learning 

organization where ideas from employees valued and where employees are 

encouraged to take risks and are not afraid to try new approaches to solving 

problems. This environment allows for greater staff involvement and thus, 

is managed in a more participative style. For these change efforts to be most 

successful, they should also be systematic, cutting across all levels of the 

organization. With this approach change efforts are not isolated in one area 

or department because successful change efforts usually have a ripple effect 

that touches muliple levels of an organization. 

Such efforts are taking place in libraries throughout the country where 

new technologies, new service requirements, and limited financial resources 

are causing institutions to look at new management structures. Openness 

and trust must be present in this environment or staff will be reticent to 

accept change and new management structures. These new structures often 

include team-based environments with flattened hierarchies and greater staff 

involvement. In effect, libraries like other organizations are finding that the 

old hierchical management structures are too bureaucratic for effective 

management in today's workplace. They must be replaced with a new 
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management paradigm that empowers employees and attempts to balance 

process, results, and relationships. 

Program EvafoatiQn Theory 

Stufflebeam and Webster (1983) classified program evaluation into 

three broad approaches: politically oriented evaluation, decision-oriented 

evaluation, and values-oriented evaluation. The political approach is used to 

promote a positive or negative perception of an object or program, regardless 

of its worth. The values-oriented approach is designed to assess and/or 

improve the worth or value of a program. A decision-oriented study is used 

in an attempt to improve a program or to judge its worth. The questions 

asked in this type study include: "How should a given enterprise be planned? 

How should a given plan be carried out? How should a program be revised? 

... A main advantage of the decision-oriented strategy is that it encourages 

educators to use evaluation continuously and systematically in their efforts to 

plan and implement programs..." (p. 33). 

Stufflebeam's CIPP Model for Program Evaluation (Stufflebeam, 1983) 

is a decision-oriented evaluation based on the contention that the most 

important purpose of program evaluation is not to prove but to improve, 

that is, to help programs work better for the people they are intended to serve 

(p. 118). The model consists of four evaluation types - context, input, process, 

and product - which are used to guide decision-making, the formative role, 

and to provide information for accountability, the summative role. These 

evaluation components may be used independently, in combination, or in a 

somewhat linear fashion. 
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Context evaluation is used to address the overall status of the object 

under evaluation, whether a program or an institution. This needs analysis 

would normally be the first phase in a systematic evaluation of an object 

which defines the institutional context in which some need is present. At 

this phase the object's strengths and weaknesses are assessed and problems 

are diagnosed in order to determine the reason for some change, whether that 

entails the implementation of a new program or the modification of an 

existing one. 

Input evaluation is used to identify and prescribe some program which 

is intended to satisfy an assessed need. During this phase the environment is 

scanned to search for alternative solutions as well as barriers and resources 

that might effect program implementation. Methods used to identify 

solutions include searching the relevant literature, seeking input from staff, 

and visiting exemplary programs already in existence in order to assist in the 

design of the program. 

Process evaluation is used to identify and judge procedural activities, to 

identify defects in the procedural design or its implementation. It is, in effect, 

an evaluation of the implementation of a plan. Observers and participants 

are used to judge the quality of the process undertaken in order to assist in 

carrying out the program. 

The purpose of product evaluation is to describe, interpret and judge 

the outcomes of the program being implemented. It is used "to ascertain the 

extent to which the program has met the needs of the group it is intended to 

serve" (Stufflebeam, 1983, p. 134). As Stufflebeam notes, there is no set 
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prescription for conducting a product evaluation, but might entail any of 

several methods to interpret a program's worth and merit. 

In order to organize this study around a theoretical framework, this 

program evaluation model of Stufflebeam was used. The model served as 

the conceptual framework in which the data were organized. It allowed for 

methodology to manage and organize the process and provided an 

evaluation model that related to the reorganizational design model which 

this study assessed. 



CHAPTER m 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

This research design was a case study, qualitative method. Because the 

author was involved as a member of team charged with the redesign effort, 

the particular type of case study was the participant-observation method. 

Procedures for Collection of Data 

The consultant introduced the team to a change management model 

that would guide them through the process of reorganization. This model 

was called a Pathway to Action (Interaction Associates, 1994) and included the 

following five phases: 1) Process Design, 2) Problem Assessment, 3) Vision, 4) 

Solution, and 5) Implementation. It was used by the design team during the 

change effort, and for the purposes of this study is referred to as the action 

plan. Data were collected in each of the five phases of the change model. 

The Process Design Phase was the beginning phase in which the 

overall process and subsequent procedures were being established and agreed 

upon. The general procedure was to move through the five phases in order 

starting with Process Design. Next the team would move to create a vision of 

the new organization in the Vision Phase then begin identifying problems 

inherent in the old organization in the Problem Phase. Next, the team would 

create solutions to the problems in the Solutions Phase and then, once agreed 

upon, move on to implement the proposed solutions in the Implementation 
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Phase. However, the model was considered heuristic in that it could be 

adapted to each situation as necessary. 

The following activities occurred during each phase of the action plan: 

Design - During this phase the team developed the ground work for 

the entire process. It built agreement on the pathway and process for moving 

through the phases and included the following key agreements: 

• Confirm issues to be worked on 

• Identify goals of the work effort 

• Explore the context surrounding the issue to be worked on 

• Do a thorough stakeholder analysis 

• Agreement among team members on how decisions will be made as well 

as the meeting structure and ground rules 

Problem Assessment - This phase determined what the problem is and why 

it exists and includes the following activities: 

• Collect, legitimize and understand all perceptions of the problem 

• Analyze the problem 

• Agreement on problem definition and root causes 

Visipn - During this phase a vision of what success should be was developed 

through the following key activities: 

• Solicit a variety of views of the ideal state. 

• Create a visual image of success 

• Build agreement on the ideal future state 

Solution - The goal of this phase was to identify solution(s) that everyone was 

willing to support. It included the following activities: 

• Identify possible solutions 



30 

• Evaluate solutions 

• Build agreement on a specific set of solutions to be implemented 

Implementation - During this phase a plan for implementing the decision(s) 

identified during the solution phase was developed. 

• Agree on an action plan - what, who, by when. 

• Agree on how implementation will be evaluated 

• Evaluate impact and team process 

The components of Stufflebeam's CIPP model relate to the phases of 

the Pathway to Action introduced by the consultant as identified below. 

QEE Pathway to Action 

Context Problem Phase 

Input Solutions & Vision Phases 

Process Process Design through 

Implementation 

Product Implementation Phase 

Stufflebeam's Context evaluation component includes a needs analysis 

in which strengths and weaknesses of the organization are identified. The 

same can be said of the Problem Phase of the action plan in which the team 

identified problems within the organization. The Input component of CIPP is 

the phase in which alternative solutions are discussed and analyzed; this is 

also the desired outcome of the Solutions and Vision Phases of the action 

plan. Stufflebeam's Process Evaluation component, while incorporating the 

early components of the Process Design Phase of the action plan, also looks at 

evaluating the entire process of the change effort from beginning to end to 
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assess its strengths and weaknesses. Therefore, Stufflebeam's Process 

component encompasses all phases of the action plan. Stufflebeam's Product 

is similar to the Implementation Phase of the action plan in that it evaluates 

outcomes of the change effort. Because the team used the terms from the 

action plan to describe the phases of the change effort, I will use them rather 

than those of the CIPP model for the purposes of this study. 

The seven members of the PAGE Team met regularly to make 

decisions about strategy, procedures, and analysis. The team also met on an 

ad hoc basis to address special issues, to interview stakeholders, and to make 

presentations to the various stakeholders during the process. Stakeholders 

within the Central University Library included the Executive Committee (the 

library directors and some associate directors), Processing Services staff, Public 

Services staff of Fondren Library, Hamon Arts Library staff, DeGolyer Library 

staff, Science Library staff, Collection Development staff, and the Center for 

Media and Instructional Technology staff. Other stakeholders included 

faculty, undergraduate students, and graduate students. 

Activities during each of these phases were described. The types of data 

collected during these phases included observations, interviews, and 

documents. The procedures for data collection during each of the phases 

were: 

Process Design Phase: 

Observation? - I observed team meetings, any ad hoc meetings, interpersonal 

and group dynamics among library staff and team members, and any 

anecdotal data that surfaces during the process. 
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Documents - Documents gathered included agendas of team meetings, 

minutes from meetings, correspondence among team members and 

stakeholders, and notes taken by the researcher during the process. 

Problem Assessment Phasp; 

Observations - During this phase I observed team meetings, ad hoc meetings, 

stakeholder interviews, presentations to stakeholders, interpersonal and 

group dynamics, and anecdotal data during the process. 

Documents - Documents gathered included agendas of team meetings, 

minutes from meetings, correspondence among team members and 

stakeholders, summaries of stakeholder interviews, and notes taken by the 

researcher. 

Interviews - Information from interviews of stakeholders by the team during 

the Problem Space were collected and analyzed. These interviews consisted of 

the team interviewing stakeholders in groups of two or more. During the 

interviews all responses were posted on wall sheets in order for interviewees 

to verify the accuracy of the documented response. At the conclusion of the 

interviews, interviewees were asked if the responses accurately captured their 

comments. Any changes to the comments were made at that time. By 

following this method all responses had mutual understanding and 

agreement by both the team members and the interviewees. 

Problem Assessment Questions 

The following questions were asked of library stakeholders during the 

problem assessment phase: 

1. What, in your opinion, does your area value most? 

2. What is your worst experience with Processing Services? 
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3. What additional demands/requests are your users making that could 

impact Processing Services? 

4. What problems (long standing, recent, and/or cyclical) have you 

experienced during interactions with Processing Services? 

5. What additional services would you like Processing Services to provide? 

6. What are the specific needs of your collection? 

7. Who are the key stakeholders in your area and how do you suggest we 

might interact with them? (Asked of Executive Committee members only.) 

A selected group of faculty was also interviewed. They were 

interviewed by email and were asked the following questions: 

1. Do you request materials to be purchased through Central University 

Libraries? If yes, how often? 

2. Are you satisfied with the service you receive in purchasing materials? If 

no or if you have experienced any dissatisfaction with this service, please 

explain and be as specific as possible. 

3. Do you experience problems in locating materials in the PONI catalog? If 

yes, please explain. 

4. What services in ordering or locating materials are we not currently 

providing? 

The following questions were asked of students by survey and group 

interview: 

1. How often do you use S.M.U. library materials? 

2. Do the libraries adequately support your studies? If no, please elaborate. 

3. Do you experience problems in locating materials? 
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4. Is there enough information in the PONI record to find what you want? If 

no, please elaborate. 

5. What additional services, especially regarding locating materials, are we 

not currently providing? 

6. Any additional comments? 

Solutions Phase 

Observations - During this phase I observed team meetings, ad hoc meetings, 

stakeholder interviews/discussion groups, presentations to stakeholders, 

interpersonal and group dynamics, and anecdotal data. 

Documents - Documents gathered during this phase included agendas of 

team meetings, minutes from meetings, correspondence among team 

members and stakeholders, and notes taken by the researcher during the 

process. 

Interviews - Interviews during the solutions phase were more open ended 

discussion sessions led by the team. Larger groups of cross-functional staff 

and administration were brought together in this forum to discuss and offer 

solutions to the problems and issues brought forward during the problem 

assessment phase. In general these were brainstorming sessions with 

stakeholders, and the ideas/solutions generated were recorded on wall sheets 

for all to see and verify for accuracy. The solutions were narrowed down 

during additional rounds of discussion sessions with stakeholders until all 

agreed on proposed solutions. All ideas/solutions generated during this 

phase were posted on wall sheets during the meetings and summarized in 

writing to stakeholders in order to confirm agreement. Team members made 
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final recommendations and then solicited agreement from the CUL Executive 

Committee and library stakeholders. 

Vision Phase 

Observations - This phase was performed primarily by the team. 

Observations included team meetings and any shared discussions with 

selected stakeholders as decided on by the team. 

Documents - Documents included correspondence among team members and 

selected stakeholders as determined by the team, agendas and minutes of 

team meetings, and notes taken by the researcher. 

Implementation Phase 

Observations - Because implementation of the reorganization plan was an 

ongoing endeavor, my observations during this phase only included the 

initial meetings with staff. I observed team meetings, meetings with the staff 

of Processing Services, presentations to stakeholders, interpersonal and group 

dynamics, and anecdotal data. I also gathered data from the managers about 

their assessment of the implementation and their reactions after they 

concluded the interviews with staff for team assignments. 

Documents - Documents will include correspondence among team members, 

agendas and minutes of team meetings, and notes taken by the researcher. 

Concluding Summary Questions 

At the conclusion of the process at least one individual from each of 

the stakeholder groups was interviewed by the researcher to obtain additional 

information about their perception of the entire process. Members of the 

PACE Team were interviewed by the researcher at the end of the project to 

gather their input about the process and the outcomes of the effort. 
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Additional questions were asked of the PACE Team because only the team 

had knowledge of certain events . These concluding questions, which follow, 

were open ended. 

Stakeholder Questions 

1. How would you judge the overall process of the PACE Project? 

2. How would you judge the interview process during the problem 

assessment phase? 

3. How would you judge the brainstorming/interview sessions during the 

solutions phase? 

4. What aspects of the process worked best? 

5. What aspects of the process were most problematic? 

6. How could the process be improved? 

PACE Team Questions 

1. How would you judge the overall process? 

2. What aspects of the process were most difficult or problematic? 

3. What aspects of the process were most helpful? 

4. What unexpected issues or problems surfaced during the process? 

5. Were there any modifications to the original process? 

6. Did you feel that the interview process during the problem assessment and 

solutions phases was beneficial? What was or was not beneficial? 

7. Were there any barriers or problems encountered in coming to agreement 

on proposed solutions? 

8. Do you think the process was a success? What specifically was successful? 

9. How could the process be improved? 
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The researcher joined the PACE Team as one of seven team members 

in September, 1996 when the project began formal operation. However, the 

information for this study will also include the actions of the three managers 

during the early development of the process which began in January of 1996. 

The team completed the design phase of the project in June, 1997 and 

immediately began the implementation phase. A process map which 

visually portrays the time frame and activities during each phase of the 

process is included. 

Data Analysis 

The data were analyzed through a descriptive framework. The entire 

process from its inception through the conclusion of the design phase was 

traced and documented. This documentation based on personal observations 

throughout the process as well as involvement in team meetings, 

correspondence, and interviews with team members. Data collected from 

stakeholder interviews with the team were coded to identify common themes 

of both problem perception and solutions. Interviews that the researcher 

conducted at the conclusion of the change effort with team members and 

individual stakeholders were compiled and coded to analyze process-related 

questions about common perceptions of barriers to implementation, 

functionality, and dysfunctionality. These perceptions along with the 

researcher's observations throughout the process were used to analyze the 

success of the change effort. 



CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

Time Line of Events 

Early in 1996, the three department heads within Processing Services 

became aware of problems with workflow and related inefficiencies within 

the department. They approached an organizational development specialist 

in SMU's Human Resources Department about the possibilities of 

reorganizing the department and how they might begin. They continued to 

meet among themselves and with the organizational development specialist 

for several months and by late spring decided to undertake reorganizing the 

department. The OD specialist recommended they develop a contract that 

outlined their roles and the role of the Associate Director for Processing 

Services (see Appendix A.). This contract was important because it was a 

formal acknowledgement of their collective committment to the project. It 

noted their expected need for resources and what some of those resources 

might be including training, documentation, and equipment. Once the 

contract was completed the managers continued working with the OD 

specialist to develop a plan for beginning the project. They presented the 

proposal to the library director and the Executive Committee and received 

their committment to move ahead with the project. The Executive 
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Committee requested that the managers announce the plan to the staff of the 

Central University Libraries which they did in mid July 1996 . 

Upon the recommendation of the organizational development 

specialists, the plan called for a drastic reduction in the amount of work that 

could be undertaken by the staff of Processing Services during the 

reorganization. The rationale for such a move was to insure that the 

reorganization effort be given sufficient time in order for it to be successful. 

Without a reduction in work flow the project would not be successful or 

would take even longer than the nine to twelve months projected. The 

decision was made to only accept rush requests or those requests for items 

required for a specified time and usually for direct instructional support. 

While the decision to allow a reduction in work was agreed upon by the 

Executive Committee there was some reluctance to do so. At the presentation 

to the staff there was both concern and surprise at such a decision as well as 

confusion about the impact of such a move. In general staff did not 

understand why such a drastic reduction in work going into Processing 

Services had to take place. 

The three department heads had already begun making decisions as a 

team, but by this time they were beginning to involve more people from 

across the university and the libraries. They believed they would need to 

form focus groups, use assessment tools, analyze current work flow, and 

obtain advice from other university departments that were undergoing 

reorganization efforts. They interviewed members of two teams that were 

undergoing reorganization on a university-wide basis and obtained ideas 

about team structure, size, communication, and commitment. Because of the 
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discussions with and subsequent recommendations from those teams the 

department heads formed two subcommittees. One of the recommendations 

from the university teams was the importance of securing a meeting space for 

exclusive use by the team. Therefore, one of the subcommittees was charged 

with identifying and furnishing such a space in the main library. By having a 

room for exclusive use by the team, materials could be left out and 

impromptu meetings could be called without concern for room availability. 

The second team was charged with developing a library of change 

management literature in order for the team to have ready access to relevant 

research. 

The managers also began interviewing staff from across the university, 

the library, and in Processing Services for membership on the reorganization 

team. Another recommendation from the organization development 

specialist was to have a neutral facilitator to work with the team throughout 

the effort. However, neither of the university OD specialists was available for 

the required time period so the managers had to find someone to fill that role 

as well. Through a contact made by the library director, an outside consulting 

firm agreed to provide a facilitator/consultant for the project at a reduced rate. 

The library director agreed to provide funding to hire a consultant as well as 

operating expenses for the team. The managers made a recommendation to 

the library director for team membership and the recommendation was 

accepted. The team was formally established in September, 1996 and included 

the three managers from Processing Services, one staff member from 

Processing Services, two staff members from other library units, including the 

author, and the outside consultant for a total of seven members. 
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The first meeting of the team took place on September 24, 1996. Upon 

the recommendation of the two university organizational development 

specialists this first meeting was a day-long retreat held in a location outside 

the library. Both OD specialists were present and acted as facilitators for the 

meeting. The purpose of the meeting was to learn how teams should 

function for optimum performance and for the team members to get to know 

each other better. Team members were given a behavioral assessment 

instrument which identified each members behavioral style, characteristics of 

each style, and how these styles worked together. Several team building 

exercises were done and the facilitators showed the team some guidelines and 

communication strategies for effective team work. 

Process Design Phase 

During the first several meetings the consultant introduced the process 

by which the team would operate and the overall plan for the reorganization 

effort. They were Process Design Space, Vision Space, Problem Space, 

Solution Space/and Implementation Space. For the purpose of this study 

they will be referred to as phases. 

The first several meetings of the team were devoted to defining team 

member roles, clarifying ground rules for meetings, drafting a mission 

statement, deciding on the team's decision making strategy, and 

understanding the concept of building agreement. The consultant began to 

introduce and outline the meeting management strategy her company 

employed which was a collaborative, consensus building model. The team 

also decided it should have a name by which to be identified during the 
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process. After some discussion the name chosen was the PACE Team. PACE 

was an acronym for Processing for Access and Collection Enrichment. 

At the third team meeting, the entire team was introduced for the first 

time to the Executive Committee. During that meeting, the team asked the 

Executive Committee for its support throughout the project. Even though 

the team had already begun to function, the consultant believed it important 

to formally receive agreement from the E.C. that the project should proceed. 

With no objections from the committee, the team received confirmation to 

move ahead with the reorganization project. 

One of the team's first tasks was to create a mission statement to guide 

the project. The team struggled for several meetings while attempting to draft 

this mission statement. The primary reason for the difficulty was that the 

original focus was on drafting a mission statement that identified what 

Processing Services should look like at the end of the reorganization. It 

originally included such statements as, "Eliminate inefficiencies in Processing 

Services and "Be more customer oriented" rather than what the team itself 

should strive to do during the reorganization effort. After considerable 

dialogue, the team agreed on the following mission statement: "To facilitate 

the design of a cohesive, efficient quality Processing Services unit, 

emphasizing continuous improvement in support of the Central University 

Libraries and its mission." 

The next step in the Process Design Phase was to do a stakeholder 

analysis. The consultant identified stakeholders as those who would be 

impacted by changes in Processing Services or those who might sabotage the 

reorganization process. A stakeholder analysis was begun by the team listing 
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any potential group effected by the PACE Project Along with each 

stakeholder the team identified a potential "win" for each stakeholder -

something that might help or be good for the stakeholder. The initial list 

included a broad representation of groups including faculty, students, library 

administration, university administration, trustees, vendors, and library staff. 

These were then grouped by themes including users/patrons, administration, 

donors, staff, vendors, and indirect users. After listing a number of wins for 

each stakeholder, the team decided to pare down the list and include only 

"key" stakeholders; that is, those that would have a direct impact on the 

design process or be directly affected by the results. The key stakeholders 

identified were students, faculty, the CUL Executive Committee, Processing 

Services staff, other CUL staff, and Instructional Technology Services which is 

the university's administrative computing services. Examples of these 

winning situations" for stakeholders included such items as "timely access," 

user friendly," "quicker response," "save money," "more efficient use of 

staff," "increased productivity," job satisfaction," "perform more services for 

them," "reduce duplication," and "increased participation in decision-making 

and process design." 

In order to obtain feedback on the list of stakeholders, the team met 

with the library director in mid-October to ask for her input and assessment. 

They clarified the "win" for each stakeholder group and got her input on how 

to survey the Executive Committee. The team also confirmed that the 

director would send thank you letters to each of the room committee 

members for their help in putting the room together. During the next two 

weeks the team finalized the stakeholder list and began formulating 
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questions for the next phase which was the problem assessment phase. Team 

members divided the list among themselves and wrote questions for each 

stakeholder group. A process map was begun during this time which is a 

visual representation of the process with time line for each phase and a list of 

activities to be undertaken during each phase. This process map indicated the 

activities to date and projected general time frames for the remaining phases. 

The team was asked by the library director to make a presentation at the next 

open Executive Committee meeting in early November. Because the process 

map was considered an important component of the presentation, the team 

spent extra time in its construction. 

In early November the team made its presentation to the Executive 

Committee. For that presentation, the team decided to model the meeting 

management method it had been using for team meetings while asking the 

EC members for their input on the stakeholder list. The team brought in 

charts with team member roles, purpose, and the desired outcome for this 

presentation. EC members were told that they would soon be called to set up 

interviews to begin the problem phase of the project. With this presentation 

and the final stakeholder analysis, the process design phase was completed. 

Vision Phasp 

While the team was concluding the Process Design Phase, the 

consultant wanted the team to begin drafting a vision statement which was to 

be completed before moving into the problem assessment phase. This phase 

called for creating a vision of what the new organization would look like, 

written in a short narrative. Several examples were looked at and the team 

tried to create its own vision statement. After several unsuccessful attempts, 
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however, the consultant decided this was not the time to work on a vision 

statement. The team concluded that they did not have enough information 

yet to formulate a vision. Instead, the consultant and the team decided to 

move on to the next phase and create the vision later in the process. Given 

the circumstances in which the team had virtually no clue of what the new 

organizational structure would look like, moving on to the next phase of the 

process was the best idea. Staying with this phase and struggling any longer 

may have caused the team to lose momentum which may have slowed the 

process even more. 

Problem Phase 

The team decided to interview the Executive Committee members first 

during the problem phase of the project. A letter was sent to each EG member 

which included the PACE Team mission statement, the purpose and desired 

outcomes for the meeting, the questions they would be asked during the 

interview, and a request that they identify which of their staff members 

should be interviewed to represent stakeholders from the other library units 

that used Processing Services. EC members were interviewed in pairs 

between November 21 and November 25. The library director was 

interviewed individually in early December. In general, these interviews 

were very informative and helpful for the team. Most of the E.C. members 

felt good about being asked for their feedback, and they contributed willingly 

some very honest comments for the team to include in the problem 

document which was to come later. Each E.C. member also gave the team the 

name of staff members from each of their units to interview. 
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For these and all subsequent interview sessions during the problem 

phase, stakeholders were given the same set of questions. E.C. members were 

asked additional questions concerning what they valued in their units. All 

comments were recorded on wall chart pads for all to see. Participants were 

told to clarify their comments if they were not recorded to their satisfaction. 

At the end of each session stakeholders were asked to give the team feedback 

on how the meeting went. This was called the Plus/Delta part of the agenda 

which generally took only a few minutes. Plus's were those things viewed 

positively by the participants and the Deltas were things they would change 

about the meeting. The team used these comments to make the subsequent 

session better. 

All participants were asked during this phase to focus only on their 

perceptions of problems related to interactions with Processing Services. 

They were discouraged from attempting to solve problems. The reason for 

this approach was to keep from getting distracted by attempting to fix 

problems along the way. The action plan called for all problems to be 

compiled first and later presented to all stakeholders so that everyone would 

see the array of problems/needs compiled in one document. Requiring the 

stakeholders to only offer problems and needs statements did prove to be 

somewhat trying, however, especially during the first few interviews. It was 

always very natural for stakeholders to offer solutions to problems they gave. 

The team always clarified at the beginning of each interview session that the 

purpose was only to solicit problem statements. 

During the latter part of October, it became clear that the staff of 

Processing Services had a great deal of anxiety and frustration about the PACE 
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Project. They apparently did not understand what the team was doing, saw 

little results up to that point, and believed they were not being asked for their 

input into the process. Little communication took place between the staff of 

Processing Services and the team. Therefore, with the help of the consultant, 

it was decided to have a series of three meetings with the staff of Processing 

Services exclusively. The meetings were facilitated by the consultant. The 

only PACE representative in attendance was the staff member from 

Processing Services. The staff did not want any other member of the team 

present. One meeting per week was held during the month of November. 

The first meeting was for problem identification from the perspective of 

Processing Services staff. During the second meeting the problems were 

further defined and categorized into themes. The themes they identified 

were training, management, workflow, communication, and fiefdoms. The 

consultant used a fishbone diagram to help the staff focus on the creation of 

themes. At the final meeting, the staff was was given an opportunity to 

generate solutions to the problems they had identified earlier. 

This series of meetings had not been planned, but the PACE Team 

believed it was important to have them in order to relieve any anxiety and 

concerns before the situation became serious. While the team had not 

intended to conduct the problem assessment interviews in this fashion, these 

meetings were considered the Processing Services staff's time for problem 

assessment. This was the only group from the libraries that was not 

interviewed by the PACE Team during this phase. It was also the only group 

that began to look for solutions prior to the formal beginning of the solutions 

phase. 
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In late November, the team was given a debriefing of these three 

meetings with Processing Services staff. They learned that five problem 

themes were developed by the staff. During the solutions stage of these 

meetings a recommendation was made by the staff to create an interim team 

to work on unassigned duties resulting from a backlog of uncataloged 

materials. This backlog began when a staff member in serials left in February 

of 1996. The staff believed they could complete the backlog in a relatively 

short time. In response to this recommendation, the PACE Team decided to 

formally charter a team to perform this task (See Appendix B.). This team 

became known as the Backlog Team and it's purpose was to expedite 

unassigned serial record assistant responsiblities. Because this was the team's 

first experience at chartering a team, the consultant brought some 

information from her firm on how to charter teams and specific 

requirements for the chartered team. This process was confusing and took 

several meetings to complete. The managers from Processing Services did 

not want to assign staff members to the chartered team, but wanted the staff to 

be self-selecting of the membership. The PACE Team met with the staff 

selected for the chartered team in early December. At that time, the team 

presented a formal charter to the staff and after some negotiation the charter 

was accepted by all parties. 

During this time period, the PACE Team was asked by the library 

director to make a presentation at the annual all-CUL staff meeting in 

January. The team wanted to complete the process map for that presentation 

and spent time periodically during the next several weeks working on the 

map and the content of the presentation. At the same time, work continued 
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on strategizing about how to interview the remainder of the stakeholders. 

The decision was made to set up group interviews with each library unit's 

staff as recommended by the EC members. These seven group interviews 

were completed by January 31. 

Because the team believed that the faculty would have little knowledge 

about Processing Services activities and, in order to speed up the interview 

process, it was decided to survey a small, representative group of faculty by e-

mail in mid-February (See Appendix C- Faculty Survey.). The results of this 

survey were as expected. The faculty offered little to the problem phase other 

than a comment that processing of materials was slow sometimes. Other 

comments from the faculty concerned connection to the online catalog and a 

problem in narrowing searches. A group of undergraduate students from an 

organization that represented a diverse membership was interviewed at a 

club meeting in mid-February. A print survey of the same questions was also 

distributed to graduate students who were in the libraries as patrons during 

the same time period (See Appendix D.). The comments from both student 

groups spoke primarily to public service problems and concerns about the 

collection. Therefore, no significant information was garnered from their 

comments. 

The presentation to all CUL staff was held on January 8,1997. During 

that presentation the team gave a history of the project, the reasons for 

beginning the project, and how the team functioned. The team took 

questions from the staff and took the opportunity to clarify the time line for 

completion of the project. The process map which visually represented all 

activities from the beginning of the project through the projected 
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implementation phase was also presented (See Appendix E.). The map was 

presented as a wall-sized banner and as a handout in paper form at the 

presentation. This was the first public display of the entire process map. 

As the team was working through the interviews with various 

stakeholders, discussions began about the need to document the current 

workflow. The belief was that a documentation of current activities in 

Processing Services was necessary in order to effectively compare any 

proposed new processes with old processes. Because the process of 

documenting the workflow would likely take quite some time, the team 

decided to charter a second team that would be charged with that task as soon 

as possible. After working on a charter for several meetings, the Workflow 

Team was chartered at the end of January and consisted of nine staff members 

from Processing Services (See Appendix F.). The team was to create a method 

for assessing the existing workflow. To accomplish this task they created a 

workflow survey (See Appendix G.) to determine all the tasks each staff 

member performed and a Workflow Path Sheet (See Appendix H.) to 

determine the flow of materials through the department. 

By mid-February the PACE Team began to hear from various staff in 

Processing Services that the Workflow Team was not functioning well. 

Apparently, some members of the team were not talking to each other, anger 

was expressed at one meeting and subsequent meetings were very awkward. 

Three members of PACE met with the Workflow Team to hear from them 

about their progress and to answer any questions that had surfaced. During 

that meeting most of the Workflow Team objected to the requirement that 

they document the amount of time required for certain tasks. They felt that 
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most tasks could not easily be timed and the whole concept of doing so was 

confusing and ambiguous. The team also expressed a great deal of frustration 

about having to document the workflow and frustration about the PACE 

Project itself. The meeting concluded with an agreement not to include time 

in the documentation of the workflow. 

By mid-February all interviews with stakeholders had been completed 

and the team decided to have an all-day meeting to read through all of the 

approximately four hundred comments received during the problem phase 

and group them into categories. All the comments had been typed and were 

presented to the team members at that meeting. Comments were sorted by 

stakeholder group with accompanying comments. The plan for the day was 

to read each comment and assign each of them to a theme which would be 

recorded on wall charts. These themes or categories were determined as the 

comments were read. There were no pre-determined categories prior to the 

meeting. Before the team completed that task, eleven categories had been 

identified. Those categories were Communication, Workflow, Management, 

Training, Fiefdoms, Access, Outreach, Human Relations, Technology 

Limitation, and Not Applicable. After spending much of the time during that 

meeting struggling through the task of assigning categories and filtering out 

irrelevant comments or solutions, the team decided to abandon recording on 

wall sheets and just go through the comments on paper. Because the team 

did not finish assigning each problem statement to one of the categories 

during the one day retreat, several weeks of intense work were spent 

completing the task. The eleven categories were eventually consolidated into 
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the five major themes of Communication, CUL Management, Processing 

Services Management, Workflow, and Training. 

After categorizing the problem statements into themes, the team began 

looking for root causes which might be considered as reasons for the 

problems. The root causes represented specific underlying reasons for a 

related group of problem statements. This task was particularly difficult 

because the team had to look at problems from the perspectives of both 

Processing Services and the library management level. The team continued 

the process of root cause analysis and met with the library director once to 

solicit her perspective on problems and their relationship to root causes. 

Root cause analysis was completed in early March and on March 18 the 

team made a presentation to the Executive Committee. A document called 

the Problem Assessment Document was created prior to that meeting and 

presented to each member of the Executive Committee. That document 

included an overview and history of the process to date, the complete list of 

problem statements that had been gathered from all stakeholders, and the 

root cause analysis. The goal of this presentation was to obtain agreement 

from the committee that these were the problems and root causes that needed 

to be addressed in the solutions phase. The consultant believed it was very 

important to get a "buy-in" from the EC before proceeding to the next phase. 

Her view was that without an agreement that these were the root causes and 

related problems that needed to solved, it would be difficult to obtain 

acceptance of any proposed solutions. As part of the document for that 

presentation, the team listed the category, root causes under each category and 

representative problem statements that supported each root cause. The 
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document also included a brief history of the project, an explanation of the 

model used by the team to work through the reorganization effort, the list of 

stakeholders interviewed, the questions asked of each group, and a 

comprehensive list of the problem statements. The presentation and the 

document were well received by the Executive Committee. 

It was decided at that meeting that the team should present the 

Problem Document to Processing Services Staff before being distributed to 

other library units. That presentation took place on April 2 with the library 

director present to introduce the presentation. The goal of that presentation 

was to also obtain an agreement that these were the problems that needed to 

be addressed in the next phase. While the staff seemed to accept the 

assessment of the problems presented in the document, they were unhappy 

about not being given enough time to read them in advance. The library 

director and the team defended their action by explaining that it was 

important to view such information in the right context and they were 

concerned that the information might be misunderstood without an 

appropriate introduction. By the end of the presentation the staff agreed with 

the assessment of the PACE Team about the problems and their root causes. 

With this presentation to the staff the problem phase was concluded 

Solutions Phase 

The purpose of the Solutions Phase was to geinerate ideas that could 

could solve the problems identified in the Problem Phase. The first team 

meeting in the Solutions Phase took place on April 4. At that time the team 

decided to work through this phase by conducting three large, cross-

departmental brainstorming sessions which included staff at levels, included 
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E.C. members. Each E.C. member was asked to have all their staff members 

come to one of these three sessions. The team wanted to have staff from all 

library units distributed among the sessions in an attempt to have a good 

cross-fertilization of ideas. These two hour sessions took place on April 18 

and April 21. During these sessions one or two team members facilitated the 

discussion and another recorded comments on wall sheets. Each attendee 

was given a copy of the problem assessment document and asked to refer to 

the root cause analysis page. The procedure was to go through the list of 

themes and root causes and ask staff to express solutions in a brainstorming 

fashion. Discussion or criticism of any proposed solution was discouraged in 

order to allow for the free flow of ideas. In general, these meetings were very 

successful. Staff seemed to enjoy hearing comments from other units and the 

result was some solutions statements would often result in counter or related 

solutions. 

During this time period the PACE Team got reports from the two 

chartered teams. The Backlog Team was moving along well and was nearly 

finished in getting the material cataloged and out. The Workflow Team was 

still struggling, but two forms had been created to document the workflow 

and results were coming in. The Workflow Team had hoped to have its 

report completed in May. Once the brainstorming sessions were completed 

the PACE Team decided to have their own time for offering solutions and 

one meeting was devoted to that task. They also met with the staff of 

Processing Services and the library director separately in early May to solicit 

additional input. The compilation of solutions statements from the 

brainstorming sessions were given to the staff prior to the meeting. 



55 

Once all solution suggestions had been recorded, the team began the 

process of filtering through the data. There was some confusion about how to 

proceed with data analysis. Some wanted to read through the comments and 

look toward solutions from a global perspective. Others, including the 

consultant, believed the team should look at each solution and try to 

determine if it addressed a particular root cause. The idea would be 

discounted if it did not speak to a particular root cause. Ultimately, the team 

worked through a combination of those two approaches but did attribute each 

solution comment to a root cause. 

Vision Phase 

While in the middle of the discussions on which solutions to 

incorporate into a new organization plan, the consultant suggested that the 

team needed to begin formulating a vision statement again. Because the 

team was beginning to have a better sense of how the reorganization might be 

constructed, this was a more appropriate time to work on a vision statement. 

At the beginning of May, the team began this process while continuing to 

work through solutions. As a result, the Vision Phase did not take place at 

the conclusion of one phase at a separate time, but rather was a series of 

discussions over several weeks that overlapped the Solutions Phase. The 

team looked at examples of several mission statements and began to look at 

the values that were most important for the new organization. They decided 

to structure the vision around the three issues of process, relationships, and 

results and emphasize the concept of the learning organization. By the end of 

May the vision statement was completed (See Appendix I.). 
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As the team continued to discuss the reorganization, it became clear 

that the new division would be a merger of the original three departments of 

serials, cataloging, and acquisitions. However, it had a great deal of difficulty 

determining some organizing principle for structuring the flow of work into 

and through the division. In the hope of obtaining some assistance with this 

issue, the team decided to call someone from another university who had 

experience with a reorganization effort. The team met for a conference call in 

late May with a librarian from another university which had undergone a 

reorganization within the past few years. This particular librarian was the 

author of one of the articles the team had read. He indicated that his library 

had undergone a philosophical shift in management philosophy to a flatter 

organization with a team structure. The particular unit in which he worked 

was technical services, a similar unit to Processing Services. The original 

organization there called for materials to flow to subject-based teams. 

Originally, there were six teams, but those had been merged into two after 

some period of time. They did some team building training early in their 

reoganization, but he indicated they did not follow through with formal 

evaluations later to determine team effectivenss. His suggestions were not to 

attempt too many large scale changes at one time. For example, they 

underwent the reorganization at the same time they went to an online 

catalog system. He also indicated that, while the team structure was a good 

sytem, they were not as successful in their particular environment because 

support for the team structure had lessened. Some teams continued to be 

active as originally envisioned while other areas reverted to more traditional 
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processes. He suggested the need for support and follow through as necessary 

for success in reorganizing. 

After the conference call and further reflection, the decision was made 

to organize the flow of materials by type of material; that is, whether an item 

was a one-time firm order or a continuation such as a serial or journal. The 

decision was also made to move to a team-based work environment. Work 

continued on refining the ideas and by early June the first visual 

representation of the proposed reorganization with its teams was first 

developed. Within two weeks the team had determined the core 

components of the reorganized division. It included a total of nine teams, 

eight of which were exclusively within Processing Services. The teams were 

the Processing Priorities Team, Leadership Team, Priorities Implementation 

Team, Continuations Team, Requisitions Team, Training Team, Technology 

Team, Bibliographic Control Team, and the Vendor Relations Team. One 

team, the Processing Priorities Team consisted of three Processing Services 

members and one representative from each of the library units. Two of the 

three original managers were included in this arrangement. The 

reorganization plan called for the division to be managed by a Leadership 

Team consisting of five staff, three as heads of specific teams regarded as 

essential for management representation and the two original managers who 

desired at-large leadership roles. The three teams with representation on the 

Leadership Team were the Priorities Implementation Team, the Training 

Team, and the Technology Team. The structure and description of each team 

is included in the appendix (See Appendix J.). 
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In mid-June the team met with the organization development 

specialist again to ask for assistance on how to assign team member roles and 

work in a team-based environment. He suggested looking at the current skill 

set of each employee and determining their motivation and willingness to 

learn new skills. He also suggested interviewing each staff member and 

asking them which team or teams they wanted to be on while creating teams 

with members motivated to work on certain tasks. This would give them the 

opportunity to make a change in their job responsibilities if they desired. He 
suggested that he and a colleague offer a team-building workshop to the staff 

in order to prepare them for the new work environment. 

The library director was notified that the team would be prepared to 

present its plan to the Executive Committee within a few weeks. It was 

decided to present the proposal to Processing Services staff first, however, to 

make sure the team had their support. On June 16, the first draft proposal 

was presented to the staff. At that time all proposed teams were presented 

and the roles of each defined. The team leaders had been solicited in advance 

and were also announced at that time. The members of the Leadership Team 

were also announced publicly for the first time. Staff members were told 

about the interview process for team assignment with a time line for those 

interviews. 

After incorporating some minor suggestions from staff, the team 

completed its preparation for the final presentation to the Executive 

Committee. The team wanted to present its plan and, hopefully, receive the 

approval of the E.C. to move ahead. On June 24,1997 the team presented the 

new organization plan to that group. At that presentation, E.C. members 
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were given a revised document that included all solution statements, the 

team-based structure of the division, leadership of the teams, along with the 

original problem themes and root causes. The PACE Team presented the 

team structure with an explanation of each team's function and how the plan 

addressed the concerns raised during the Problem Phase. E.C. members were 

asked for their input, and after some discussion they were asked if they agreed 

with the recommendations proposed. Approval was given to move ahead 

with the proposal, thus concluding the Solutions Phase of the project. The 

Implementation Phase was set to begin. 

