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Mr. J. William Gadsby 1 
General Government Division’ 
General Accounting Office 
441 G Street, N.W., Room 3858 
Washington, DC. 20548 

Dear Mr. Gadsby: ii P’ 

Booz.Allen is pleased to submit our Final Report, Management Review of 
the Library of Congress, to the General’Accounting Office. ,P i. :, .:. 

This report reflects, our analysis: of this complex and multifaceted 
institution. It provides ‘information ‘for the ..@br&y of C>ongress, its stakeholders, 
and its customers as the .Library.prepares to meet ‘the challenges of the 21st 
century. ln addition,, it provides a’ series of findings, conclusions, and 
recommendations that ,should be useful to Congress as they’ debate the future 
mission of the Library of,$ongress. ,’ >!. _’ 1~ ’ ,, ‘c’;, 

The report is contained in two’ volumes: 
,. 
; 

VOLUME 1 :: ( 
,.: 

l Executive Summary summarizes highlights of the report. 

l Sections of the review include: 

- Background-Describes the background of the project and the scope 
of our effort. 

- Overarching Issues -Addresses issues of mission, management, 
workforce, and revenue opportunities that-affect all areas being 
reviewed. ; .., 

- Infrastructure-Focuses on the areas of facilities, security, and 
technology usage. 

- Human Resources-Presents evaluation of the Library’s human 
resources management. 
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VOLUME 2 

l Case Studies-Presents examples of various decision-making ;.. 
processes within the Library. 

l Comments from Library of Congress-Letter dated April 26,. 1996, 
to the General Accounting Office from the Acting Deputy Librarian’ of 
Congress. 

.? >. 

l Appendices -Presents supporting documentation and, analysis 
iefeie&d ii, tik jjddjj of he iepofi. : .. _ 

‘We would like to take this ‘opportunity to express our’ sincere” ’ 
appreciation to both the General Accounting Office and the Library ,of 
Congress for their close cooperation during the course of this .study. ;We 
particularly- appreciate the courtesy extended’to us ‘by Library staff .as, we 

“operated within a ‘very challenging schedule. The completion of this effort is 
in large part due’ to their candor and thoughtfulness., Inaddition, we, found 
the insights of individuals ‘in the ,library community across the nation 
invaluable as we assessed the Library’s practices through the eyes of its 
customers and stakeholders., 

It has been a pleasure working with you and your, staff .over the past 
’ several months;. Thank you for the opportunity to work with’,the General 
Accounting Office on this important assignment. 

,“. 

,‘, 

Very truly yours, 

Joyce C. Doria 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Library of Congress is the world’s largest library, directly serving the 
Congress, a broad national constituency of the American public and its libraries, and 
a worldwide research community. Originally established by Thomas. Jefferson to 
support the legislature, the Library of Congress still adheres to the Jeffersonian 
concept of universality-that there was ‘I. . . no subject,.to which .a Member of 
Congress may not have occasion to refer.” :. ., ). ,:. ‘...,, 

The Library’s legislative support role was strengthened in 1914 when the 
Legislative Reference Service, currently the Congressional ‘Research Service (CRS), 

,:1, ,. 

was established to provide research and the scientific use of information to solve 
problems and support policy decisions. Two Library innovations positioned it as a 
public leader in systematizing intellectual’ activity and kriowl’edge development. In 
the early 19OOs, the Library’s classification and cataloging schemes and its printed 
catalog cards established ,bibliographic standards Andy encouraged cooperation among 
librarians and scholars nationally and internationally. ‘In the 196Os, the Library 
created its Machine Readable Cataloging (MARC) format for converting, 
maintaining, and distributing bibliographic information that became the national 
standard in 1971 and the international standard in 1973. ‘. ’ ’ :. 

The Library maintains its collections of classified books and pamphlets and 
special format, language,. and subject ‘materials in three’ large,. historical facilities on 
Capitol Hill-the Jefferson;’ Adams, and Madison buildingsLand various annexes 
in the Washington, D.C. area. With approximately. 4~500 employees and an i annual 
appropriation of approximately $350 million, ? the Library has operations. that are 
currently managed through an Executive Committee, Senior Management 
Reporting Group, and four major sewes or operations: Library Services, CRS, 1 
Copyright Office, and Law Library. , I ‘.; 

.’ .. 
Legislated responsibilities range from collections acquisition, cataloging, 

preservation, ‘and collections management to delivering products and services to a 
broad national and international constituency including Congress, libraries, 
publishers, scholars, the ‘blind and physically handicapped, and a wide cross-section 
of the American public. 

Each day, the Library receives more than 10,000 items of which about 7,000 (2.5 
million a year) are added to the collections. Currently, the management of these 
sizable collections is challenging the Library’s operational capabilities ‘and resources, 
and is resulting in identified issues with cataloging arrearages, security, facilities, 
and Library employees. These issues and approaches to addressing them have 
focused congressional attention on Library operations. 

Executive Sutimary-1 
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In August 1995, the’ Senate AIp.pro$riations, Committee,‘in .a letter-~ to the 
Comptrol$r General for the General Accounting Office (GAO), requested that the 
GAO’ perform a kranagement review and ‘financial audit, of the .Library of Congress. 
In December 1995, the GAO contracted with Booz.Allen & Hamilton Inc.‘to conduct 
a management review of the Library to support Library Fy 1997 congressional 
hearings. To complement this management review, GAO -also. contracted with Price 
Waterhouse to conduct a review of Library financial management: ,: ’ , 

Objectives and Scope 
/  ,:? _ 

‘,- i 
\ .  

^ 

: Booz$en was $ngagg$:. t:o examhe,, six rnqjor :isFue yeas, principalty through 
analysis of three major services of the Library. 
management review. ‘.* ’ 

Exhibit, 1 presents the focus, ‘of this.. ‘:. .I< ,. .,, 

‘., ,;’ .a_ >.., : ~ExHi~1-j. ,I; ;, i i;‘,“.“s 
Library of Congress Management Review Focus, 

L .Ove~all..dbj&iv.s of tlis .$Lview we.& to a&e;s cu;;&;+;nageme&. : ~’ : 

operations of the Library and develop recommendations. for @rformance 
improvements in general management, human resources, security: facilities, and 
technology usage. Jn the area of products, services and fees, ‘the’objectrve was to 
assess the revenue potential of charging fees that recover .ful! costinprovidmg four 
specific services. I 

-, ,’ ,... , :i 

Methpdotogy : ‘. 
: ,  

I  

The’overall methodology consisted of six primary ‘data collection and analysis ; ‘i iv 1 approaches supplemented, where appropriate,, by techniques specrfrc to each issue“ ’ 
area.’ The”genera1 data collection and analytical apljroaches’ included the fol&vmg . :. : : . . ,i’;.,:> 2. , 

l Literature search and source reviews of more than 300:LibraryArelated.:.. 
studies and documents including legislation and congressional testimony 

‘...‘. ