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DISCUSSION:
What metrics are available to determine who is putting most 
demand on system & who is not?

Why do we charge academics more/schools less?

How does a more complex formula work based on checkouts, # 
records in system, # “active” cardholders, # simultaneous users?

What do other peer consortia use for pricing formulas?

THE HOW
Meetings, surveys, research
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TIMELINE OF EVENTS
• Survey - satisfaction Jan 2019 

– 16 respondents

• Budget/Strategic Planning Meeting Jan 30 2019 

– 11 participants

*Implementation postponed by User Council

THE HOW
Meetings, surveys, research
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• Budget/Strategic Planning Committee Dec 17 2019
– 6 participants Dec 19 2019

• Consortia models survey Dec  2019
– 10 respondents  

• Sage survey – % weight preferences Jan  2020
– 30 respondents (56%)

• Budget/Strategic Planning Committee Jan 6 2020
– 6 participants Jan 15 2020

THE HOW
Meetings, surveys, research
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• Consortia Models Survey Dec 2019
–10 respondents

PINES (Georgia)
Virginia Evergreen Libraries
NOBLE
Evergreen Indiana
Missouri Evergreen
Consortium of Ohio Libraries
SC Lends
Pennsylvania Integrated Library System (PaILS)
NC Cardinal
Bibliomation

THE HOW
Meetings, surveys, research
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Survey Results – Jan 2019
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Survey Results – Jan 2020

NOTES:
Median percentages do not total to 100%.
Averages suggest higher weight preference to cardholders / service pop.
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THE WHAT
Objectives

• Equitable
– Formula applicable to all
– Prorated to usage
– Some compensation for disproportionate contribution(s)

• Sustainable
– Member retention 

• Minimal base fee for smallest
• Fee competitive to market rate alternatives for largest

• Stable
– Criteria based on 3 year averages
– Phased implementation plan (3-5 years)
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Criteria obstacles

• Collection Budget
– Redundant to # of items

– Disincentivizes collection investment

– How to get school member data?

• FTE staff
– How to get school member data?
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Spreadsheet options discussion

• Active accounts – incentivizes account 
maintenance, disincentivizes creation of 
multiple cards for household (kid cards) 

• Service population – assumes higher tax base, 
larger budget capacity, higher usage potential

• Item/collection fee – incentivizes weeding, 
disincentivizes collection growing

• Circulation fee – assumes increased system 
load for transactions
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Spreadsheet options discussion

• Courier fee
– Recovers Sage portion of courier costs from members 

prorated to use. 
– Combination of base rate using proportion of total ILL 

traffic + surcharge/discount at set rate per item of net 
lent/borrowed. 

– Provides counterbalance to libraries with large 
collections that are resource sharing assets for 
consortium. 

– Provides some incentive for reducing barriers to ILL 
(age-based hold protection), collection development 
to serve own patrons. 
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Spreadsheet options discussion

• See reference materials
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Spreadsheet options discussion

• X.0 MASTERS
– Service pop reduces cost to Academic libraries = decreased proportion 

of users. 
– Active cardholders creates largest cost increase of any option for The 

Dalles.
– Negligible impact to small libraries. High impact to largest (La Grande, 

Pendleton, the Dalles)

• X.1 25% Base Fee may drive away ILL only members.
• X.2 Larger libraries pickup larger % of burden. Least stress on 

“most at risk” libraries (smallest collection budgets) 

*NOTE: higher courier surcharge/discount effect on The Dalles 
(reduced total fee)
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Spreadsheet options discussion

• Small libraries most consistently adversely impacted
– Athena
– Elgin (HS & PL)
– Enterprise
– Ione School
– Joseph
– Nyssa
– Sherman
– Stanfield School
– Union
– Vale
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The When
5-Year Plan

• Target difference divided by 5, applied to 
“default rate”

• Operations budget scales up at assumed 1% 
growth rate

• Note: projected fees are estimates only, 
subject to change based on new population & 
usage data and Sage operations budget target
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Recommendation -- Stokes 
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Higher courier 
charge/rebate 
- Recovers costs 

from greatest 
borrowers

- Rewards 
greatest 
lenders

- Results in 
lower costs to 
“most at risk” 

- Large increase 
for “Net 
borrowers”

Favors service 
population

Low base rate

Results in least 
change variation

Best for member 
retention (least 
risk)

VARIATIONS



RECOMMENDED NEXT STEPS

• Take time to digest, explore, discuss 

• Decide on preferred formula(s) – March?

• Approve new structure with full member 
electronic vote
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