Findings Relative to Research Questions 

The following discussion reports the findings for each research 

question. 

Context 

1. What existing issues or problems at the beginning of the change 

effort will be identified as reasons for reviewing the organization of the 

Processing Services Division? 

Because the three managers were the ones involved in the decision to 

consider reorganizing Processing Services and understood the issues present 

before the reorganization, they were the only ones asked this question. 

Together they expressed three reasons for reviewing the organization of the 

division. 

1. The department managers were beginning to realize and 

acknowledge the frustration among the staff concerning confusion over 

processes in workflow. Silos had developed over the years among the 

departments where staff were seldom talking to staff in other departments. 
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Materials that flowed through the process were simply handed off to the next 

person and the next department without a clear understanding of how the 

system worked as a whole and without any real evaluation of the processes. 

The existing processes caused inefficiencies, duplication of efforts in some 

cases, role confusion among many of the staff, and overall frustration. The 

managers believed processes could be improved, but they were not sure how 

to begin. 

2. Adding to the existing confusion and frustration in Processing 

Services, a staff member in the Serials Department left in February and the 

work in that department began to build up. During this time, the Library 

Director and the Associate Director for Processing Services decided to move 

the vacant position to the Acquisitions Department which had been 

experiencing a backlog due to inadequate staffing. Some of the duties in the 

Serials Department were moved to Acquisitions, but some tasks were still left 

undone. That decision caused even more frustration and confusion within 

the Division because it appeared nothing was being done to remedy the 

situation. 

3. In January of 1996, the CUL Library Director and the Executive 

Committee sponsored a series of change management workshops which all 

staff were required to attend. These workshops were presented by the 

university's organizational development and training division within the 

Department of Human Resources. In these workshops, staff learned about 

the necessity for change, the nature of change, and how to begin the process of 

reorganization in the workplace. As a result of these workshops, the 

managers realized the library environment was conducive to the possibility 
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of change. They met with the organizational development specialist about 

their concerns and he confirmed their assessment that the possibility of 

reorganizating the division was good. In light of their realization of 

significant problems within the division they felt the time was right to 

request permission to reorganize. Over the following four months the 

managers continued to meet with the OD Specialist every two to three weeks. 

Their discussions led to the decision to propose a formal reorganization of 

Processing Services. They also met with members of two teams within the 

university involved in a reorganization effort. The OD specialist 

recommended that an outside facilitator be hired to oversee the project. The 

managers made a formal proposal to the Associate Director for Processing 

Services and the Central University Librarian who accepted the 

recommendation to create a team charged with reorganizing the division. 

2. What problems will be identified during the problem assessment phase 

that need to be addressed? 

A total of 396 separate problem statements were solicited during this 

phase (See Appendix K.). These statements include all responses from 

stakeholders and were presented to the staff without attribution to a 

particular stakeholder group. In order to create an atmosphere of trust and 

honesty during the interviews all stakeholders were told that their comments 

would be anonymous. This would also alleviate the possibility of any 

negative or sensitive comment being traced to an individual. All problem 

statements were consolidated into five categories: Communication, CUL 

Management, Processing Services Management, Workflow, and Training. As 

the team went through the process of analyzing each problem statement and 
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assigning them to one of the five categories many of the comments were 

disregarded. Generally, they were disregarded because they: a) did not speak 

to problems in Processing Services, b) were solution statements, or c) were 

problems judged not applicable to this reorganization effort. 

3. What root causes will be identified as contributing to these problems? 

After the problem statements were first assigned to one of the 

categories, the team began looking for common themes among these 

statements under each category. These common themes were identified as 

root causes because they were judged to be underlying reasons for the broad 

category problem. They were written by the team in order to capture the 

essence of a group of problems. The following root causes were attributed to 

each of these categories. The first number indicates the category number and 

second indicates the root cause number under that category. 

1. Communication 

1.1. There isn't a CUL forum for collaboration (interdepartmental shared 

decision making) where dialog is valued and understanding and agreement is 

reached. 

1.2. There is a lack of clear understanding, by all, of. Processing Services 

including job priorities, reporting structures, and procedures. 

1.3. There is an absence of staff acknowledgment and celebration of 

accomplishments that help bring out the best in each of us. 

2. CUT, Managempnt 

2.1. There isn't a CUL-wide shared decision on priorities for Processing 

Services. 



63 

2.2. There is a lack of clearly established and understood lines of 

responsibility and accountability for performing those responsibilities. 

2.3. There isn't a clearly understood shared vision for CUL showing how all 

departments and libraries work together towards measurable goals and 

objectives. 

3. Processing Services Management 

3.1. There isn't a shared decision on priorities within Processing Services. 

3.2. There is no strategic plan and/or shared vision within Processing 

Services. 

3.3. There are no clearly defined and/or understood responsibilities within 

Processing Services. 

3.4. There isn't an agreed upon collaborative approach for working together 

effectively to make shared decisions with CUL management on priorities and 

services within Processing Services. 

3.5. Meaningful, widespread communication is not the norm. 

3.6. There is little acknowledgment and celebration of staff accomplishments. 

4. Workflow 

4.1. Procedures in Processing Services are not as efficient or effective as 

necessary. 

4.2. There are no clearly defined and agreed upon priorities. 

4.3. There is a lack of clearly established measures for a greater level of quality 

control. 

4.4. There isn't a proactive plan to approach the demands and needs of new 

media and information technology. 

4.5. There are insufficient personnel resources to meet increased demands. 
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5. Training 

5.1. The staff of Processing Services lacks the necessary cross training to 

achieve maximum efficiency. 

5.2. There isn't a proactive training program to anticipate future needs and 

services. 

5.3. There is insufficient leadership/teamwork/personal skills development 

training for Processing Services staff and management. 

Input 

4. What solutions will be identified by stakeholders most often? 

All solution statements were grouped by categories and root causes and 

assigned a number under a particular root cause (See Appendix L.). The first 

number identifies the general category and the second number indicates the 

root cause under that category. The solutions most often suggested tended to 

be more general themes with similar language or underlying needs. The 

number of occurrences noted below indicate the number of solution 

statements that fell under a particular root cause. Examples of solution 

statements for that root cause are also included. The root causes that had the 

most most frequently mentioned solutions and the number tally of solution 

statements are as follows: 

• 43 occurrences - Root Cause 4.1 - Procedures in Processing Services are not 

as efficient or effective as necessary. 

Examples of comments under this root cause include: "Reorganize around 

workflow." "Make a distinction between routine and more specialized 

orders." "Use teams to coordinate process that impact acquisitions and 
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cataloging such as binding, gift processing or weeding. Base decisions on 

priorities, not format." 

• 39 occurrences - Root Cause 1.1 - There isn't a CUL forum for collaboration 

(interdepartmental shared decision making) where dialog is valued and 

understanding and agreement is reached. 

Representative comments include the following: "Create a forum to help set 

priorities - forum needs to include all departments and/or libraries." "Forum 

needs to be CUL-wide, interdepartmental." "CUL-wide group to establish 

Processing Services priorities which meets on a regular basis." 

• 28 occurrences - Root Cause 1.2 - There is a lack of clear understanding, by 

all, of Processing Services, including job priorities, reporting structures 

and procedures. 

Clarifying staff roles and responsibilities was expressed by comments such as: 

"List with what staff members do as well as what their expertise is." "A single 

'gate-keeper' (electronic); someone who manages priorities like an air-traffic 

controller." 

• 20 occurrences - Root Cause 2.3 - There isn't a clearly understood shared 

vision for CUL showing how all departments and libraries work together 

towards measurable goals and objectives. 

Comments include, "EC needs to have an ongoing forum for agreeing on 

Processing Services priorities weighted against CUL mission, goals, and 

objectives." "Involve staff in setting priorities; needs to be more bottom up." 

"Larger approval plans." 

• 20 occurrences - Root Cause 5.1 - The staff of Processing Services lacks the 

necessary cross training to achieve maximum efficiency. 
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"There should be a way to alleviate the pressure on Acquisitions and Serials 

from the Cataloging Department - cross-training." "Cross-training within PS 

departments." "Cross-training specifically to help Acquisitions at their busiest 

times." 

• 18 occurrences - Root Cause 3.4 - There isn't an agreed upon collaborative 

approach for working together effectively to make shared decisions with 

CUL management on priorities and services within Processing Services. 

A team-based approach to reorganization based on collaboration was 

suggested most often with comments like: "A team-based approach to work 

in PS incorporating all processing functions." "Form teams by content area." 

"Start addressing Processing Services in a different way; teams not 

department/across boundaries or task teams." 

• 18 occurrences - Root Cause 3.8 - There is a need for a more supportive 

work environment for best performance. 

Representative comments include: "Identify peoples' interests and skills 

outside of what they are doing now as part of the reorganization process - skill 

should then be nurtured and utilized by manager." "Create fun in the PS 

Department." 

• 15 occurrences - Root Cause 2.1 - There isn't a CUL-wide shared 

decision on priorities for Processing Services. 

Examples include: "Establish priorities for the amount of re-cataloging, 

bibliographic enhancement, etc. regardless of format." "Establish even 

ordering patterns throughout the year." "A forum to decide priorities that 

includes PS managers as well as other CUL units." 

5. Which solutions will be incorporated into the reorganization plan? 
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The reorganization of Processing Services to date includes the 

incorporation of at least some solutions for each of the five problem themes. 

As stated earlier many solution statements addressed more than one theme 

and often multiple root causes. The following solutions are identified by 

theme category: 

Processing Services Management 

Many solution statements, a majority coming from the staff of 

Processing Services, spoke to the desire to become a team-based environment. 

Related to that was the suggestion, even among the managers, to merge the 

division into one one seamless unit. The reorganization plan did, indeed, 

eliminate the existing divisions and create a team-based organization. A total 

of nine teams were created that accommodated all previous functions and 

drastically altered the workflow. The guiding principle for such a plan was to 

streamline processes and eliminate duplication while at the same time 

creating an environment of collaboration and more open communication. 

One of the nine teams had representation from other library units. The 

remaining eight were internal teams within Processing Services. The 

reorganized workflow began by organizing around the type of material, 

whether it was a continuation such as a journal or serial or a one-time order 

such as a book requested by a faculty member. 

Communication 

The problem statements under the category of communication spoke 

primarily to the need for interdepartmental communication. From the 

perspective of Processing Services the need was to establish a forum among 

CUL units in order to agree on priorities for Processing Services staff. This 
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need was addressed by the creation of the Processing Priorities Team (PPT), a 

CUL-wide team consisting of three staff members from Processing Services, 

one representative from each of the five library units, the systems librarian 

and the collection development librarian. This team was created to provide 

an on-going forum to discuss and agree upon the priorities for Processing 

Services from the library units. Another communication issue, primarily 

from the perspective of the other library units who regularly request services 

of the division was the need for a consistent liaison within Processing 

Services. The libraries needed a point person to whom they could send 

special requests, problems, or ask questions. This need was solved by creating 

the Priorities Implementation Team. This team would receive all questions 

and special requests and either handle them or pass them on to the 

appropriate staff. The purpose here was to create a "gate-keeper" role to 

manage the workflow and have a unit that could see the big picture within 

the division. This was to eliminate the problem of each library unit going 

directly to a Processing staff member who may not have the larger view of all 

the work waiting to be done. 

CUL Management 

The issues under this category related to the lack of a broader view of 

priorities from a CUL perspective. This need was also addressed by the 

creation of the PPT as a forum for such discussions. 

Workflow 

The inefficiencies that existed prior to the reorganization were caused 

in part by a cumbersome flow of materials among staff which included 

multiple hand-offs, often back and forth among the same staff. With the 
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creation of teams, a greater percentage of the work could be performed within 

a single team, thus eliminating the number of hand-offs. 

Training 

A recurring issue that was identified during the problem phase was the 

need for more cross-training among the staff. Previously, one person 

handled a particular function and work would build up if that person was 

out. Cross-training was suggested to alleviate that problem. Inherent in the 

creation of a team structure was the plan to have three people trained on all 

functions within the division. Additionally, many staff felt there was 

inadequate training on a variety of topics ranging from technical systems to 

professional development. A major component of the new structure, 

therefore, was the creation of a training team to coordinate all training 

activities. This team would also develop a set of core competencies for all 

staff within the division. This would assist staff in having a common 

language and have all staff at some minimum level of expertise. 

One additional suggestion that was implemented was to rename the 

division. The original Processing Services Division became the Center for 

Information Processing at the beginning of the Implementation Phase. 

Process 

6. How was the design team organized to function? What procedures did it 

use to manage the design process including decision-making procedures, 

meeting structure, meeting guidelines, and team member roles? 

The team received assistance in developing its structure and operation 

from the university's organization development specialists, especially during 

the team retreat at the beginning of the project, and the outside consultant 
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who functioned as the team facilitator. Most of the meeting processes used by 

the team were developed by Interaction Associates, the company from which 

the consultant came. At the retreat the two OD specialists and the consultant 

stressed the importance of having team guidelines and communication 

strategies and presented the following suggestions to the team. 

Guidelines 

• Clearly define decision making method 

• Record next steps at each meeting 

• Have an agenda for each meeting 

• Record the group's comments on large sheets 

• Transfer sheet comments to paper for distribution 

• Evaluate each meeting for effectiveness and areas of improvement 

• Clearly define roles up front 

• Honor time constraints, be on time 

• Create a fun, casual atmosphere 

• Try new ideas and techniques 

• Value trust, honesty, confidentiality 

• Keep meetings safe for all to express opinions 

• Create a plan to prevent rumors 

• Create a Vision and Mission Statement 

• Operate as a team 

Communication Strategies 

• Use multiple methods (i.e. groups, individuals, email, paper) 

• Identify stakeholders 

• Who do we tell and who do we ask 



71 

• Where does it fit in the process 

• Use both formal and informal methods 

• Learn skills to handle criticism and negative feedback 

• Build consensus into the process 

• Identify cultural strengths and barriers 

• Identify themes of resistance to create up front strategies 

• Agree to work towards win-win solutions 

After the retreat the team met to further define its operations and 

developed the following ground rules which remained in use throughout the 

project: 

Ground Rule? 

Take responsibility for your own learning 

Honor time limits 

Advise the leader and the group if you must leave early or will be absent 

Participate by sharing your own opinions and experiences 

Listen and consider the opinions of others 

Be willing to experiment with the ideas and techniques presented 

Create a fun, casual and creative atmosphere 

Value trust, honesty, confidentiality 

Transfer sheet comments to paper for distribution 

Keep meetings safe for all to express opinions 

Operate as a team 

All memos and communications must be approved by the team 

The importance of agreeing to and adhering to the guidelines was 

stressed as essential to the functioning of an effective team. Trust, honesty, 
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free expression, listening, and participation were considered critical 

components of a team's modus operandi. The meeting structure included 

certain roles for each meeting which the team members rotated. The roles 

originally agreed upon and their responsibilities were: 

Host - Responsible for arriving early to set up the room, get out supplies and 

arrange the refreshments. 

Leader - Responsible for keeping the meeting on track 

Facilitator - Keeps everyone involved, prevents any one member from 

dominating; assures interaction by all; creates an agenda for each meeting; 

intervention in respectful way; stay neutral and focus on the process 

Recorder - Responsible for tracking conversation and recording comments on 

wall sheets, neatly and orderly, as they were stated; keep sheets organized and 

alternate colors between ideas and comments 

Energizer - Responsible for preparing games and toys for each meeting 

Timekeeper - Responsible for keeping the meeting on the agenda 

Communicator - Relays information to team members 

After several weeks, some of the roles were changed or dropped. For 

example, one person agreed to be the permanent host so that position never 

rotated unless she was absent. The role of energizer was dropped from the 

formal role identification because the team felt that all team members could 

function in this capacity. Toys and gadgets were left on the table permanently 

for all to use. Items included play dough, soft balls, and puzzles. The intent 

was to have such items available to relieve tension and create a casual, fun 

environment. The communicator role was also dropped because the team 

did not see a useful purpose. All communication took place by email, either 
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by the person writing the agenda or any one of the team members assigned a 

specific communication task. The outside consultant, as facilitator, was to 

create and send out each agenda in advance. However, in order to save her 

time, the team decided to take on that role and it was usually rotated by one of 

the four staff members from Processing Services. 

The agenda was distributed in advance, and its content determined at 

the previous meeting. Each agenda included the following items prior to the 

specific agenda items and accompanying time frame: 

• Roles - the team members assigned to each role for that meeting 

• Purpose - what the team expected to accomplish during the meeting 

• Desired Outcomes - what specific product or knowledge the team expected 

to have by the end of the meeting 

The agenda items were broken down into four elements: 

• What - The topic to be discussed. 

• How - The particular methodology utilized for the topic. Examples used 

were as simple as "Present, Clarify, Check for Agreement" or more specific 

methodologies such as "Brainstorm." 

• Who - The person responsible for a specific topic or part of the agenda. 

• Time - The time allotted to a specific agenda item. 

A sample agenda is included in the appendix (See Appendix M.). 

The decision-making method used by the team was by consensus. 

Consensus meant that everyone understood, could support, and was w i l l i n g 

to implement a decision. It did not mean that each team member had to fully 

agree with a decision, but the entire team did have to agree to support the 

decision. If consensus was not possible the fallback was to make decisions by a 
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two-thirds majority vote. Building agreements was a key element of the 

process used by the team. That concept was the underlying principle 

throughout the project, not only within the team, but in the team's 

interactions with stakeholders. 

The meeting methodology used by the team worked very well. 

Because this methodology was new to all team members, it took several 

meetings for the team to feel comfortable in its use. The consultant modeled 

behavior somewhat at the beginning of the process and explained the 

rationale for the meeting methods. The team seemed comfortable with the 

methods and the various roles used within the first month of the process. As 

noted earlier the team did adapt or discard some roles later and did not seem 

to suffer as a result. Team members rotated roles at each meeting. The 

consensus building concept also worked quite well for the team. There was 

often much debate or dialogue about issues, but only once did a decision have 

to be made by vote rather than consensus. This fact could be attributed to the 

initial emphasis the consultant placed on the value of consensus. It did, 

however, cause delays in coming to a decision because the team would spend 

a great deal of time in dialogue on a topic before agreeing on an action. 

7. Which aspects of the change effort were most functional for the team? 

From the interviews with the PACE Team there were eight items 

identified as being most helpful for the team to move ahead constructively. 

The most frequent response (4) was the importance of a structured meeting 

management process and the use of agendas at each meeting. The second 

most common response (3) was the use of the process map. The remaining 

six items all had one response each. They were: using collaboration skills and 
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the learning importance of working together, the use of an outside 

consultant, the initial retreat by the team, the facilitative leadership workshop 

that was offered to staff and presented by the consultant firm from which the 

facilitator came, the relationship and diversity of the team, and the support of 

the library director. 

Responses from representatives of each stakeholder group formed 

eleven categories or distinct items. Two items received five comments. They 

were the series of interviews with stakeholders and staff empowerment and 

how staff worked together. The way meetings/interviews were conducted 

including the level of communication and the encouragement of dialog were 

identified three times and the quality of the presentations to staff were also 

identified three times. The belief that communication, once it became 

consistent, was noted as being helpful two times. All additional comments, 

each identified one time, included meeting management process, use of an 

outside consultant, team diversity/quality, the development of the PACE 

Team members, the research of the literature done by the team, and reading 

the stakeholder comments. 

8. Which aspects of the process were most dysfunctional for the team? 

The PACE Team identified 18 separate items as being dysfunctional or 

problematic. Four comments were related to two different topics, but the 

remainder were distinct comments. 

Learn to manage meetings/learning the process 2 

Problem assessment meetings - listening to negative comments 2 

Resistance from staff \ 

Creating a vision \ 
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Planning ahead, being prepared, and feeling rushed 

Having the appropriate skills to address a particular tasks/problem 

How to motivate staff 

How to make staff feel included/determining appropriate staff 

involvement 

The awkward beginning to the entire process 

Scheduling meetings and interviews 

The volume of work involved; did not know in advance 

Being viewed as a traitor by staff 

Processing Services staff not seeing the problem statements first 

Internal politics between management and staff 

Having to think twice about how to present information to staff 

Consultant not budgeted through the entire project 

The stakeholders interviewed presented seventeen items as 

problematic to the process. 

Poor communication and handling of announcement at 

beginning of project 8 

Resentment from other library units 2 

Processing Services staff felt left out of process/process seemed 

secretive 2 

Tension and mistrust among Processing Services staff 2 

Need for more explanation of the necessity for project 2 

Mixed messages from Processing Services to library units about 
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policies during the project 2 

Project was too long 2 

Executive Committee members not informed enough about project 

Fear of change 

Felt talked down to at presentations 

Had to negotiate processing work to be done during the project 

listening to staff complain 

How to handle a few negative staff who influenced other staff 

Decision to hire consultant pushed through EC without discussion 

Library director had to field criticism 

Ordering seemed to come to a halt 

Number of PACE meetings 

9. What modifications or revisions of the change effort occurred as it was 

implemented? 

From interviews with the PACE Team, the modification most often 

noted was that the vision phase was changed to the end of the process. 

Vision creation was supposed to take place before the problem assessment 

phase, but the team struggled and was not successful in its attempt to do so. 

Therefore, the team moved on to problem assessment and vision was 

postponed until some time later. The next most often noted modification to 

the process was that the team became less structured in adhering to the 

meeting methodology toward the end of the project, primarily during the 

solutions phase. Agendas were not always prepared in advance and the 

meetings were not as focused or timed. Two reasons were given for this 

change. First, the consultant was not present for much of the last phase due 
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to budget limitations and, secondly, the team felt like it needed to move 

quickly as it neared the end and the team felt pressured to meet deadlines. 

Early in the process, during the Process Design Phase, the consultant asked the 

team to analyze the culture within the library and the university. The reason 

for this task was to assist the team in taking a macro view of the environment 

in order to determine factors that might have an impact on the process. The 

view from the team was that this task took too long, was too vague, and the 

team became unclear what it would gain from such information. The team 

decided to stop working on that task. The last modification, already noted, 

was that the consultant could not continue with the project to the end. The 

agreement between the consultant firm and the library was that the 

consultant would work for a certain number of hours at reduced hourly rate. 

By the end of March, the consultant had worked nearly all the specified 

hours. Therefore, the team decided to operate without her services during 

much of the Solutions Phase and have her return toward the end of the 

project. Her departure did create some additional anxiety, at least among 

some of the team members. 

10. What unexpected issues surfaced during the change effort? 

The PACE Team was asked this question and their responses were very 

similar. The recurring issue they noted was the amount and intensity of 

negative reactions and resistance from staff, primarily Processing Services 

Staff. The team was warned in advance to expect resistance, but many of team 

members said they did not anticipate how upset some staff would become and 

how little trust the staff would have with the project and the managers. 

Another unexpected issue mentioned was the political ramifications the team 
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faced. This was caused by the team getting off to a bad start when the 

announcement of the project was presented to all CUL staff. That 

announcement caused a great deal of negative reaction among all library staff 

because the original announcement was that Processing Services would cease 

all or nearly all normal workflow. As one team member reflected, the 

announcement should have been made to the staff of Processing Services first 

so that they would understand the managers' position and how the change 

effort would take place. At the same time the team should have explained 

the rationale for the project to all staff. The result was that the project did not 

have widespread support from the beginning and it was an uphill battle to 

gain that support during the project. Other comments included not 

envisioning the CUL-wide impact the project would have, how difficult 

vision would be to create, and how influential the library director was and 

how her reactions and thoughts occasionally changed the direction of the 

project. 

11. What suggestions will stakeholders make to improve the process? 

Comments from all stakeholders and the PACE Team represented a 

range of suggestions to improve processes and reorganize the division. The 

most common suggestion was related to better and/or more frequent 

communication. Both the PACE Team and and other library representatives 

agreed that better communication would have increased the effectiveness and 

the acceptance of the project. It would also have lessened anxiety, confusion, 

and mistrust. Apparently, the perception among many staff was that the 

PACE Team was very secretive, and some believed that the team had 

solutions in mind even before the project formally began. Other suggestions 
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were related to better communications such as the recommendation to 

improve the presentation of the beginning announcement. That 

announcement caused a general negative reaction among the staff for two 

reasons. First, while the managers had received agreement from the library 

director and associate director, many staff felt that it was decided without any 

staff input. Second, staff wanted more explanation of the reasons for the 

project and what needs were present that warranted such a drastic measure as 

virtually stopping all work going into Processing Services. The 

announcement that there would be a drastic reduction in the work performed 

by the staff of Processing Services caused much concern among the staff from 

other library units. They believed that the managers should have thought 

through more carefully the implications for such a move. One suggestion, 

for example, was that the team should have gotten into the process first to 

gain acceptance and understanding of what the project would entail, then 

impose limitations on the workflow when it was necessary. At the very least, 

several respondents noted that the project would have obtained greater 

support from the beginning if the managers had given more explanation of 

the reason for the project. 

Product 

12. How will the re-design of Processing Services and its related workflow 

differ from the design and workflow in existence before the reorganization? 

The major difference called for in the re-design was that Processing 

Services became a team-based division. Prior to the reorganization the 

division consisted of three departments - Serials, Acquisitions, and 

Cataloging. There were established procedures which allowed material to 
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move through the departments. However, those procedures often required 

multiple hand-offs between staff members causing materials to be passed back 

and forth among the same staff. In many cases individuals from each of the 

library units would go directly to a staff member in Processing Services for 

special projects or for help regarding some particular problem. With this 

approach and a general lack of communication among the departments the 

result was that numerous projects were taking place simultaneously and no 

one had a clear understanding of the "big picture." The result was workflow 

similar to that represented in Appendix N. 

The newly designed division, with its team-based structure, 

consolidated many functions in an effort to streamline operations (See 

Appendix O.). One of the major concerns for the PACE Team was to address 

the lack of a central clearinghouse through which all requests could funnel. 

This was accomplished with the creation of the Priorities Implementation 

Team (PIT). The PIT would take all special requests and questions and assign 

work to a particular team as required. Incoming materials were assigned to 

two broad categories - continuations and requisitions. Continuations consist 

of ongoing materials such as serials, standing orders, and journals. 

Requisitions represent one-time orders, gifts, and those materials on approval 

plans. Teams were formed to work on each of these material categories. Each 

team was responsible for creating the order, checking in the material upon 

arrival, and entering the bibliographic record for each item. The 

Bibliographic Control Team would be responsible for original cataloging, 

resolving difficult cataloging problems, and maintaining authority control 

and bibliographic standards. 
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The key differences within Processing Services before and after the 

reorganization were the mechanism to monitor the work load through the 

PIT and the team-based approach to working. The organizing principle to the 

workflow was dividing the material into the two categories of continuations 

and requisitions. By creating this division and allowing each team to handle 

most of the tasks related to that particular type of material, the workflow was 

more streamlined with less hand-offs among the staff. 

13. What new work flow processes between Processing Services and other 

library divisions will result from the reorganization, and what will be the 

implications for other divisions of the library? 

The reorganization did result in new workflow processes between 

Processing Services and other library units. The primary change in this 

regard was the creation of a library-wide team, the Processing Priorities Team, 

or PPT, which included one staff member from each library unit and three 

staff members from the Processing Services Leadership Team. One of the 

primary problems noted during the Problem Assessment Phase was the lack 

of CUL-wide agreement on priorities that should come to Processing Services. 

Every library unit took the approach that it's needs were important and 

should be taken care of as soon as possible. As a result, many requests could 

not be serviced because of the volume of requests. Processing Services as a 

whole tried to accommodate as many requests as possible, but did not have a 

forum to discuss which requests took priority. By creating the PPT there was a 

forum for discussion of priorities from a CUL perspective. The result of 

bringing priorities to such a forum meant that each unit had to evaluate its 

own priorities and present those priorities from a more systematic approach. 
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By having a forum for dialogue, the library unit's might also come to 

understand each other's priorities and needs better. 

Other Findings 

One of the questions asked of stakeholders during the Problem Phase 

was what new new or enhanced services they would like to see within 

Processing Services. There was little discussion of these suggestions during 

the interviews, but they were recorded on separate wall sheets. They were 

compiled for inclusion in the final presentation document (See Appendix P.). 

These comments were not included in the new organization plan, but some 

were noted and discussed for possible inclusion at a later time. 

The role of the consultant as facilitator during this process was one of 

tremendous importance. Comments made by team members during as well 

as at the conclusion of the process indicated how much they appreciated 

having the consultant present. Because team members had no experience in 

undertaking a reorganization effort and little, if any, experience in managing 

meetings in this method, the consultant became an invaluable member of the 

team. She taught the team the value of collaboration, guided the team during 

meetings to keep them focused on the agenda, offered numerous tips for how 

to run meetings and conduct the interviews effectively, and in general, 

offered advice on everything from how to create a process map to how to 

charter teams. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, 

AND IMPLICATIONS 

Discussion of Findings Relative to the Literature 

This study assessed the results of an organizational change effort in a 

university library using a qualitative, case study methodology. While there 

are numerous models in existence to manage a change effort, this particular 

effort was organized around a model called a Pathway to Action brought by 

the consultant. This model laid the foundation for the change effort and 

organized the steps taken by the design team to move through the process. 

The phases of the model called for distinct actions during each phase, 

providing a linear, yet flexible organizing principle to manage the process. 

The research questions for this study were driven by the consultant's model 

and organized by Stufflebeam's CIPP model for program evaluation. As 

Stufflebeam states this model is designed, not to prove, but to improve 

programs in order for them to work better for those they are intended to help. 

Stufflebeam's CIPP model overlays the Pathway to Action and provides a 

theoretical model to evaluate the change effort. 

The efficacy of the consultant's model, which became the PACE Project 

at this university, was tested to determine if its use would result in a 

successful change effort. The actions called for in this model are derived from 
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the literature on organizational development and managed change. As 

Kanter, Stein, and Jick (1992) pointed out, the new management paradigm 

describes "flexible organizations, adaptable to change, with relatively few 

levels of formal hierarchy and loose boundaries among functions and units, 

sensitve and responsive to the environment; concerned with stakeholders of 

all sorts ... These organizations empower people to take action and be 

entrepreneurial..." (p.3). From the perspective of both the process and the end 

product which resulted from this change effort, the PACE Project described in 

this study fit this definition of the new management paradigm. Schneider, 

Brief, and Guzzo (1996) emphasized the need for change efforts to affect both 

the climate and culture of an organization. A successful effort should affect 

multiple levels of an organization. Laabs (1996) stressed the importance of 

everyone in the organization becoming involved and engaged in the change 

effort. On mutiple levels, from the Executive Committee to students, the 

PACE Project provided opportunities for staff and library patrons to offer their 

input as key stakeholders. The team was given the freedom to find solutions 

to the previous problems within the division. 

As the literature on the learning organization also points out, 

organizations should attempt to solve problems from a systems perspective. 

The learning organization speaks to the desire for team learning and a free-

flow of ideas because groups are able to come to insights not always possible 

by individuals. As Senge (1990) states, "Teams, not individuals, are the 

fundamental learning unit in modern organizations" (p.10). The PACE 

Project was a team-based project that operated under a collaborative, 

consensus-building process. The team made all decisions by consensus and 
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often dialogued extensively before coming to agreement. As stated earlier, 

the model did call for inclusion of stakeholders from all levels. This 

approach was designed to provide an awareness of all issues throughout the 

organization that might effect the final reorganization design. The final plan 

did, in fact, include a forum for library-wide discussion of issues that effected 

the division. In terms of the four approaches to change identified by Kovel-

Jarboe this model fit the "managed change" approach in which change is 

targeted for a specific area. With this approach there is less likelihood for 

major losses in productivity and the length of time for implementation is 

relatively long. 

DigCPSgion pf Finding? Relative tQ the 

Research Questions 

The research questions were organized around the CIPP model. The 

discussion of conclusions relative to these research questions will also be 

organized around that model. Again, the CIPP model had a direct 

relationship to the action plan brought in by the consultant to manage the 

change effort. 

Relation of Stufflebeam's Stages to Those of the 
Pathway to Action 

CIPP Pathway to Action 

Context Problem Phase 

Input Solutions & Vision Phases 

Process Process Design through 
Implementation 

Product Implementation Phase 
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Context 

The three managers in the division saw the need to initiate a change 

effort because it was their perception that the division was experiencing 

serious problems at multiple levels that could not be solved easily. At the 

same time, the library leadership and the university administration had 

created an environment that was increasingly friendly to the possibility of 

reorganization efforts. These were the two driving forces that ultimately led 

to the formal creation of the reorganization effort that became the PACE 

Project. Certainly, there were numerous subtexts at work within the division 

such as the loss of a staff member in the Serials Department that exacerbated 

the already stressful situation. However, without the university 

environment being conducive to change efforts, having a change 

management specialist available to support the department managers, and 

the will of these managers to take the initiative, the PACE Project might 

never have happened. The forces against such change efforts are often too 

great to overcome without adequate support and desire. 

During the Problem Phase of the project, the team did a thorough 

stakeholder analysis. This undertaking was a crucial component for success 

for two reasons. First, it caused the team to think critically about who 

stakeholders even were. Secondly, it forced the team to think more globally 

about the relationship between Processing Services and its stakeholders and 

to look at the division from the perspective of stakeholders. As in any change 

effort, it is important to think "out of the box" and be open to views of your 

organization or department from others' perspectives. 
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In conducting stakeholder interviews, the consultant's model required 

those being interviewed to focus only on problems or concerns related to the 

operation of Processing Services. This proved to be a challenge for 

stakeholders because of the natural inclination to discuss a problem and to 

begin immediately looking for solutions. While this happened to some 

degree during all the stakeholder interviews, the team did become more 

adept in keeping everyone on track as they gained experience during this 

phase. They did so by acknowledging the stakeholder's suggestion and then 

gently reiterating the purpose of the current meeting. 

It was also important for team members not to be defensive and react 

to comments made during these interviews. In an attempt to solicit honest 

responses, all stakeholders were told upfront that their comments would be 

anonymous. All comments were written on wall charts in order for 

everyone to be sure their statements were accurately recorded. For the 

managers especially, listening to other staff present a barrage of problems 

about the areas they managed proved to be very difficult. While they did 

perform this phase successfully without becoming defensive, the managers 

later indicated it was not easy to refrain from responding to many comments 

they felt were unfounded. If managers are to be involved in such a problem 

assessment phase it is important that they be prepared for emotional 

responses, both from stakeholders and themselves. Ultimately, however, 

going through that process proved to be very beneficial for both the team and 

the stakeholders and may have been the beginning of healing old wounds. 

All of the stakeholders indicated that they enjoyed this phase and how 

valuable the process was. They were grateful to be interviewed and for their 
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opinions and ideas to be heard. Only one library staff member noted being 

uncomfortable and felt it was difficult to be honest because of the staff present 

during the interview. Overall, staff enjoyed being included and involved in 

the process. 

The action plan called for performing a root cause analysis in order to 

determine a group of underlying reasons for the problems expressed by 

stakeholders. At the conclusion of the stakeholders interviews, all 396 

problem statements were compiled in one document in preparation for a day 

long problem analysis meeting with the team. The original plan was to have 

each statement read out loud and the team place the statement into a 

category. The belief was that this task could be performed in one day. 

However, the team struggled with this procedure, especially at the beginning 

of the day. As comments were read more categories developed until the team 

had eleven categories identified for the first half of the problem statements. 

This process proved to be extremely time consuming and was abandoned mid 

day. As a result of the unexpected time required, the team took parts of at 

least five additional meetings to finish this task. Obviously, additional time 

should have been allocated for this task. Any group planning such a task 

should allow for at least several lengthy meetings for this undertaking. 

At the completion of categorizing problem statements, five categories 

had been identified. The next phase was to look at these categories and begin 

identifying root causes for each. To do this, the team had to keep digging 

deeper into these categories to find some point where the underlying root 

cause was determined. In general, this proved to be a rather grueling task for 

the team. It was difficult for the team, even with the help of the consultant, 
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to work through such an analysis. Without the consultant, however, the task 

would likely have been impossible or, at the very least, would have taken 

much more time. The effort spent on this task was also very beneficial, 

however. It gave the team some assurance that they had identified the root of 

a particular problem rather than simply cure a symptom. It also gave the 

team additional credibility with all library staff that they were, in fact, 

identifying underlying problems. 

input 

The input evaluation component consisted of both the solutions phase 

and the vision phase of the action plan. The original intent was for the team 

to create a vison statement before moving into the problem phase. The 

consultant tried to help the team by bringing in examples of vision 

statements from business and non-profit organizations. However, the team 

simply was not able to create a vision statement at that point in the process. 

The consultant finally came to the conclusion that spending any more time 

on this task would not be helpful. Therefore, the vision phase was postponed 

until later. I believe that the team did not have enough information or 

awareness of what they wanted the division to become. They needed time to 

reflect and to gather information from stakeholders before deciding on a 

vision. In this case, therefore, postponing the vision phase was the best 

decision for the team at that point in the process. The team returned to the 

task of creating a vision statement later in the process. While still a 

somewhat difficult undertaking, creating the vision was much easier later in 

the process. By that time, the team had begun to have a sense of what the 

division might look like. This was probably due to the feedback obtained 
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from stakeholders, reflections of the team members among themselves, and 

additional exposure to examples of vision statements. 

The solutions phase took less time than either the problem phase or 

the process phase. The consultant had a phrase that she used many times 

during the entire process, "Go slow to go fast." That is, she stressed the 

importance of careful, methodical planning early in the process to make the 

entire process shorter. Taking that approach did appear to work. Because of 

the long, difficult task of identifying root causes based on the problem 

statements, the team was able to fairly easily assign solution statements to 

particular root causes. By doing this, the team was iable to determine which 

root causes had solutions assigned to them which addressed the root cause. 

In general, those with the largest number of solution statements were given 

priority in creating the reorganization plan. 

For example, root causes such as 4.1, "Procedures in Processing Services 

are not as efficient or effective as necessary," and 3.4, "There isn't an agreed 

upon collaborative approach for working together effectively to make shared 

decisions with CUL management on priorities and services within Processing 

Services," were both addressed by the creation of a team-based work 

environment. Both root cause 1.1, "There isn't a CUL forum for collaboration 

(interdepartmental shared decision making) where dialog is valued and 

understanding and agreement is reached," and root cause 2.3, "There isn't a 

clearly understood shared vision for CUL showing how all departments and 

libraries work together towards measurable goals and objectives," were 

addressed with the creation of the Processing Priorities Team (PPT). This 

interdepartmental team created a much sought after forum for discussing 
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ways to prioritize the work coming into Processing Services. Another 

important root cause, 1.2, "There is a lack of clear understanding by all of 

Processing Services, including job priorities, reporting structures and 

procedures," received a large number of solution statements. One of those 

often mentioned was for a single gate-keeper who could manage the priorities 

for work within the division. This suggestion was the stimulus for creation 

of the Processing Implementation Team which was designed to manage the 

work flow and to be the conduit through which special projects flowed. This 

also solved a significant problem that had existed for a long time prior to the 

PACE Project. That is, that individuals from each of the library units went to 

different staff members in Processing Services and asked them to work on a 

particular project, often identifying the project as a priority. Previously, there 

was no process in existence that could track all the various projects and 

prioritize them. 

By being able to note how root causes were addressed by staff 

themselves with the solution statements, the team could validate their 

reorganization plan to the Executive Committee and the library staff. This 

validation made it difficult for anyone from staff or management to object 

strongly to a plan based on the collective suggestions of all stakeholders. This 

approach proved to be extremely important to the success of the team. It 

meant the team created the environment and the process for stakeholders, 

especially those in the library, to solve the problems themselves. This was 

the philosophy the consultant brought to the team from the beginning. 
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Process 

As noted earlier, Stufflebeam's process evaluation component actually 

encompassed all phases of the action plan. It is significant to note that, more 

than anything else, the PACE Team managed a process. That entire process, 

the Pathway to Action, was brought to the team by the consultant. The plan 

had certain defined phases that the team, ultimately, had to implement. 

While these phases were broad in scope, the team was responsible for carrying 

them out and working through the specific tasks. The consultant provided 

the plan and offered significant advice and facilitatation to its 

implementation. The team, however, had to determine how particular 

strategies should best be implemented within this particular library culture. 

The consultant usually asked questions of the team and facilitated the 

discussions about specific implementation strategies. This was extremely 

valuable to the success of the team. In fact, the team members stressed how 

important the consultant was to the success of the project. 

