PINES Executive Committee 

Action Items

March 2, 2012

AI1. Request to Reduce the Number of Holds Allowable Per User

Two separate PINES directors have requested this.

Director #1:

“I am writing at the specific instruction of a member-county library board of trustees, asking for reconsideration of current requirements, as they appear in the Circulation Policies and Procedures Manual, p.30, #3. 

Our library system has been a part of PINES/Evergreen for over a year now. All our county libraries were net lenders last fiscal year, and fully expect to remain net lenders. The library system brings more resources to the network than they pull from it. 

However, our county library boards feel the current authorization of 50 holds per user is too permissive and places a burden on limited staff, the materials, and our internal regional system courier operation. 

More than one branch library has experienced a borrower just trying to see if he could request 50 items at one time. One of our libraries actually had multiple children in one family competing to see who could get the most holds filled—for books they then did not pick up. I don’t think this is unique to our system. 

We support the collaborative qualities of a statewide interlibrary loan system and are pleased to see that our materials are in demand and of value to our neighbors, just as theirs are to our patrons. Rules developed for the sharing of resources in good times, however, can be especially burdensome when libraries everywhere are facing severe funding cuts and experiencing ever greater demands for services. 

Your consideration is appreciated.”

Director #2:

“On behalf of my frustrated front desks staff, I would like to request that the PINES Executive Committee reconsider the number of simultaneous holds allowable per user in PINES. We really feel that 50 is just way too many! Normal check out periods are 2 weeks and there is no way that anyone can use and return the materials in that span of time. So, they end up not using at least part of those materials right away and they are unavailable to other PINES users for at least 6 weeks of checkout time (if they use their two allowable renewals) plus the transit time to and from the lending library. We do not feel this is best use of resources! It overtaxes local library staff pulling, packing, and shipping materials, it overtaxes the courier service (leading to escalating charges for the volume of materials and increasing likelihood of damages and loss due to volume), and it does not appreciably enhance service to users in spite of the extra cost and work. I respectfully request that the number of simultaneous holds be reduced. I would recommend no more than 20 items, but would be happy with any amount of reprieve! 

If you could refer this to the appropriate subcommittees for discussion and then referral to the Executive Committee for a vote, I would appreciate it. 

Thank you for your consideration.”

Comments from another PINES Director:

“I asked [our circulation manager] to look at our system stats to see how serious a problem it is with patrons routinely requesting more than 35 holds. We have had 6 patrons in the last 6 months, all for what seem like legitimate purposes. They were gathering information on specific topics, not going in to request all titles on the NYT best seller list, for instance. In one case, it was a student who had to read various books for class. And of course, I cannot really speculate on what is a legitimate request versus one that is spurious. 

However, it’s a very small number of people. 

I have to wonder if this is really a valid problem. [I personally think the holds matrix continues to be the larger problem.] 

The other thing is that with declining circulation in many systems, I do not know why we would want to place barriers to circulation! I have instructed my staff to address these issues tomorrow. I wonder if [the concerned directors] have looked at the true number of people who place large numbers of holds to see how significant this problem really is. Can you run a report that reflects this? 

I am personally not in favor of limits. When I am working on a grant proposal, I always pull in as many books as are available for research purposes and it’s often more than 35! A good example was one aspect of the Civil War where I found more than 50 books referring to the particular subject area, and needed to find out still more.”

Not discussed by PINES Subcommittees.

Snapshot of the percentage of patrons by number of holds placed:

Report done Monday, February 27 for holds with an expiration date of 3/2/2012 or later:

Number of patrons with

50 or above: 1  (0.005 %)

40 or above: 11 (0.05 %)

30 or above: 39 (0.18 %)

20 or above: 134 (0.64 %)

10 or above: 617 (2.96 %)

5 or above: 1,987 (9.56 %)

4 or above: 2,848 (13.71 %)

3 or above: 4,264 (20.52 %)

2 or above: 7,758 (37.34 %)

(percentages are of 20,779 total active hold patrons at the time of the report)

AI2. Patron Record Merging 

Evergreen 2.1.1 offers a method for staff to merge patron records that are known to be duplicates.  Sample documentation from Evergreen Indiana that might reflect the way PINES might choose to implement this functionality is available here: 

http://www.in.gov/library/files/Merging_Patrons.pdf 

PINES libraries need to decide whether and how this feature should be implemented.  Should PINES allow for patron record merging?

Yes: 15

No: 0

Other: 0

Selected Comments:

“I strongly believe that merging records should be a permission that is only granted at a Circ1 or higher permission level. We know that mistakes are made but I also don't think that not just everyone should be able to merge a patron record.”

“I think merging should only be done by a Library Manager.  This is something that couldn't be done in a rush while there were people waiting in line at the circ desk.  The records would need to be closely examined and the patron questioned before merging could take place.”

AI2a. Depending on Workflow of Merging Patrons:

Circ: Patron Merge Address Delete (i.e., patron addresses are stored in a separate database table from the accounts.  do we delete the duplicate address from the database?) 

Yes: 6

No: 0

Circ: Patron Merge Deactivate Card (i.e., do we retain the duplicate account's card and set it as inactive?) 

Yes: 5

No: 1

Circ: Patron Merge Barcode Delete (i.e., or do we delete the duplicate account's card altogether?) 


Yes: 2

No: 4

AI3. Patron Account Deletion 

Evergreen 2.1.1 offers a way to delete a patron account.  As we understand it, this action would remove associations between the deleted patron and any previous circulations, billings, payments, holds, or other actions taken within the system.  Should a PINES patron be blocked from holds, circulations, and renewals when a staff member marks her/his address as invalid?

Yes: 11

No: 3

Other: 2

Selected Comments:

“I think that we need to have a 'paper trail.' Maybe that information can be masked or not immediately visible but in the event there is an error in not having previously merged a duplicate record of other reasons I think that the data should be available.”

“I think that patron account deletions should only be allowed after all fines and all items checked out are cleared up.”

“...[W]hat's to stop someone whose account is in good standing but has lost both their cards to ask to have their account deleted and then fill out a new application to get a new (and free) card?  I realize this situation is unlikely as most patrons don't understand the system enough to find such a loophole and most patrons probably wouldn't do it even if they did realize such a loophole existed, but it is something to think about.”

“I voted 'other' based on the fact we would want to be very strict about how patron deletion is implemented:

-- the record would have to be clear of all fines and all items returned

-- permission-based feature

-- patron account deletions should occur in very specific circumstances, such as  death; patrons can not request that their account be deleted”

AI4. Invalid Patron Addresses 

Evergreen 2.1.1 offers the feature of being able to block patrons from circulations, holds, or renewals when the patron's address is marked invalid.  The PINES libraries need to decide whether or not this feature is implemented and whether holds, circulations, renewals, or any combination of those three functions are blocked when the address is invalid.   Should a PINES patron be blocked from holds, circulations, and renewals when a staff member marks her/his address as invalid?

Yes: 14

No: 2

Other: 0

Selected Comments:

“Blocking access to account features would certainly motivate the patron to update their record. Keeping correct contact information is a necessity and any way that we can get is great!”

AI5. Claims Never Checked Out 

Evergreen 2.1.1 includes a feature that allows staff to mark a patron's items as "Claims Never Checked Out", for cases where a patron claims to have never checked out an item at all.  There is not currently a PINES policy to guideline to address this functionality.  Should there be a PINES-wide policy or should the use of this be determined by local library systems?


Should PINES policy allow for the "Claims Never Checked Out" functionality present in Evergreen 2.1.1?


Yes, for all PINES libraries: 7

Yes, on a per-library basis: 4

No: 5

Other: 0

Selected Comments:

“Our System does not use Claims Returned in any way since the move to Evergreen. As such I think that it should be on a System level.”

“I think this should be a PINES-wide decision with some parameters on the max number, etc.”

“I think this would be a useful feature although perhaps it should be limited to Library Managers.  I also think there should be an item limit for patrons to prevent it from being overused.”

AI5a. Claim Never Checked Out: Mark copy as missing 

This would automatically set the copy status to Missing if an item is marked Claims Never Checked Out.  Should we set this as true for all of PINES?

Yes: 2

No: 2
Other: 1

Selected Comments:

“I like the idea of the item being marked as missing.  If it is found at some point then it just has to be checked in or out to change the status.”

“Mark copy as missing - PINES-wide. It's helpful as far as collection maintenance by not having to have additional steps in the process. Would there be a set limit for this such as 5 total per account? I think that there should be and it should be for the life of the patron account.”

AI6. Checkout Auto-Renew 

Evergreen 2.1.1 has a "Checkout auto renew age" setting.  When an item has been checked out for at least this amount of time, an attempt to check out the item to the patron that it is already checked out to will simply renew the circulation.  Should Evergreen automatically renew items that are scanned for checkout after they have been checked out for a specified amount of time?

Yes, for all PINES libraries: 6

Yes, on a per-library basis: 1

No: 9

Other: 0

Selected Comments:

“I think that the way things presently are is fine as it forces staff to be conscientious of what they're doing in Evergreen and because the intent may not be to check it out but to check it in. Changing the way it presently is removes the real life variables in the check-in/check-out/renewal process.”

“I like it the way it is.  The current configuration allows you renew an item this way, it just lets you know the item was already on that patron's card.  I know I have misunderstood a patron before and the pop up let me know I needed to clarify with the patron exactly what they were wanting.”

"...[W]e should keep the EG behavior as is.   The current alert box provides all the necessary options -- Cancel, Normal Checkin then Checkout, and Renew."

AI7. Charge Default Item Price for Lost Items set to $0.00 ("Charge Lost on Zero" setting) 

Evergreen 2.1.1 includes a setting that will charge the default item price of $25.01 (which currently only applies when there is not a price entered in the item record) whenever the item price is set to $0.00.  There are currently 1,279,581 non-deleted items in the PINES database with $0.00 listed as the price.  Unfortunately, there is not an automated way to discover which items are appropriately priced at $0.00 and which items use that amount as a price placeholder, so if this setting is activated, all items with $0.00 in the price will have the $25.01 price charged to the patron when marked lost.  

Should Evergreen automatically charge the default price of $25.01 for items which have an entered price of $0.00?

Yes, for all PINES Libraries: 6

Yes, on a per-library basis: 9

No: 1

Other: 0

Selected Comments:

“Each System handles lost item pricing differently and I believe it's easier to go into a zero record and update the price as needed versus having to change it from the $25.01. If the actual cost is less than that and a patron is told by circ staff the 'default' price then a supervisor would likely have to intervene to calm the situation down. Whereas, leaving it blank allows you to assess it as needed.”

“Some library systems may like to have PINES set this way.  It would be a good option to have.”

“When scanning a list of bills, the $0.00 prices stand out for me a lot more than the $25.01 prices do. I suppose if I was dealing with them every day, I'd be used to it, but for those of us that are only handling these issues occasionally, I prefer it.” […] “Whichever is decided, I think it should be PINES-wide because if each system is doing something different, it will be confusing to both the circ staff and the patrons when they are reviewing bills.”

AI8. Show Billing Tab First When Bills are Present 

Evergreen 2.1.1 includes a feature that automatically brings up the billing tab first if a patron owes any money.  This feature was enabled when we went live, but we received many complaints from the field that this feature made it too easy to accidentally apply payments by scanning in a barcode inadvertently before realizing that the billing tab was in focus, and we decided to have the system revert to its previous behavior pending input from the PINES Subcommittees and Executive Committee.  There is currently not a way for the system to "know" that a scanned barcode is not a payment entry, so enabling this feature would require a change in the way circulation staff are used to working.  

Should the billing tab appear first when bills are present?

Yes, for all PINES libraries: 1

Yes, on a per-library basis: 5

No: 8

Other: 1

Selected Comments:

“...[W]hile it is important to address the bills on the account, I like how it is at present. The billing tab going first is not a bad idea if we had to implement it, however, not when it's not able to discern what's been scanned/entered in.”

“I thought when we first upgraded that this was a good feature, but it has caused problems.  The biggest problem is when staff are not paying attention to the screen and go ahead and start scanning barcodes.  The barcode gets entered in as a payment, and then the problem begins.  Of course, if they would abide by my motto 'Watch the Screen.....'”

“I like the idea and think it's very useful, but it is only practical if staff cannot scan barcodes into that field.”

AI9. Credit Card Processing: Authorize Net/PayPal/PayflowPro Settings

Evergreen 2.1.1 provides a mechanism to internally interface with 3 different credit card payment processing vendors: AuthorizeNet, PayPal, and PayflowPro.  There are several settings for each which could be set on a per-library basis, and would enable credit card processing within Evergreen.  This would not include OPAC-side credit card payment at this time.  We will be able to test this feature in a realistic test environment if there are libraries who are interested in piloting this feature for PINES.

Should internal credit card processing be enabled on a per-library basis for PINES?

Yes: 18

No: 0

Other: 0

Selected Comments:

“This is one of the most requested services from patrons and one that is ranked very highly for a positive response from RFID/self-check vendors.  Absolutely essential for good customer service.”

“I think this is a great idea, we get asked all the time if we accept debit or credit cards.  More and more people carry plastic instead of cash.”

“... I believe we would be able to generate a lot more fine payment revenue if we had access to credit card payments.”

AI10. Holds: Has Local Copy Alert/Block

Hold Copy Alert:  If enabled, this setting would alert patrons if a copy of the title they are trying to place on hold has a copy available where they are.  This would be in effect for library OPAC stations and for patrons logged into their account from home. 

Hold Copy Block: If enabled, this setting would block patrons from placing a hold if a copy of the title they are trying to place on hold has a copy available where they are.  This would be in effect for library OPAC stations and for patrons logged into their account from home.

Do you believe that PINES should implement either or both of these features?

The hold local copy alert should be implemented for all of PINES: 12

The hold local copy block should be implemented for all of PINES: 0

Both features should be implemented for all of PINES: 3

These features should be a local option per-library-system: 1

Neither of these features should be implemented at all: 2

Selected Comments:

“Copy Block: No - Patrons do like to place holds on local branch available items so staff can gather their holds and have them ready at the desk for a quick pick-up. If I am understanding this block correctly, this would no longer be possible if the block was implemented.”

“Block: No - There have been numerous times when I've helped someone place a hold on an item that PINES said had a local copy, but the copy wasn't present on the shelf. Maybe it was mis-shelved, maybe it was still on the shelving cart, maybe it was out on a table somewhere, maybe it was missing, but the hold gives us a second chance to make a thorough search for it.”

Additional Settings (to be discussed as time allows):

AI11. Circ: Cap Max Fine at Item Price 

If this setting is set to "true", the maximum fine for any item would not go above the price of the item.  This would need testing, but it's probable that items with a price of "0.00" would not earn any fines. 

AI12.  Claim Return Copy Status or Claim Return: Mark copy as missing 

These are either/or settings.  If we don't want Claims Returned items set to Missing, we could choose another copy status these items would be set to. 

AI13. Default Circulation Modifier; Default Copy Location 

Currently, catalogers explicitly set the circulation modifier (if used - some libraries do not set circulation modifiers) and the copy location for a newly cataloged item.  This would set a default for each.  These could potentially be per-library settings. 

AI14. Hold Shelf Status Delay 

This setting would create a delay between the time a hold item is checked in to go on the hold shelf and when the item's status is changed to "On Holds Shelf".  This would allow staff extra time to get the item from, say, a cart in the back room, to the hold shelf.  Currently, items are immediately set to "On Holds Shelf" status, which is visible to patrons online. 

AI15. Holds: Behind Desk Pickup Supported 

For libraries that have a holds self-pickup arrangement, this would allow patrons to request that holds be shelved behind the circulation desk instead. 

AI16. Holds: Bypass hold capture during clear shelf process 

If enabled, this setting would allow staff to process holds coming off the shelf without them immediately going on hold to the next patron in the queue. 

AI17. Missing Pieces Feature 

Evergreen 2.1.1 includes a feature that allows staff to handle A/V items that are missing components upon return.  However, the normal workflow for marking an item as missing pieces automatically opens the Item Attribute Editor window (so staff may enter an alert or note on the item), which is an interface restricted to catalogers. 

AI17a. Circulation: Item Status for Missing Pieces 

Depending on whether the Missing Pieces functionality is enabled, this setting would determine what status an item is set to when an item is set to having missing pieces. 