Nevertheless, some decisions and actions by the team worked better 

than others. One of the early decisions by the three managers was to solicit 

the help of the campus organizational development specialist. This was an 

important ingredient to their success because they had to confront some 

difficulties they had in working together due to the relative isolation in 

which they worked and the environment which sustained it. It was 

important for the managers to work together and collectively support the 

decision to reorganize. The OD specialist provided what essentially could be 

considered counseling for the managers. While difficult for them to go 

through, this initial assistance laid the groundwork for the managers to work 
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together as a team. Together, they took responsibility for the decision to 

reorganize the division. Without all three of the managers supporting this 

decision, the project would very likely have failed. 

One of the recommendations of the OD specialist was for the managers 

to obtain the committment and support of the library director and the 

Executive Committee. They first talked to the director to tell her their plans 

and to ask for her support. Once she gave that support, she asked the 

managers to present the plan to the Executive Committee. The director then 

asked them to make a presentation to the staff of CUL the next day 

announcing the project and the plan to cut back drastically on the ordering of 

materials. The decision to have the team make the announcements so 

hastily to the staff turned out to be one of the major mistakes of the project. 

At that presentation, the director announced her support of the plan and then 

asked the managers to present their specific plans. The team felt pushed to 

make the announcement but abided by the wishes of the director. Three 

aspects of the announcement caused the most difficulty. First, by announcing 

the plan immediately after obtaining the support of the director, the 

managers did not have time to gather support throughout the library. 

Secondly, they did not adequately explain the need for the reorganization. 

Staff members were surprised by the announcement and did not understand 

why such a long term reorganization was necessary. Thirdly, the decision to 

have a drastic curtailment of the ordering and processing of materials was 

met with a great deal of resistance. The news eventually spread to the faculty 

who expressed their anger to the library director. Many of the stakeholders as 

well as the team members themselves later indicated that this announcement 
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caused the project to get off to a bad start. The perception of many of the 

stakeholders was that the team was never able to fully recover and to gather 

the support they had wanted from the library staff. 

Several things could have helped the team start the project in a more 

positive way. First, they should have developed a more detailed justification 

for the reorganization. This justification would have explained the 

managers' perceptions of the issues and concerns that needed to be considered 

in the reorganization. The managers did talk to some of the staff occasionally 

during the time they were meeting with the OD specialist and before the 

formation of the PACE Team. However, the staff in Processing Services had 

not collectively bought into the need for the reorganization plan. The rest of 

the library staff outside of Processing Services was even less aware of the 

reorganization plan. Because the managers knew they were being rushed to 

make the announcement to the entire staff, they should have gone to the 

library director themselves or asked the OD specialist to go with them and ask 

the director to delay the announcement. This would have allowed them to 

consult with the OD specialist and others to better prepare for the 

presentation. 

The team as well as other staff members noted the importance of the 

consultant to the process. Not only did she bring the concept of the action 

plan to the project, she taught the team a new method for conducting and 

managing meetings. This collaborative, consensus building methodology 

was used by the team in its own meetings and in stakeholder meetings during 

various phases of the project. At the very beginning, the consultant and the 

OD specialist expressed the importance of ground rules for the team. By 
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agreeing on these underlying assumptions, the team members knew they 

were in a safe environment to express their ideas, feelings, fears, and 

frustrations. Having the freedom to work in this environment, allowed the 

team to be more creative and honest. 

Most team members indicated the importance of the structured 

meetings with agendas to the successful functioning of the process. This 

structure, including specific agenda items, purpose, and desired outcomes 

with times assigned to each item, forced the team to stay focused on topics 

and to try to stay within the time limits. This seemed awkward at first, but 

the team became very comfortable with it and, in fact, used it even when the 

consultant was not present. Throughout the project, the team followed much 

this same procedure. One of the very important things the team did at each 

meeting was to record all comments on wall sheets. This simple, but 

profound action kept misunderstandings to a minimum. Team members 

would often stop and clarify comments as they were recorded in order to be 

certain they understood a particular issue or action required. The team also 

recorded comments at all stakeholder meetings which had the same effect. 

As sheet were filled with comments, they were taped to the walls so that all 

sheets were visable at all times. The team members and stakeholders were 

always asked by the recorder if their interpretation of comments was accurate. 

By having all comments recorded and visually present at all times, the team 

could be more certain that communication was not subject to 

misinterpretation. It also put much of the responsibility for accurate 

communication on the team and the stakeholders during these meetings. 
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One of the suggestions the managers received as they were consulting 

other reorganization teams and the OD specialist was the need for the team to 

have a dedicated space in which they could work. The reason given for this 

was that the team needed to be free to meet whenever they needed, they 

could leave materials out at all times without worrying that others would 

read information before it was to be made public, and it made a statement 

about the importance of the project. After some negotiation with the director, 

they were allowed to have such a space. Having this room did become a very 

important ingredient to the team's success. They did use it whenever they 

needed to meet and did not have to worry about scheduling a time around 

other groups. This ability for spontaneity relieved the team of one additional 

stress, and did give the staff a symbolic sense of the project's importance. 

Another strategy that worked well for the team was the development 

and use of the process map. This visual representation of the time line with 

actions for each phase of the project kept the team focused and on track. The 

team liked having the map displayed in the meeting room at all times and 

would frequently refer to it during meetings. The concept of the process map 

was one of the many ideas from the consultant that the team as a whole did 

not see the value of at first. But as the team developed it and used it as 

presentations during the project, if s value became more apparent. The 

Executive Committee and other staff at the various presentations generally 

liked seeing the project visually displayed with the process map. This picture 

allowed everyone to more easily see the framework for the project and to see 

how all the phases worked together. 
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From the team's perspective, there were several difficult aspects of the 

project. While also viewed positively, having to constantly manage the 

process and the meetings was difficult for the team. They always had to plan 

ahead and to constantly anticipate possible reactions from the staff. This 

became more difficult as the project progressed just because these concerns 

were always present and seemed to become more burdensome with time. 

While the consultant was a tremendous asset to the project, the managers 

and the rest of the team were the ones having to deal with the staff on a daily 

basis and learn to balance regular work with the PACE Project. One of the 

unexpected issues that surfaced during the project was the resistance from 

Processing Services staff. The managers and the team did not anticipate such 

negative reactions. Apparently the managers were so absorbed in planning 

the project and working toward its success that they collectively did not 

accurately read the feelings and frustrations of the staff. They also had to be 

concerned about how to motivate staff to work with them on this project and 

were always struggling to find an appropriate level of staff involvement. 

Much of the concern about staff involvement was later discovered to be 

unfounded, however. While the staff in Processing Services did want to be 

involved, what they wanted most was to be kept informed of the progress of 

the team and what the team was planning next. Therefore, a simply group e-

mail message on a weekly basis could have alleviated much of the 

discordance that grew during the project. 

Product 

As stated earlier, this study did not attempt to measure the success of 

the final reorganization plan. However, some aspects of the process of 
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implementing the plan can be analyzed. One of the important results of the 

project was that the stakeholders had a significant voice in the final outcome 

of the reorganization. Stakeholder comments in both the problem phase and 

the solutions phase were included in the plan. A large number of suggestions 

spoke to the need for a CUL wide forum for working through priorities for 

Processing Services that were understood by everyone. That suggestion came 

to fruition with the creation of the Processing Priorities Team. The original 

reason for the reorganization which was the lack of efficiency and 

communication within the division was addressed by creating a team-based 

work environment. Even though the team had some form of team-based 

structure in mind earlier in the process, the idea also came from the staff 

themselves. This validated the idea and allowed for its successful 

implementation. 

In order to make the transition to a team-based environment 

successful, the PACE Team decided to interview each staff member in 

Processing Services to determine each person's desired team assignment. 

This was done, of course, after the team descriptions had been presented to 

the entire library staff. The staff of Processing Services, for the most part, were 

glad to have the ability to choose their work assignment. This action was an 

important step toward giving staff a greater sense of responsibility and 

investment in the success of the division. 

The greatest challenge faced by the new leadership team of the division 

was that of setting up the team structure and training staff in their new roles. 

The PACE Team had managed the reorganization process and created a new 

work environment in the division. However, the difficult part of 
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implementation was yet to be performed. The entire staff, including the 

leadership of the division, had to learn to take existing work processes that 

flowed among individuals and convert them to a team-based structure. The 

managers received some assistance with this from another OD specialist on 

campus who met with the entire staff of the division several times. 

It was fortunate for the team that there was some assistance on campus 

to help with the transition to a new work structure because that component 

of the plan was rarely, if ever, addressed during the project. The team was 

more absorbed in developing the reorganization structure than planning for 

implementation. However, having a plan for implementation is a crucial 

component for the success of any reorganization effort. To date, 

implementation has been ongoing for eight months. It is difficult to 

determine when implementation concludes. Therefore, it is important to 

communicate to all staff involved in such an undertaking that implementing 

a new work structure is dependent on the complexity of the reorganization 

and how different it is from the existing structure. 

Summary of Conclusions 

As the PACE Team discovered, the sheer volume of work involved in 

a reorganization effort is enormous. It is difficult to foresee that in advance. 

Reorganization efforts must be built upon the existing culture of an 

organization. The organization's political culture and the general work 

culture of the staff must be considered. Being aware of the environment and 

the stakeholders in that environment is also important. While difficult 

perhaps to prescribe an exact formula for success, several key elements appear 

to make success more probable. Support of a formal reorganization effort 
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from the top is critical for reorganization efforts to be successful. It was 

essential in this environment to have the support of the library director and 

the Executive Committee. Any team charged with such an effort must have 

adequate resources available and be given a great deal freedom and autonomy 

to choose appropriate strategies. The support such a team has will also come 

from adequately communicating with and getting input from staff at all 

levels. While impossible to receive support and "buy in" from every staff 

member or even every manager, everyone in the organization must 

understand the reason for the reorganization and see the support from upper 

management. 

Having an organizing framework to guide a reoganization effort is also 

an essential component for success. The Pathway to Action is one such 

framework. Such a formal process structure will assist any team to plan its 

action strategies and have some system to guide its steps. Specific meeting 

strategies such as those implemented in this project are also very helpful to 

keep a reorganization team focused and on task. The larger organizing 

framework and the specific meeting management structure combined can 

provide much needed direction. Such direction allows for reorganization 

groups to systematically plan a change effort while working with and being 

sensitive to the unique aspects of any organization. At the same time, the 

individual and group will to undertake a change effort for the good of an 

organization cannot be taken lightly. Ultimately, any change effort must 

successfully balance processes, results, and the relationships among the 

individuals that make it all possible. 
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AGREEMENT TO REORGANIZE PROCESSING SERVICES 

Our goal is to create trust and a shared vision and to work together equally. We 
want to recreate Processing Services because we believe we can reorganized to operate 
more efficiently and effectively. It is recognized that in the process we may meet resistance 
to change, because we plan to look at everyone's role in a new light We do not want to be 
bound by past practices for staff. We hope to be creative. Our expectation is the 
organization chart will look very different. 

We recognize how busy you are; however, we need and want your active 
participation in this process. In fact, without your support, we do not believe we can 
succeed. What does your active participation mean? It means we want to meet with you 
often to discuss the reorganization and we want you to help create and implement the 
vision. 

Our job is: 
To contribute our expertise 
Participate in creating the vision 
Produce the appropriate outcome 
Be a resource for staff 
Act as a role model 

Be accountable for our behavior and attitudes 

Your job is: 
To coach us along; consider us partners on strategies 
Be accountable to us as your partners 
Support the plan by defending and championing the project to staff and to the Executive 

Committee 
Remove barriers and diffuse problems 
Hold us accountable for our behavior and attitudes 
You are our spokesperson and,as such, you will be representing us to the University 
Librarian and the Executive Committee. Before you share information with them, we need 
to agree on content and methodology. We anticipate staff will come to you with their 
concerns. Please acknowledge their concerns by saying "I appreciate or understand that 
(concern or problem) can be confusing or frustrating; however, [the managers] are working 
on this together. You will have to discuss your concerns with them." Until we are in 
agreement, we intend to handle all communication this way. We would appreciate your 
treating communication with the Executive Committee and the University Librarian 
according to these guidelines. We are concerned about managing current work lo&d. This 
process is time consuming and will demand most of our energies. To be successful, 
reorganization will be our number one priority. As our spokesperson you must 
communicate this to CUL and be prepared to defend this priority as it relates to the daily 
work load. We plan to refer all criticisms to you for resolution. If additional resources can 
ameliorate the criticisms your role will be to secure those resources for Processing 
Services. We anticipate additional resources will be required for training, equipment, 
physical changes, documentation, etc. 

The success of this project is crucial to the future of Central University Libraries as it 
affects every unit of the library. It will reflect on all of us, negatively or positively. We are 
planning on it being positive. 
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PROCESSING SERVICES CHARTER 

TO EXPEDITE UNASSIGNED SERIAL RECORD ASSISTANT RESPONSIBILnTES 

PURPOSE: 

To expedite the processing of unassigned materials 

DESCRIPTION OF OPPORTUNITY OR PROBLEM: 

Seven categories of materials left unprocessed 

IMPORTANCE OR VALUE TO CUL: 

• Materials are reference or high use items 
• Will reduce frustration to Public and Processing Services staff 

• Provides access of materials to the patron 

DESIRED STATE: 

• Satisfied that they are responsive to public service needs 
• Materials being processed quickly and efficiently 
• Patrons have access to materials in a timely manner 
• No backlog of unprocessed materials of this type 

PERFORMANCE INDICATORS: 

Memberships 
• Up to date receipt and distribution of IEEE publications 

Government Documents 
• Up to date receipt and distribution of government documents (U.S./Texas) 

Special Purchases and Automatics 
• Expedite the creation of holdings for established serials 
• Expedite the distribution for cataloging of new serials 

Gifts and Corporate annual reports 
• Expedite the creation of holdings for established gifts (serials) 
• Expedite the creation of holdings for corporate annual reports 

Relinking of unlinked item records 
• Process in a timely manner 

Modifying records withdrawn or transferred 
• Process as needed 

Bindery 
• Handle the backlog of bindery materials in Science Reference and process 

forthcoming Science Reference bindery items 
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GOALS: 

• To clear up the backlog 
• To delegate the unassigned tasks 

Priorities among goals: 

• Primary assignments must be complete 
• Time frame for iinassigned work must be established 
• Procedures must be agreed upon 
• Quality control and work review must be built into the process and communicated to 

the PACE Team 

FINALIZING PROPOSAL: 

Need to know: 
• Start date 
• Team membership 
• Established priorities 
• Quality control 
• Measure for progress 
• Progress report 
• Communication plan 

•PACE 
•Others 

• Other resources needed 
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Subject: Your opinion is needed 

Processing Services is the department in Central University Libraries responsible 
for ordering materials, creating PONI records and preparing materials for the 
shelf. Staff in Processing Services would appreciate your taking a few minutes to 
answer these questions so that we can provide better service. 

1. Do you request materials to be purchased through Central University Libraries? 
Yes No 

If yes, often? 

2. Are you satisfied with the service you receive in purchasing materials? 
Yes No 

If no or if you have experienced any dissatisfaction with this service, please explain 
and be as specific as possible. 

3. Do you experience problems in locating materials in the PONI catalog? 
Yes No 

If yes please explain. 

4. What service in ordering or locating materials are we not currently providing? 

Thank you for your help. 
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Library use survey 

To help us better serve you, please take a moment to answer these questions about S.M.U. Libraries 

Name (optional) 

Course of study 

1. How often do you use S.M.U. libraiy materials? 

2. Do the S.M.U. libraries adequately support your studies? 
If no, please elaborate. 

3. Do you experience problems in locating materials using the PONI 
catalog? 
If yes, please elaborate. 

4. Is there enough information in the PONI record to find what you want? 
If no please elaborate. 

5. What additional services, especially regarding locating materials, are we 
not currently providing? 

6. Any additional comments? 
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WORK FLOW TEAM CHARTER 

SHARED ANP MEANINGFUL PURPOSE: 

PURPOSE 
• To document the tasks and procedures of all staff in Processing Services 
• To document the path of all types of materials through Processing Services 

DESCRIPTION OF OPPORTUNITY OR PROBLEM 
• To identify tasks and procedures and to document current operations 

IMPORTANCE OR VALUE TO PROCESSING SERVICES, PACE, AND CUL 
• Better awareness of the "big picture" for Processing Services staff 
• Tasks and procedures documented 
• Establishment of a measuring point 
• Opportunity for Processing Services staff to participate in the re-engineering 

process and to operate across departmental boundaries 

DESIRED STATE 
• Tasks and procedures identified and documented for all staff 
• Opportunity for the three departments in Processing Services to work as a 

single unit 
• A cross-departmental awareness of other workflows resulting in a better 

knowledge of the "big picture" 
• Clear understanding of the flow of materials through Processing Services 

SPECIFIC AND CHALLENGING GOALS: 

PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
• Identification and documentation of tasks and procedures 
• Documentation of flow of materials through Processing Services 

GOALS 
• A document that explains the tasks and procedures of each staff member in 

Processing Services 
• A document that explains and identifies the flow of materials through 

Processing Services 

PRIORITIES AMONG GOALS 
• To be determined by the Work Flow Tearn 

BOUNDARIES OR CONSTRAINTS 
• Desired completion by February 28,1997 (to be determined by the Work 

Flow Team) 
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• Agreement upon procedures and assignments among Work Flow Team 
members 

• Work Flow Team will make a presentation to PACE and Processing Services 
upon conclusion 

• Work Flow Team will determine a team leader and communicate to PACE 

RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS 
• To be determined by the Work Flow Team; Work Flow Team should consider 

PACE as a resource if needs arise, such as materials, time, money, meeting 
space, etc. 

CLEAR ROLES: 

ROLES 
Sponsor: PACE 
Team leader. To be determined by the Work Flow Team 
Team members: 

SHARED RESPONSIBILITY 

• Decision making by consensus; fall-back to 2/3 majority vote 

COMMON AND COLLABORATIVE APPROACH: 

OPERATING PROCEDURES 
• To be determined by the Work Flow Team; Team should discuss and agree 

on how often they meet, communicate with each other, responsibilities, etc. 
PRELIMINARY WORK PLAN 
• Identify team plan and strategies 
• Announce team plan and strategies via a Processing Services staff meeting 

before work begins (date to be determined by the Work Flow Team) 

POTENTIAL BARRIERS TO SUCCESS 
• To be determined by the Work Flow Team 
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Name: 

Workflow Survey 

Type of Materials: 

• Books • Serials • Visual Materials • Mixed Materials • Maps • Scores • Sound Recordings 

• Computer Files 

Type of Acquisition: 

• (Ms • Standing Orders • Automatics • Theses • Firm Orders • Approvals 
• Documents/Depository • Materials in Hand 

Order check (pre-input) Removing duplicates Searching B&T Link 
Processing request 
cards(manual and 
electronic) 

Searching bibliographic 
aids 

Pre-processing of material 
in hand items 

PO/request card matchup Rbase processing 

Bibliographic Activities: 
Searching NOTIS Searching OCLC Downloading from OCLC 
Updating OCLC Creating provisional 

records 
Creating original authority 
records 

Creating original 
bibliographic records 

Inputting original records 
into OCLC 

Copy cataloging (DLC) 

Copy cataloging (Member) Checking member copy 
cataloging 

Authority verification 
• a. Names 
• b. Subject 
• c. Series 

Consulting in-house 
procedures manuals 
(cataloging) 

Verifying call numbers, 
shelflisting 

Consulting cataloging tools 
(AACR2, CONSER 
documentation, Subject 
Cataloging Manual, etc.) 

Consulting classification 
schedules 

Creating/updating series Creating OPR's 

Establishing/changing 
locations in NOTIS 

Opening packages Flagging On-line verification 
Physical checking - spot 
checking for defects 

Pulling of acquisition 
paperwork 

Matching books to packing 
lists or invoices 

Delivering materials Canceling orders OPR check-in 
Closing OPR's 



118 

Receiving vendor invoices Creating NOTIS invoices Approving invoices 
Sending NOTIS electronic 
invoices to 
Campus Financial 
Accounting System 

Matching detail of 
expenditures to our 
transaction records 

Sending hard copies of 1 

vendor invoices/matched 
with vouchers to j 
Accounting 

Vendor record 
creating/editing 

Matching vouchers with 
vendor invoices 

Periodicals gifts and 
exchange : 

Statement follow-up. Budget reports ! 

Database Maintenance: 
Recataloging Adding copies Creating/updating item 

records 
Transfering to different 
locations 

Withdrawing volumes/titles Relinking 

Check-in: 
• a. multi-volume sets 
• b. serials 
• c. periodicals 

Name/Subject New 
Headings List: 

0 a. Searching OCLC 
• b. Transferring to 

NOTIS 
• c. Detecting errors 
• d. Correcting errors 

Series New Headings List 
0 a. Searching NOTIS 
0 b. Searching OCLC 
• c. Transferring to 

NOTIS 
• d. Detecting errors 
• e. Correcting errors 

Glob/Glch Error reports LCSH reports 
Claiming Correcting index errors Closing OPR's 
Post-bindery updating Consulting hoidings 

documentation (USMARC, 
ANSI) 

Consulting in-house 
procedures manuals 
(periodicals, ordering, 
holdings, etc.) 

IV [iscellaneous: 
Technical maintenance and 
support 

End-processing End-processing checking 

Committee participation Professional reading Procedure rewrite 
Meetings Training Supervision 
Storage area maintenance Workshops, seminars, 

classes, etc. 
Reporting errors to OCLC 

Administrative: 
Business correspondence Filing Mail distribution 
Monthly statistics Vendor visits Supply management 
Flag preparation EBSCO reports Checking publisher's 

renewal notices/invoices 

Other: 
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WORK PATH SHEET 
Instructions: 

Please write in your name and what work flow you are documenting. This sheet is for work flows which 
are not associated with specific materials; for example, series headings lists, authority work, serials 
updating, etc. 

PERSON TASK PROCESS 
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VISION STATEMENT 

Processing Services provides expejt bibliographic control, acquisitions, financial and database maintenance 

functions. It provides these services by balancing process, results and relationships. 

Process 

Processing Services is a learning organization that emphasizes continual learning among its staff. It values 

continuous improvement, efficiency, effectiveness, accuracy, accountability, high standards and a user-

friendly environment. Processing Services strives to provide a shared and meaningful purpose to work that 

inspires staff to do their best and creates an enjoyable environment for team learning where synergy and 

collaboration are key. It fosters systems thinking, a holistic perspective, which creates a sense of 

connectedness to all of CUL as well asi the University. 

Relationships 

Processing Services values the open exchange of ideas, a user friendly customer focus, and open 

communication with all stakeholders. It operates in a team based environment where shared responsibility, 

collaboration, acknowledgment and accountability are the norm. 

Results 

Processing Services does what is right: for CUL. Library users benefit from Processing Services ability to 

respond to the diverse needs of its stakeholders with seamless and responsive service. There is an 

environment in which Processing Sendees' values are realized and staff are recognized and respected for 

their expertise. 
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PROCESSING SERVICES 
TEAM STRUCTURE 

Introduction 

The fa™ structure of Processing Services consists of one team that is cross-divisional within CUL and eight 
twin; that are within the internal structure of Processing Services. Staff members serve on multiple teams 
and all fan™ are closely interconnected within the overall structure. This summary of the team structure is 
a work in progress and will change and evolve over time as a result of the Division's focus on continuous 
quality improvement Details involved in performing the daily tasks of Processing Services will be worked 
out in the implementation phase of the project. 

CUL Processing Priorities Team (PPT) 
(10 members) 

PURPOSE: 
To provide an ongoing forum for coming to agreement on CUL-wide priorities for 
Processing Services 

OPPORTUNITY: 
To eliminate conflicting priorities 
To communicate decisions clearly 
To establish criteria for CUL's Processing Services priorities 
To reevaluate priorities as needed 
To evaluate new services for inclusion in priorities 

MEMBERSHIP: 
Representatives from Hamon, Science, Fondren, Collection Development, CMIT, DeGolyer Special 
Collections, Systems, and Processing Services Leadership Team 

REPRESENTATIVE TASKS: 
• Decide on criteria for ranking of projects 

Communicate new projects 
Enhance working relationships within CUL 

SUCCESS: 
Effective collaboration on CUL priorities 
Accountability for following priorities achieved 
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-Internal Team Structure-

Leadership Team 
(5 members) 

PURPOSE: 
To ensure a cohesive efficient quality Processing Services, emphasizing continuous 
improvement in support of CUL and its mission. 

OPPORTUNITY: 
To effectively oversee and coordinate Processing Services activities 
To foster a collaborative environment 
To facilitate skillful decision making within Processing Services 
To provide a climate in which values can be realized and accomplishment is acknowledged 
To provide a forum for exploration, research and strategic planning 
To represent Processing Services issues and concerns to others 
To define measurable standards of quality for Processing Services 
To encourage continual quality improvement 

MEMBERSHIP: 
Representatives from acquisitions/fiscal management (Murphy) and bibliographic/authority control (Bird) 
areas of Processing Services and the Priorities Implementation (Sherwood), Training (Lattimore) and 
Technology (Maupin) Teams. 

REPRESENTATIVE TASKS: 

• Serve as members of the Executive Committee (Bird, Murphy) 
• Administer Processing Services activities 
• Provide communications and standardized reports 
• Collaborate on personnel decisions 
• Coordinate activities of other teams 

SUCCESS: 
Forward looking strategic planning to produce targeted results 
Healthy team member relationships 
Work processes managed effectively 
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Priorities Implementation Team (PIT) 
(approximately 3 members) 

PURPOSE: 
To communicate, coordinate, facilitate agreed upon CUL/Processing Services priorities 

OPPORTUNITY: 
To provide a single point of entry for questions, requests, problems, tasks 
To efficiently manage the distribution of tasks 
To identify potential conflicts among priorities 
To provide responsive, timely communication to stakeholders 
To streamline workflow 
To provide a clear understanding of all projects and tasks 

MEMBERSHIP: 
Team Leader: Tammy Sherwood 

Representatives from three major functional areas: acquisitions, bibliographic control, receipt/holdings 

REPRESENTATIVE TASKS: 

• Provide centralized point and methods for communication or questions 
• Enforce PPT priorities 
• Monitor workload within Processing Services 
• Respond to requests for information or services 
SUCCESS: 
Seamless efficient flow of materials into Processing Services 
All CUL staff know where to bring questions 
Prompt responses to questions and requests 
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Continuations Team 
(approximately 7-8 members) 

PURPOSE: 
To design, implement; communicate and continually evaluate a process that ensures 
efficient; timely access to materials received as continuations (standing orders, 
periodicals) 

OPPORTUNITY: 
To provide a clear understanding of processes for all staff 
To create a seamless workflow 
To provide backup and cross training 
To provide effective communication in regard to these materials 

MEMBERSHIP: 
Staff who work with continuations 

REPRESENTATIVE TASKS 
Create orders 
Check-in of materials 
Enter bibliographic records 
Process renewal lists 
Claim 
Withdraw 
Transfer 
Bar code cleanup 

Complete bibliographic information 

SUCCESS: 

More efficient processes due to reduced handling of materials 
Cross training and backup 
Expanded skill levels for members of the team. 



128 

Requisitions Team 
(approximately 7-8 members) 

PURPOSE: 
To design, implement; communicate and continually evaluate a process that ensures 
efficient; timely access to materials received as requisitions (firm orders, 
approvals) 

OPPORTUNITY: 
To provide a clear understanding of processes for all staff 
To create a seamless workflow 
To provide backup and cross training 

To provide effective communication in regard to these materials 

MEMBERSHIP: 
Staff who work with single/one time receipts. 

REPRESENTATIVE TASKS 
Create orders 
Check-in materials 
Enter bibliographic records 
Complete bibliographic information 
Withdraw 
Transfer 

Bar code cleanup 

SUCCESS: 

More efficient processes due to reduced handling of materials 
Cross training and backup 
Expanded skill levels for members of the team. 
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Training Team 
(approximately 3-4 members) 

PURPOSE: 
To identify needs, coordinate, implement and document training for Processing Services 

OPPORTUNITY: 
To establish minimum basic curriculum for staff in Processing Services 
To coordinate Processing Services related outreach training efforts 
To collaborate with other training providers such as ITS, LEAD, SMU Human Resources, Unit Heads 
To create a centralized documentation center for Processing Services functions 
To manage and provide upkeep of training documentation 

MEMBERSHIP: 
Team Leader: Clare Lattimore 
Processing Services staff who have interest and skills in the area of training. 

REPRESENTATIVE TASKS: 
• Coordinate training in Processing Services 
• Maintain training documentation 
• Coordinate resource room 

SUCCESS: 
Proactive timely educational program that meets the differing needs of all staff 
Easy access to pertinent documentation 
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Technology Team 
(approximately 3-4 members) 

PURPOSE: 
To coordinate and perform activities related to hardware and software management for 
Processing Services 
To act as liaison for Processing Services with Systems Librarian and other technical 
services support staff 
To assess need and make recommendations for technological improvements 
To coordinate training needs in the area of technology in collaboration with the Training 
Team 

OPPORTUNITY: 
To increase technical expertise in Processing Services 
To enable a more rapid response to technological changes 
To communicate technological needs in order to help establish funding priorities 
To provide high quality, broad-based training in technology for Processing Services 

MEMBERSHIP: 
Team Leader: Andrea Maupin 
Processing Services staff with technical skills and library management system functional experts. 

REPRESENTATIVE TASKS: 
• Install hardware and software 
• Maintain equipment 
• Coordinate testing 
• Act as liaison with Systems Librarian 
• Recommend equipment to purchase 
• Maintain hardware inventory 

SUCCESS: 
Collaborative working relationship with the Systems Librarian that supports proactive equipment and LMS 
management 
Provides effective educational component for members of Processing Services 
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Bibliographic Control Team 
(approximately 9-10 members) 

PURPOSE: 
To provide cataloging and authority control expertise 
To ensure timely provision of cataloging regardless of type of material 
To follow national standards and monitor cataloging / authorities trends to provide 
direction and set internal cataloging policy 

OPPORTUNITY: 
To provide education and backup for cataloging and authority functions 
To act as a cataloging and authorities resource for other teams 
To evaluate the impact of technological changes on cataloging and authority control 
To set and communicate cataloging and authority control policies 
To ensure a consistently high quality of bibliographic and authority control 

MEMBERSHIP: 
Librarians and staff with cataloging, database management and authority control responsibilities. 

REPRESENTATIVE TASKS: 
• Resolve difficult cataloging problems 
• Provide original cataloging 
•• Act as resource for Processing Services staff 
• Maintain authority control 
• Work with new headings lists and error reports 
• Monitor bibliographic standards 

SUCCESS: 
High quality user friendly database of bibliographic information 
Rapid resolution of cataloging and authority problems 
Librarians with the ability to catalog multiple types of material 
Collaboration with other teams to ensure bibliographic and authority control based on external and internal 
standards 
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Vendor Relations Team 
(approximately 6 members) 

PURPOSE: 
To coordinate the activities between Processing Services and vendors and work with 
University accounting 

OPPORTUNITY: 
To provide back-up and cross training for current vendor related operations 
To create a more seamless workflow 
To create the opportunity for an increased level of service, turn around and delivery 
To increase the fulfillment level of orders 
To enable the evaluation of vendors 
To improve quality of the database by removing unobtainable orders quickly 

REPRESENTATIVE TASKS: 
• Claim requisitions 
• Record vendor reports 
• Post payment 
• Work with vendors 
• Interface with campus accounting office 
• Coordinate vendor files with other SMU libraries 

MEMBERSHIP: 

Staff responsible for fiscal management, vendor relations, and vendor products 

SUCCESS: 

Excellent working relationships with vendors that enhance Processing Service's ability to understand and 
evaluate trends 
Effective use of technological advances in acquisitions 
Prompt, cost effective service 
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STAKEHOLDER PROBLEM STATEMENTS 

The following table incorporates all comments received from our stakeholders. Text in italics was inserted 
for purposes of clarification. 

Need to/Need for statements from wall sheets 
'it is not a speedy process' 
'processing is sometimes slow down there* 
"I've requested books before and they have just disappeared completely. The have to DO a search and 
find them all again by then it was too late/* 
"what does 'in-process* mean" 
"who or how to contact PS when I find what appears to be an error..." 
(need) Better directories in each library so we can see 'at a glance* where things are located 
(problems with PONI) often times material says 'no circ info available* 
(problems with PONI) when foreign titles are inconsistently spelled & punctuated 
(problems with PONI) when there are alternative spellings to the names 
(wants) more periodicals! 
(need) to define PS role 
(need) to develop a role for PS within a formal program 
...more efficient if we had more psychology journals 
(need to provide) accessing 
(need to provide) organizing 
(need to) filter out information 
Abrasive attitude; efforts to cooperate rebuked 
Access (easy & clear for user & staff) to conference publications in issues of periodicals/serials 
Access to databases at nearby schools (possibly via the web) would be nice 
Accurate bibliographic records 
Acquisitions Department is over worked 
Acquisitions needs to allow other departments to create OPRs 
Acquisitions needs to stop having to download bib records-automatics 
Acquisitions should not download OCLC bib records when not specialized in that area 
Anticipate impact of Link on changing locations of materials (database impact), holdings data, esp. for 
dead titles 
Antiquarian materials may not be getting cataloged at the level they should be/not enough subject 
headings, no way to communicate need for extra detail 
Artificial management structure conflicts with efficient flow 
Attempt to understand points in question 
Attitude of PS to others, unwillingness to train to assist; PS greater concern re errors 
Attitude of PS: Lack of collaborativeness / difference of opinion on value of material / whose 
responsibility the work is / Priority / not buying into the idea of an inventory / follow through / Lack of 
trust between depts. (checked items out to PS) 
Backbiting 
Backlog (cyclical) 
Backlog of 'L-number* books: no record in PONI: no current way of integrating this backlog into 
current cataloging 
Backlog of:® red flag materials (many are serials); •acquisitions materials both pre & post NOTIS; 
ephemera (printed, non-book) too expensive to catalog in traditional sense; how to handle photographs 
& manuscripts. 
Backlog-new orders may not come evenly & PS should not expect even flow of orders 
Bar-code clean up 
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Base process on user needs 
Become more visible 
Becoming more dependent on electronic access & budget implications can impact direction of PS 
position 
Better access to laser printer from 2nd floor 
Better assessment 
Better coordination of Victor's undone tasks (huge backlog) 
Better organization needed 
Better training, software 
Beware of taking on new projects; focus on maintaining clean database 
Bibliographic control of data files, ex., merger of data & paper (records) for ease of access for user 
Bibliographic control of govt, materials up to date/complete 
Bigger computer monitors 
Bigger picture issues 
Binding - serials: adjusting holdings & item records; even transportation of materials is a 
problem/difficulty: duplication of effort in process 
Binding decisions have to be communicated to PS rather than having security to do directly; ability to 
change & do so rather than request 
Books/periodicals coming with some sort of AV material (i.e. CD-ROMs): needs to be separated from 
main item 
Break down hierarchical relationships 
Breakdown of communication between departments 
Bridwell is not open late enough 
Bridwell is so far from Fondren 
Can't take breaks together 
Cataloging: backlog of 'red flag' books are not being done; these are serials & monographic sets/lack of 
professional staff to handle these problems 
Centralize all holdings across processing units (Law & Bridwell) 
Certain sets or series are classed separately when they should be classed together - user access 
Change leads to need for update; current training 
Changes are communicated in a timely manner 
Changes made in PS could have ripple effect on other areas: keep in mind when considering solutions 
Clarification of data in NOTIS/system records: appears in database before item on shelf (end-
processing lag time); sharing knowledge about system 
Clarify/Revisit agreements on priority of materials being processed 
Clean-up, esp. serials. Need to complete; limited staff in PS & workflow demands have hampered, need 
more cooperation among staff to resolve problem 
Cleaner work environment provided by janitorial service 
Collection development practices interfere with PS workflow 
Collection Development director asks for top priority over daily tasks 
Communicate PS needs to Pub. Serv. 
Communication is a problem here; clarify & communicate 
Communication response of "I don't do this*' 
Communication: no response; delayed response, inappropriate response 
Competitiveness 
Computer policies are outdated. Your are treated like a child. You have to ask permission to do 
anything. You can't touch PONI without asking for help. They think we don't have a brain. 
Consistent & quality communication (e-mail) 
Cooperation among dept. heads who keep results in mind 
Copy prices are too high. Some schools only charge 5 cents to cover paper costs. Why do they have to 
make a profit on copies. 
could provide better service if ref. resources & subject bibliographies were not split between Z class & 
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subject class. 
Could there be individual 'ambassador'/liaison for other units (account manager) or resource list by 
type of question 
Create & provide better Internet access 
Create new process with better routing & communication patterns 
Cross-departmental teams to address problems/crises 
CUL centralized binding position needs to be filled 
CUL has been automation systems leader, however falling behind 
CUL staff violate chain of command with ITS staff; creates more tension 
Dating on records for items on order - when will it be here? 
DeGolyer collection is very random (i.e., a book on Colorado backpacking was in there, but who wants 
to bother with the reception you get there. 
DeGolyer is a mystery, don't know just what is in there 
Detachment/weight of other responsibilities and transition in staff 
Devise a means to handle processing of all types of materials 
Dialog between Serials & Public services, esp. with electronic format & full text 
Difference of management styles among PS managers 
difficulty in actually making the computer connection to the catalog from office 
Pis-incentive to doing more, better,... 
Do away with annual evaluations- no reward, why do it? 
Do away with certain unnecessary statistics-how may books barcoded, etc.-or explain how the statistics 
are used 
Don't deal with PS much, stats, other info are our product 
Dragged into problems between Public and Processing 
Duplication of efforts 
Duplication of ordering functions & unevenness of flow. Need to correct, improve situation. If orders 
could be entered more directly via system - improve efficiency 
Educate leg, re: Tex Share 
Educational process 
Eliminate duplicate efforts, better coordination between Serials, Cataloging, Acquisitions-OCLC 
records with good serial 
Eliminate middle management 
entrance doors by the media center, across from student hall are always locked 
Everything is constantly changing 
expectations are rising-effects turnaround 
Expired action dates from OPRs come at bad times. Annoyance but workable 
Extend ourselves outside physical facility 
Extend participation in other areas of libraries: remote Gateway access; Public services points; 
cooperative purchases 
Feeling that PS does not have time for another problem 
Fondren PS is answering LAW reference questions now (Law stopped taking outside calls) 
Foreign Language Learning Center (FLLC) hours are terrible (9-6). Only place to get tapes or foreign 
language spell check for our papers. We don't get out of class early enough to get over there much less 
work. Plus they only take cash, no credit cards or checks. That is such a hassle. 
Gift book involvement: work more closely with other libraries collection development office; build 
better organizational infrastructure 
Gift books-more than expected given annually, cycles in relation to acquiring: dealing with in less 
regimented way; cross training; how to equalize flow: "once in the door a book is a book"; flexible way 
to handle 
Gifts treated as second class matls. & not given higher priority in PS; historical, reference matls., 
research importance 
great majority of the books in the library are from the 70*s. Professors count off if your references are 
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not current, at least in the 90's, esp. in technological fields. 
Had to change process (for) creating unlinked item records 
Half position in Serials (1/2 of Victor) is still available in Serials-needs to be found, uncovered, & filled 
Hamon needs sign to indicate what floor to find particular call numbers on (as Fondren has posted 
everywhere) 
Hierarchical management 
Hiring of a staff person From PS with recommendation, that did not work out; inaccuracies are still 
being cleared up (worst experience) 
History of bad communication between PS depts. 
Hold on UN collection creates space problems. Hold due to moratorium. Exacerbated by receiving law 
materials during their remodeling 
Holdings need to be kept up to date, esp. with withdrawals 
How can we work together: purchase together; work for discounts; preservation issues 
How to break down barriers 
How to communicate to office staff, need to know which grant funds money comes out of 
How to have more give and take, more input from PS to library office 
How to have more involvement at Public Services desks: build relationships; share expertise 
How to integrate non-print materials into the on-line catalog (need to discuss with PS staff) 
I get intimidated in the DeGolyer Library. I'd love to look at the trains but I feel like they are hawking 
over me, afraid I'll steal something. It's creepy. 
Identify areas that Public Services staff...can be trained to do some NOTIS record correction/adjustment 
tasks 
If you know how to use the program it is very easy (locate on PONI). Sometimes I find it not very 
precise 
ILL check out needs to appear in PONI for periodicals only 
Improve cooperation & communication 
Improvement & promotion of a better image & importance of the Libraries 
In DeGolyer you have to check in your Jbags, state why you're there, let you take only one piece of paper 
and a pencil in, it seems like they don't want you there. _ 
Inability to have all of collection on line (J.R. collection of LPs) 
Inadequate ordering system; increased access points needed (not currently searchable) (re: access 
points & searching in RBase system) 
Inconsistent cataloging (long standing problem) 
inform Shirley & Judy re communication problems 
Instead of going to CMIT which closes at 12, have computers with Internet access in the library, at 
least two per floor. 
Involve PS staff more with nature of teaching/learning functions; teach courses; membership 
(need) Issues of serials/periodicals identified when classed separately 
it would be great to have a coffee machine or break area in the library, a Barnes and Noble feel 
it would be great to have guest speakers, authors, storytellers, etc. 
It would be helpful if there was a pamphlet or brochure listing circulation policies for all SMU libraries 
It would be nice if there were abstracts for some books 
Items appear as 'in-process' yet not at (unit) physically 
Job description needs to be written for centralized binding position 
Job descriptions need reviewing 
Job procedures for all staff positions 
Key words often result in either hundreds of items or nothing, & there is no way I know to narrow or 
expand searches 
Lack of accountability 
Lack of collaboration 
Lack of collaboration / facilitation / team skills 
Lack of collaboration to set priorities 
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Lack of communication between Doc. & PS 
Lack of communications between Coi Dev. & Reference 
Lack of consistent expectations between 3 PS depts. 
Lack of designated person for other libraries to contact 
Lack of empowerment from above 
Lack of enforce/#/ (clear-cut) priorities 
Lack of holdings info in NOTIS for serials & sets. DLL: impact on staff 
Lack of input on ordering & report generation (re: RBase system) 
Lack of knowledge of job priorities among Processing Services staff 
Lack of knowledge on withdrawal procedures; lost books are in limbo 
Lack of leadership 
Lack of on-line access to info is the problem (order info.) 
Lack of planning & organization w/in PS 
Lack of recognition 
Lack of respect & realization that Sci. staff care about the integrity of the database. Share 
responsibility, esp. in branches perhaps 
Lack of respect for managers & others 
Lack of respect of PS by other depts. 
Lack of respect of PS opinions 
Lack of respect w/in PS for each other & with outside units 
Lack of trust 
Lack of understanding about busy times of year; how to have better interaction & respect busy times; 
how to have respect for each others calendars 
Lack of understanding for PS experti se 
Lack of understanding of our role 
Lack of vision and goals in PS 
Leftover bar-codes 
Less talk - more action 
Limitation of 250 entries on index screen in NOTIS 
Link to e-journals(decide which to add) 
(Need) List of priorities: databases, reference materials, govt, docs. 
Locating info, in database. Need for additional / improved access points 
Location (within library) of book designated on PONI 
look up books only to find them in foreign languages 
Low enthusiasm/morale/fun 
Magazines are odd and obscure. Want ones like Car & Driver, Sports Illustrated, Cosmopolitan, PC 
World,... 
Management has no credibility 
Management has worsened since process has begun 
Management is unwilling to follow through 
Management need to give clear directions with specific deadlines with authority & freedom to get the 
job done 
Managers don't know how to perform tasks in their own departments 
Managers need a better understanding of their own departments 
Managers need cross training 
Message in system 'item no longer available-ask librarian for assistance' is confusing & ambiguous, 
needs to be changed 
Missing books have been a problem; yet there does not always seem to be a concerted effort to order 
new copies of a missing item _ _ _ 
Doesn't know which account money came out of... internal bookkeeping problem 
More money to spend 



139 

Must act quickly 
Must be more improved developer of services related to Internet information in relation to other library 
consortia 
Must educate Faculty 
Must handle electronic info better 
Need ability to add more notes for better access to info (improve) 
Need clarification/understanding of how things move through the pipeline, the nitty gritty of that 
Need Dewey reclassed 
Need for a database & centralized area for preservation 
Need for cross training 
Need for documentation for programs on our computers-everyone using a program needs access to a 
manual 
Need for greater understanding 
Need for standardized item conditions 
Need greater link with Processing & Public Services, esp. as related to electronic access 
Need liaison from PS to look out for Hamon interests. Often do not know who to contact 
Need manuscript cataloging, 4000 sq. ft.-the building of a collection guide in place; then moving to 
format(MARC) for sharing with users (on-line access) 
Need Maps cataloged 
Need more effective networks between library staff and other info systems 
Need OPR for gifts; no way of knowing how the matl. was received, if rec'd. regularly; if must request 
additional editions 
Need staff training for CD ROM products, concept, format & more time consuming to manage 
Need stronger voice in curriculum 
Need to avoid waste of human resources 
Need to be able to shift books around & reflect that in the database quickly, esp. serial locations, multi-
part publications 
Need to break down barriers 
(Need to break down barriers) to build relationships 
(Need to break down barriers) to have more faculty communication 
Need to handle, resolve Binding staff and responsibilities 
Need to partner with commercial vendors 
Need to provide alternative access 
Need to put recital tapes on-line (unique performance, not available elsewhere) 
Need to stop duplication of work 
Need to think differently about information 
New demands need to be balanced with existing work 
No accountability-tasks are assigned with no follow-up 
No clear lines of communication 
No complete works (contents notes) in system<AV&books> i.e. Norton Anthology (set) not 
individually indexed so patrons do not know what is available 
No consistent forum for communication 
No CUL vision/ goals/ team 
No cute words, no psycho-babble, etc. 
no encouragement to lead 
No idea what PS is like 
No input into collection development 
No Kronos 
No need for separate Serials Dept. based on current direction 
No opportunity to help expedite collection development processes 
No order data available on the public side of PONI 
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No orientation for new people - resource list/understanding the process 
No recognition of PS as service to user 
No reward for personal growth, no money 
No rewards, incentives in PS 
No sense of shared responsibility 
no support for new initiatives 
No support from management for personal growth 
Non-periodical microfilm not cataloged & unavailable to users (British Museum Manuscript Coll.) 
Not being backed up... (worst experience) 
Not enough give and take - 2-way communication 
Not sure who does what in PS: withdrawals; typos in bibliographic records 
NOTIS introduction (reduced ordering) (worst experience) 
(need) OCLC export from our workstations 
Old materials appear after long period of time, appear at a bad time (i.e., gap of time between sending 
problems to PS & return) 
One week check out period can be very difficult when working on papers 
Ongoing dialog between stakeholders 
Open up dialog 
Pay increases not in keeping with work 
People unavailable when needed (i.e., sometimes can 7 find people in PS when needed) 
Perhaps PS should have more training in aspects of Public Service. Public Service units are PS 
customers 
Periodical [title] changes are only in the PONT long view 
Periodicals not coordinated effort between check-in, binding, holdings. Better coordination for all of 
CUL periodicals 
Periodicals: no communication regarding when periodicals are away for repair 
(need) Positive feedback & acknowledgment of job well done, regularly 
Prefer direct communication between parties 
Prioritize gift processing 
Problems with accessing maps collection through PONI 
Proc. Svcs should take on all technical services functions (i.e., periodicals, holdings) 
Provide collection development support 
Provide Faculty liaison 
Provide holdings data 
Provide improved access to fiction 
Provide improved access to Internet 
Provide retrospective conversion for materials not represented by MARCIVE records 
Providing number of points of access is important 
PS attitude (bad) 
PS depts. don't reflect even distribution of flow (of work) 
(need) PS email address for questions 
PS needs to be more familiar with status messages appearing in PONI 
PS needs to be more creative, innovative 
PS should do all of the bindery processing 
(need) PS Website for FAQs 
Public & Processing Services must be partners with each other and others 
Quality control on end-processing, i.e., donor plates put on crooked, illustrations covered; disrespectful 
of materials, treatment of books 
Quit being insular 
Raises - above the cost of living (bring it up to a living wage) 
RBase not integrated with other systems 
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Realization of not handling, responding to change in optimum way (OCLC, NOTIS & present changes) 
Recent reorganization procedure 
Recent slow down 
Recognition of donors: plates; timelines in processing; public relations of library 
Red tape involved with green flags & Fort Burgwin books 
Relabeling due to error labels (minor problem) 
Removed from PS activities; "if a nuclear bomb exploded in PS it would not affect the work I do"; 
concern about disconnection 
Replacement procedures ("down the tubes" since reors) 
Resources in Digital Commons not cataloged but used heavily 
Respect among colleagues for skills 
Respond promptly 
Responsibility with no authority 
Retrospective serials holdings need to be completed 
Room 4=Secret Garden 
Rules & guidelines need to be developed for ordering 
Rules & guidelines need to be developed for rush ordering; what constitutes a rush order (need to stop 
allowing orders to be rushed) 
Scattered signals from director 
Science library is so dull, "same as the 50's photographs!" 
Science library needs a major makeover 
Science library study rooms are "always empty because they 'look like ass" 
(seen as) 2nd class because PS doesn't deal directly with customer 
Sense of division between PS staff and Management 
Serials back files not entered 
Serials cataloging-frustration with communications & expectations by PS regarding serials cataloging 
Serials is the place to start 
Sewers backed up (worst experience) 
Short hours at Bridwell & ISEM make it impossible for students working full time to utilize the library 
Sometimes they don't have the book, specially the newest edition I am looking for 
Sound collection at Hamon while exhaustive in some areas, is spotty in others; sheet music collection is 
much the same; a lot of unusual works, but not many copies of standards (or the copies are old, out of 
date) 
Staff needs clear lines of direction/review of the reporting structure 
Standardize communication 
Still have need for more leadership & vision 
(need) Storage after filtering 
Strong regional role taken, more needed! 
(need enhanced) Subject access to information 
Sunday hours should be open by 10AM 
Supervisors need to know what their own people do 
Take greater leadership role 
Take initiative for web site creation 
Take over bib. control of docs. 
Technology infrastructure was undeveloped: put Processing behind 
the desks in the library are so old 
The fine structure is ridiculous (once had a pamphlet misplaced, the fine was $120 but the replacement 
cost was only $.80. If you are gone for a weekend and forget to turn in books it could cost you $50 or 
more. I can see some fine but not $1 a day per book! 
the hallway between the media center and Fondren library is locked off because no one can sit there! 
You have to go outside and all the way around to get in. Hassle in the rain! 
the instructions to run the computers are not very clear. They hate it when you ask for help, they say the 
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instructions are right there! 
the libraries are too split up on campus 
The sign over the DeGolyer Library says Fondren. When you go in there you get a suspicious greeting 
The tricky part is learning how to make my keyword searches specific enough to get the information I 
need 
the west stack is so spooky. If you screamed no one would hear you! 
the west stack needs carpet, lighting, paint, cover the graffiti, the ceilings are about 5 feet, it's like a 
cave in there 
There is a shortage of music & recordings for the viola. The library has some obscure viola works but 
lacks the more common repertoire. 
There should be somewhere in the library that you can talk above a whisper, say a lounge or something. 
It could be fan to meet at the library but it is not. 
Things need to be dealt with daily, how to encourage prompt response/availability of staff (esp. between 
9:30-10:00) 
Time consuming to get the exact wording necessary 
Timeliness; esp. with acquisitions. 60-70% are unique items, problem with vendors: credibility problem 
with vendors 
Timing problem when staff out of office its a problem if no one can come up (to help) 
To be able to set priorities for Library automation-out of ITS & into Library 
to set up liaisons, but let Public Services take the lead 
too many foreign language books 
Too many layers of management to get things done 
Too much concentration/focus on individual units 
Too much time between cataloging & end processing. Items show up on PONI before they get to the 
stacks 
took 2 yrs to get collection cataloged but is pleased with product 
Total lack of team work 
Tracking capabilities in PS; items not found but still appear on PONI as available; in-process materials 
Training to read/understand system records 
P.S. treated like a handmaiden 
Understanding of entire workflow 
uninventoried gifts aren't being processed 
Up to date holdings 
Us vs. Them attitude 
Use of student help for searching, moving boxes, etc. 
Users need to be prioritized 
Using staff to fallest/best capabilities, & need training/quick reference sheets, "just go to the NOTIS 
manual" is not helpful . 
Want / need training & respect 
We could not imagine seeing a book review in Time magazine and finding a copy of it in any SMU 
Library. 
We need positive feedback from managers 
We need rewards! (raises) 
We see stacks and stacks of unshelved books by the caged area/circulation desk. They must not be very 
efficient if they let them pile up like that. 
We use other libraries, city, other colleges, because they have current books and they have books just 
for fan, which SMU doesn't. ' 
We usually get great help from the librarians 
We vs. Them mentality 
We want windows 
We would like more amnesty days, maybe once a month 
we would love access to the balcony on the 4th floor of Fondren 
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what does "Processing Services Change Management" mean? no one in Public Services knnwc 
When I use title search, I usually don't get anything. Title search does not work at all 
Who sets priorities-all sides need input. Public Services, PS, etc. 
Without the 3 managers, there are no boundaries 
Work 9 mos. per year/4 days a week/ from home 
Work is cyclical in collection development: problems might be addressed through redistribution within 
collection development. 
Workflow to be more equally distributed 
Worst Thing: Fear of Change, destructive response 
would be very helpfiil to be able to search (Keyword) on the location field 
Would like a client/server module with on-line acquisitions, as things are now POs are hard to keep 
track of 
Would like PS to work more with Govt. Docs. & Maps 
would like to see dialog between 'customers' & PS in order to make decisions about task prinriti7atinn 

Would like to see process of workflow diagrammed with key contacts 
Would prefer more dialog/better understanding 
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PACE SOLUTION STATEMENTS BY CATEGORY 

The following is a list of the solutions statements received during the solutions phase of the PACE Project. 
Three open Solutions Meetings were held on April 18 (2 mtgs.) and April 21. A solutions meeting for 
Processing Services staff was held on May 5 and the PACE Team met with Maureen Pastine on May 8. 
Additional comments were received via email and written submissions. Following most statements is a root 
cause statement number (see the "Root Cause Analysis Summary"). These numbers were assigned by the 
PACE Team during their analysis of the solutions. Some statements were repeated as they fell into more 
than one category and a few statements were not assigned numbers. They were considered as outside the 
scope of the project or had been encompassed in a similar statement. From these solutions statements the 
PACE Team focused on those solutions which were of the greatest benefit to CUL. 

SOLUTIONS STATEMENTS Root 
Cause 

# 
Anonymous suggestion box - electronic or physical 
Communicate conflict in priorities to stakeholders to help each other set priorities - feedback 
and communication on a daily basis 
Communicate when you can't do something 
Communication of errors via an electronic forum/find a way to incorporate a copy of the 
record/training and instruction 
Create a forum to help set priorities - forum needs to include all departments and/or libraries 
Electronic pipeline ("suggestion box") to PS for acq. and database maintenance info that is 
easily accessible for users (customers) 
Electronic way to send a problem to 1 place, e-mail with a response 
Empower PS staff to work on gift collection backlogs 
Establish a CUL collaborative process to reach understanding and agreement on criteria to help 
determine priorities in Processing Services and establish a regular forum to make shared 
decisions on priorities using the above criteria. 
Establish contact person in PS to all Public Service units 
Establish liaison for each unit (library) 
Establish steering committee to set priorities for special projects, recataloging, etc. 
Every meetings minutes should go out to everybody. Maybe a minutes listserv that could be 
subscribed to - broad base communication 
Facilitated, regular, ongoing forum for staff to share in decision making priorities that get to the 
E.C. with built-in response system 
Flexibility in communication 
Forum for prioritizing tasks 
Forum needs to be CUL-wide, interdepartmental 
Have more efficient relationships with Coll. Dev. from Fondren and Science 
Human interest stories in CUL newsletter about all CUL (to build a sense of community in 
CUL) 
Keep a full staff 
Liaison from the library units to Processing 
Master list of priorities or a decision tree 
Middle management level should have meetings, CUL-wide 
Need for re-focusing CUL-wide ; periodically have meetings to decide what's important, why 
we are here 
Need more all CUL staff meetings with more discussion and dialog and less being talked to / at 
convenient (more) times 
Priority list should be flexible, not static and reviewed periodically 
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Problem contact person 1.1 

Prompt responses (polite) from PS 1.1 

Provide necessary security to see technical services records 1.1 

PS would like prompt and polite responses too 1.1 

Published list of PS priorities - maybe on a web page - status report on projects on the web page 1.1 

Reach an agreement for a process on responding to requests or suggestions 1.1 

Receptive attitude and willingness to move problem on for you among staff of PS like an 
information desk 

1.1 

Share each other's annual reports so that everyone can see each other's accomplishments - state 
of the libraries 

1.1 

Should be meetings between public services and processing services to aid in communication in 
general 

1.1 

Take advantage of lines of communication that are open now 1.1 

Unit heads as liaison contacts 1.1 

Web version of our own directory with our own digitized pictures 1.1 

Website or e-mail address to report errors to 1.1 

"Take your PS person to work day" or the other way around - to share knowledge 1.2 

A redefined documented workflow process 1.2 

A single "gate-keeper" (electronic): someone who manages priorities like an air-traffic 
controller 

1.2 

A way to communicate to library staff that we are operating under certain standards (so no toes 
get stepped on) clearer understanding 

1.2 

Acquisitions - keep track of inflation with regard to Science periodicals 1.2 

Big white board in PS Dept. to chart projects & their status 1.2 

Develop a common language/terminology 1.2 

Develop a language for new technologies 1.2 

Develop a policy of response to all communications 1.2 

Education and explanation of records & how to standardize it 1.2 

Everyone should have a name plate at their desks - VISIBLE! 1.2 

Feed NOTIS problems to the functional experts 1.2 

Final report of workflow study 1.2 

Forge a close relationship with the systems librarian 1.2 

Give a tour (for new employees) of PS and tell what everybody does 1.2 

List with what staff members do as well as what their expertise is 1.2 

Look at possibility of redefining security on NOTIS 1.2 

Mission & Goals document (CUL) could be rearranged to incorporate the missions & goals of 
specific departments - a more practical approach 

1.2 

Ongoing orientations - who do you go to for what 1.2 

Organizational chart of who is in charge of what: webpage and paper copy 1.2 
Paper copy of list with names and who does what for everyone 1.2 
Periodic tours of PS/Annual tour & periodic tours for processing services staff to other units 1.2 
Physical tour for non PS staff as though they were a book - tour of the secret garden (not right 
away) 

1.2 

Provide Executive Committee and CUL more information about our priorities, demands, 
training needs, equipment needs, etc. 

1.2 

Ready reference with name & job description - maybe expand phone sheet to look like this 1.2 
Rename division as Information Processing Center 1.2 
Signage downstairs - departments and names of people 1.2 
Standardized flag for problem communication or a chart on who to contact for what problem -
may help solve "secret garden" perception 

1.2 

Bring library salaries up to par compared to other departments at SMU 1.3 
Create a forum to learn more about coworkers accomplishments & celebrate them 1.3 
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Employee of the week 1.3 

Establish a staff recognition award specifically for a PS staff member- based on criteria to be 
determined by PS staff. Also PS formal recognition of such excellence with a permanently 
mounted plaque(or 
bulletin board or ?) with the name(s) of all who have already won an award and all future award 

winners. 

1.3 

Have salary increases with promotions in title 1.3 

Higher salaries 1.3 

Hisher salaries would improve public image of SMU staff (known as underpaid) 1.3 

Just say thanks more often 1.3 

More annual bonuses 1.3 

Narrow the gap between clerical and professional salaries; pay based on skill, not just title 1.3 

Raises & promotions for PS 1.3 

Redistribute Wilson's salary among PS staff 1.3 

To have PS know that they are an important and appreciated part of CUL 1.3 

A forum to decide priorities that includes PS managers as well as other CUL units 2.1 

Concentrate cataloging efforts only on resources that are truly unique, items that only SMU & a 
few other institutions hold.... 

2.1 

Conference publications - stop duplication of effort. Public Service should train users to use the 

databases 

2.1 

CUL-wide group to establish PS priorities which meets on a regular basis 2.1 

Develop faculty liaisons 2.1 

Empower PS staff to work on gift collection backlogs 2.1 

Establish a CUL collaborative process to reach understanding and agreement on criteria to help 
determine priorities in Processing Services and establish a regular forum to make shared 
decisions on priorities using the above criteria. 

2.1 

Establish even ordering patterns throughout the year 2.1 

Establish priorities for the amount of recataloging, bibliographic enhancement, etc. regardless of 
format 

2.1 

Flexibility within priorities - interactive setting like a forum 2.1 

Need to set priorities - specific and general 2.1 

Priority scale 2.1 

Re even ordering: Enforce agreement from public service units; lower internal cost by 
managing their orders 

2.1 

Re-evaluate priorities: library units should be equal 2.1 

Resolve ways to enforce priorities 2.1 

Allow Acquisitions staff to purchase materials via SMU credit card (to expedite some orders) 2.2 

Change the Wilson duties to be more CUL oriented 'personnel librarian' for all of CUL 2.2 

Could WDS position be used to hire more people in PS / use coll. dev. as our representative to 
EC 

2.2 

Decision on the major vacancy that currently exists - Wilson's : leave the same, or don't fill 
position, or redeploy, or redefine duties 

2.2 

Directors should be more accountable to staff 2.2 

Have a PS budget and develop it collaboratively 2.2 

Include the acquisitions librarian in the budget process 2.2 

Liaison role with faculty 2.2 

Mary Queyrouze should be the gate keeper to ITS 2.2 

Train outside of PS - Identify resources outside of PS - Develop more team-work CUL-wide 2.2 

Allow PS managers to have more direct interaction with faculty 2.3 

Be more discriminating about all gifts or streamline workflow 2.3 

Collection development [process] could be more discriminating - consider outsourcing or 
calculate the cost and then make a decision 

2.3 
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r.T TT. culture change mavbe necessary _ 2.3 

Decentralize collection development I process ] 2.3 

Do awav with the Exec. Com. 2.3 

EC needs to have an ongoing forum for agreeing on processing services priorities weighted 
against CUL Mission, Goals and Objectives 

2.3 

Flatten hierarchy; more accountability, more responsibility. Staff needs big picture, more 
political savvy, what battles to fight at what levels. All staff need to understand their role, 
participate in vision. More planning less discussion with out a concrete proposal. Save meeting 
time hv nrenarins more. Know when to back down, consider CUL over unit's advantage 

2.3 

Gifts need better ways to manage 2.3 

Help library reach team based approach — 2.3 

Involve staff in setting priorities, needs to be more bottom up 2.3 

Larger approval plans 2.3 

PS still has more positions. Take on more public services activities, esp. technical 
responsibilities 

2.3 

Reallocate book budget - critical analysis of it first. (Analyze and re-allocate budget - both book 
and staff) in line with the goals and objectives 

2.3 

Restructure Wilson's position to allow additional positions to support PS (1 library specialist; 1 

librarian) 

2.3 

Sci. Library - reorganize shelving in order to streamline the processing of classed together 

serials 

2.3 

Spread out work in collection development 2.3 

Streamline the work caused by Science's useless database - they could utilize the vendor instead 2.3 

Structure new automation system to allow separate databases to free PS time as it relates to 

authority control 

2.3 

Training of public service personnel to assist processing services 2.3 

Empowerment for the individual to set their own priorities 3.1 

Priorities need substantive input from processing services teams 3.1 

PS managers need to agree on priorities for strategic plan 3.1 

Wilson's position could be a "commissioner" to organize PS priorities (instead of the 3 PS 
managers ding this) - this person should have decision making authority 

3.1 

Electronic field trips (i.e., video conferences) with other PS depts. of universities that have 
undergone reorganizations or exemplary programs — 

3.2 

Managers need time to plan & look at future technologies 3.2 

More vision needed, esp. with regard to technology 3.2 

PS needs to focus more on the end-user and their needs 3.2 

Start with current CUL Goals & Objectives document & write one for Processing 3.2 

All employees & supervisors should concentrate on their own limited sphere of influence. 3.3 

Deconstruct Serials Dept. and merge functions into new team system 3.3 

List of who does what in processing services (ex. who does original cataloging vs. copy 
cataloging - - :— 

3.3 

SuDervisors should take an active supervisory role in the daily work of their employees. 3.3 

Team for a particular priority 3.3 

Write a procedures manual for every position stating position & workflow, who they report to & 
who they supervise 

3.3 

A team-based approach to work in PS incorporating all Processing functions 3.4 

All 3 departments could be merged 3.4 

Create a unifying entity (person) that is knowledgeable in diplomacy and the processing services 
processes/ Teams / use WDS' position for this (coach) vision ability to empower and to follow 
through/ a facilitator over teams 

3.4 

Create the partnership with systems librarian needed to make effective use of purchased 
bibliographic information. 

3.4 
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Develop a customer service approach 3.4 
Don't decentralize - don't use public services personnel 3.4 
Establish [for] PS staff the opportunity to work outside the basement, "get them out of the 
basement" 

3.4 

Form teams by content area (i.e., Science, Humanities) for cataloging or collection 
development, etc. 

3.4 

LJ (July 96) predicts outsourcing; fewer people in tech services - but provide technological 
support [is continuing role] 

3.4 

Move toward a team based organization 3.4 
Outsource more of acquisitions & cataloging. Work w/ a vendor & develop an approval plan 
using Choice, NYT Book Review & publications of the major North American University 
Presses. Have the vendor supply appropriate LC cataloging. When matls. arrive, get them on the 
shelves. Having someone else do this routine work would free-up time to think about what kind 
of local developed database we truly need to develop, preservation, etc. 

3.4 

Outsourcing to allow tech services staff to focus on other areas. UMI digitize special collections 
to make accessible worldwide, opportunity for outsourcing 

3.4 

prefers action oriented teams 3.4 
Responsibility by function, more fluid 3.4 
Staff who are responsible for daily work activities could be organized in teams and empowered 
to make decisions, solve problems, and establish routines and procedures. Too often, decisions 
that need to be made are made by staff who are not involved on a day to day basis with the 
actual work. This team type approach would allow for a greater focus on the tasks at hand, 
would provide less layers of bureaucracy for decision making so that decisions and problems are 
solved more quickly. A team based approach would allow staff in other parts of the library to 
go directly to the team in charge of the tasks with problems and ideas and hopefully get results 
more quickly. 

3.4 

Start addressing processing services in a different way, teams not department/ across boundaries 
or task teams 

3.4 

Teams could be established to make routines more cohesive from the perspective of Public 
Services 

3.4 

WDS position: coordinate division heads to work together; divisions sill work as silos 3.4 
Create standardized statistical report format for all PS statistics 3.5 
Keep user in mind and provide explanations and clarity with regard to PONI records 3.5 
We need to speak the same language within Processing 3.5 
Develop a separate award for PS staff 3.6 
Praise and individual attention to staff should come from management (ex. cookies, longer 
lunch hrs., etc.) 

3.6 

Random acts of kindness 3.6 
A division that is not as defined by departments; a different more task-oriented way of being • 
structured 

3.7 

A team-based approach to work in PS incorporating all Processing functions 3.7 
Change roles and names; managers => team leaders 3.7 
Change the management structure so that its more cohesive 3.7 
Establish roles of team facilitators 3.7 
Integrate Serials Dept. and merge functions into new team system 3.7 
Knowledge that it is safe to voice our concerns - sense of security 3.7 
More evenly distribute supervisor responsibilities 3.7 
Projects could be approached by 'task teams' 3.7 
Team based atmosphere may alleviate certain fears 3.7 
Teams should be across departmental lines 3.7 
Three managers - look at reorganizing management structure within PS 3.7 
Add an acquisition librarian to support and back up Kris 3.8 
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Allow managers to go on vacation 3.8 

Bigger monitors for computers in PS _ 3.8 

Choose a more flexible LMS system 3.8 

Create a catalog team trained in all formats so there is flexibility to handle work and assist 

others 

3.8 

Create a meeting space big enough for a large group (could also be a social space) 3.8 

Create a new performance evaluation process congruent with team based management 3.8 

Create fun in the PS department 3.8 

Create simple, frequent rewards/acknowledgments for PS staff 3.8 

Identify peoples' interests & skills outside of what they are doing now as part of the 
reorganization process - skill should then be nurtured & utilized by manager 

3.8 

Insure that managers have the time to adequately manage 3.8 

Need an office manager/administrative assistant to handle detail, Kronos, statistics / in order to 
free up the managers 

3.8 

Need brighter colors in PS 3.8 

New system where it is easier to edit records 3.8 

On a team there should be shared responsibility - teams do self evaluations 3.8 

Rearrange 'seating' arrangement to reflect new organization 3.8 

Seek establishing a position as office manager/administrative assistant for PS 3.8 

Transform Wilson's office to a "collaboration" meeting space 3.8 

"Strategic" scheduling for handling certain workflows, ex. 1 day a week per task 4.1 

Ability to create reports within PS rather than depending on ITS > 4.1 

All wasted time, energy, and resources, should be identified and put to use 4.1 

Allow people who create OPRs to withdraw - eliminates 2 steps 4.1 

Alwavs explore commercial products, "buy, don't build" 4.1 

Approvals should go directly to the Catalog Department 4.1 

Be more discriminating about all gifts or streamline workflow 4.1 

Buy commercial databases which would provide enhanced indexes of monographs 4.1 

Chart Acquisitions work load to identify times of extreme work load to plan the deployment of 
help - chart it, check it, document it 

4.1 

Chart the workflow/analyze the process to eliminate duplication 4.1 

Combine material receiving with copy cataloging 4.1 

Copy catalogers could do most of the work on geological surveys 4.1 

DeGolyer as a location instead of a library so they wouldn't have a separate database 4.1 

Direct network access for submitting orders 4.1 

Electronic way to shoot orders into the system 4.1 

Eliminate all redundant paper work (electronic vs. paper). Also things that are redundant 
electronically 

4.1 

Establish an approval plan for CD's 4.1 

Establish one entry point for all materials fwhichl need reprocessing regardless of format 4.1 

Every person should have a back-up 4.1 

Expand approval plan for scores 4.1 

Federal Express/UPS tracking 4.1 

Larger approval plans 4.1 

Make a distinction between routine and more specialized orders 4.1 

Quick, accurate, gets into the system ASAP 4.1 

Rearrange workspace to accommodate new workflow 4.1 

Redesign flags - universal flag with a place for NOTIS number, indicate plating so that plating 
could be done in end-processing 

4.1 

Reorganize around workflow 4.1 

RUSH, Ref., Browsing & Notify' books could be given directly to copy catalogers as soon as 4.1 
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Schedule DeGolyer backlog x number of hours per week 4.1 

Serials and Cataloging could be merged 4.1 

Set up deposit accounts for special collection vendors 4.1 

Should catalog what we already have before buying new - get rid of old backlogs (like 
DeGolyer) hire somebody. This may eliminate duplication. 

4.1 

Standardize bindery workflow with cross unit team 4.1 

Standardize check in of serials (payouts, periodicals, standing orders) 4.1 

Streamline ordering process & eliminate redundancies 4.1 

Streamline processes, less hands on 4.1 

Streamline withdraw and replacement procedures 4.1 
Strong Serials unit - separate the Acquisitions functions from Serials; centralize all serials 
functions - Serials includes acquisitions, check in, binding, periodicals 

4.1 

Update/change R-Base or find an easier way 4.1 

Use more approval plans: 70% minimum of purchases 4.1 
Use teams to coordinate process that impact acquisitions and cataloging such as binding, gift 
processing or weeding. Base decisions on priorities, not format. 

4.1 

Way of tracking an item in its position in PS to identify its status 4.1 

With regard to workflow - cross-training would help keep the work from stopping 4.1 

Ask Curt more often whether or not he wants to keep old things 4.2 

Centralize binding in PS 4.2 

Copy catalogers should assist catalogers more - 090 cataloging, or have training to do more 4.2 

Evaluate the benefit of checking end processing 4.2 

Reduce handling costs of gifts including preprocessing, selection, and cataloging 4.2 

Standardize some PS workflow - CUL bindery Team PS staff 4.2 

Stop focusing so intensely on the local database and think globally. We already outsource 
access to significant portions of the collection. Libraries abdicated providing access to 
periodicals at the turn of the century. We buy many indexes, print & electronic all of which are 
subject to human error, users survive 

4.2 

Develop standards of quality control 4.3 

Find a quality measurements for libraries that work (IS09000, etc.) 4.3 

Increase training to assure quality control 4.3 

Refine handling of non-print media - get a group together to agree on procedures 4.4 

Add more staff to PS 4.5 

Buy commercial databases which would provide enhanced indexes of monographs 4.5 

Decentralize - use public services personnel (handle problems once) 4.5 

Extend training outside PS like minor NOTIS record changes 4.5 

Flexible staffing - more staffing 4.5 

In prioritizing - calling on other staff to assist in particular projects (like barcode clean up) 
contents notes 

4.5 

Investigate possibility of using temp staff 4.5 
Investigate purchasing bibliographic information and shelf ready materials, in order to allow 
existing staff to provide new services; e.g., cataloging of documents, electronic materials, more 
aggressive gift processing. 

4.5 

Need to utilize public services personnel 4.5 

Outsourcing 4.5 
There should be a way to alleviate the pressure on Acquisitions & Serials from the Cataloging 
Dept.; cross-training 

4.5 

Training of public service personnel to assist processing services 4.5 

Transfer Music cataloger to Hamon 4.5 
Agree to the same cataloging training procedures for all serials and monographs so that we can 
provide more cross training 

5.1 

Core of knowledge that everyone should have 5.1 
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Cross training specifically to help Acquisitions at their busiest times —— 5.1 

Cross-training within PS departments 5.1 

Education and explanation of records & how to standardize^ _ _ . 5.1 

Educational role for all staff from tech staff in proc services 5.1 

Fctahlkh a minimum basic curriculum for professional and paraprofessional duties 5.1 

Everyone should have training on tech. services side of NOTIS as part of their orientation - like 
when we made everyone learn to file CUL-wide 

5.1 

in (SMI A internal and external sources of training 5.1 

Need more flexible cross-training across the board - would result in a more cohesive flow ot 

processes __ -—.— 

5.1 

NPPH written documentation of processes and workflow . 5.1 

New PS staff should be given a tour of other areas - Big picture 5.1 

Participate in more ITS training courses 5.1 

Provide training to understand technical records for Public Services staff 5.1 

Pfs staff would benefit from refresher courses 5.1 

Public services should look on technical side of NOTIS 5.1 

Staff need better access to documentation & information that will help them to do their jobs 
more effectively. This means eliminating some of the boundaries that have created power over 
information. ——— 

5.1 

Systematic approach to training with refresher courses 5.1 

Train Public Service units to view/use technical side of NOTIS instead of calling PS staff with 
questions that they could answer for themselves by viewing the technical side of NOTIS 

5.1 

Veterans need training in interpreting NOTIS records - continued training , 5.1 

All staff need to learn to effectively & consistently use new technology (email, voice mail, 
computer calendars, web based documentation) to communicate. We need at the same time to 
remember that this new technology may not be the best method for all types of communication 
that may instead require dialog or personal contact. ; 

5.2 

Dedicate ourselves to maintaining staff training manual on the Web 5.2 

Develop structure for refresher courses to keep quality up to a certain standard 5.2 

Identify peoples' interests & skills outside of what they are doing now as part of the 
reorganization process - skill should then be nurtured & utilized by manager 

5.2 

fe— c r-: 7" :— 
Library techies need more training and manuals 

5.2 

More training on time management 5.2 

Reorganize job assignments to create a position in PS responsible for coordinating training and 

documentation — — — 

5.2 

Training/documentation in working with computers to keep up with changes 5.2 

Fdncation/trainine on how to collaborate on shared decisions 5.3 

Need team building training _ — — — 5.3 

Offer training in team building and consensus building 5.3 

Provide training in facilitative leadership and team work skills 5.3 

Announce CUL events through campus email but go through the proper channels 

CUL announcements on campus listserv ; 

CUL needs a human resources administrator - an administrative assistant for all libraries 
Establish CUL administrative [librarian] position to oversee and coordinate day to day 
operations of CUL (follow up, schedule, problem solving, a PROCESS person; since director is 
gone a lot; do not take Wilson's position) 
Focus on distance learning: predictions: 50% students use distance learning; 50% reference is 
electronic _ — 
Instead of purchasing rely on commercial sources e.g. EBSCO Doc. 
Librarians need to be assertive, develop more confidence in our expertise. Pace is good effort, 
example of working together. — 
Need lots more electronic reserves; full text; need equipment to faccessl more microforms 



153 

across consortia — — 
Need to do more: scholars want subject access to fiction 
Need to do more: the Internet is chaos, provide control 
Someone to oversee the transition to the LINK - an administrator 
Stop accepting geological surveys — 
Utilize PACE Room for meetings 
WDS position: systems librarian needs support 
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Southern Methodist University - Meeting Agenda 
Meeting #17 
Thursday, December 12,1996,11:00 a.m. 
Fondren Library, Room 306 

ROLES IN ATTENDANCE 
Host 
Leader 
Recorder 
Timekeeper 
Facilitator 
Agenda 

PURPOSE 
• Discuss next steps for interviewing other stakeholders: public services librarians, faculty, students, ITS, 

administrators 
• Prepare recommendations regarding the Director of Processing Services for the Central University 

Librarian 

DESIRED OUTCOME 
• Ageement on next steps for interviewing other key stakeholders 
• List of next steps for stakeholder interviews 
• List of recommendations regarding Director of Processing Services position 

A G E N D A 65 min. 

What How Who Time 
Setup: 
Present purpose 
Desired Outcomes 
Agenda/Roles 
Decision Making 

Present 
Discuss 
Check for Agreement 

Leader 5 min 

Strategies for problem assessment 
with stakeholders 

Propose 
Clarify 
Discuss 
Record 
Check for Understanding 
Check for Agreement 

Leader 30 min 

Position Description for Director of 
Processing Services 

Present 
Clarify 
Discuss 
Record 
Check for Understanding 
Check for Agreement 

Leader 15 min 
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Next Steps Discuss 
Clarify 
Record 
Check for Agreement 

Leader 5 min 

Define and Evaluate + and A all 5 min 
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CMIT Fondren Hamon 

Science olleotion 
evelobmerl 
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NEW WORKFLOW DIAGRAM 
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Processing Services 

New Work Flow 

-Internal Structure-



APPENDIX P 

REQUESTS FOR NEW SERVICES 
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Requests for new or enhanced services 

The following lists the requests that were made during stakeholder interviews for new or enhanced 
services offered by Processing Services. The statements are taken directly from the raw data and 
duplicates have not been deleted. 

Involve PS staff more with nature of teaching/learning functions; teach courses; membership 
Need to provide alternative access 
Link to e-journals(decide which to add) 
PS Website for FAQs 
Must handle electronic info better 
Take initiative for web site creation 
Create & provide better Internet access 
Provide improved access to Internet 
PS email address for questions 
Need [personal] liaison from PS [to individual units] 
Take over bib. control of docs 
Provide holdings data for older govt, docs. 
Cataloging: backlog of 'red flag1 books are not being done [DeGolyer] 
Backlog of 'L-number' books: no record in PONT, no current way of integrating this backlog into 
current cataloging [DeGolyer] 
uninventoried gifts aren't being processed 
Need Dewey reclassed 
Need Maps cataloged 
No complete works (contents notes) in system<AV&books> i.e. Norton Anthology (set) not 
individually indexed so patrons do not know what is available 
Would like PS to work more with Govt. Docs. & Maps 
Bibliographic control of govt, materials up to date/complete 
Non-periodical microfilm not cataloged & unavailable to users (British Museum Manuscript 
Coll.) 
It would be nice if there were abstracts for some books 
Need to handle, resolve Binding staff and responsibilities 
PS should do all of the bindery processing (now being done by circ.) 
CUL centralized binding position needs to be filled 
Inability to have all of collection on line (J.R. collection of LPs) 
Resources in Digital Commons not cataloged but used heavily 
Need manuscript cataloging, 4000 sq. ft.-the building of a collection guide in place; then moving 
to format(MARC) for sharing with users (on-line access) 
Backlog of:* red flag materials (many are serials); •acquisitions materials both pre & post 
NOTIS; ephemera (printed, non-book) too expensive to catalog in traditional sense; how to 
handle photographs & manuscripts 
Provide retrospective conversion for materials not represented by MARCIVE records / pre 1976 
US; 99% ofTX collection; remaining UN collection 
Need to put recital tapes on-line (unique performance, not available elsewhere) 
Antiquarian materials may not be getting cataloged at the level they should be/not enough subject 
headings, no way to communicate need for extra detail 
Locating info, in database. Need for additional / improved access points 
[Improved] Subject access to information 
Provide improved access to fiction 
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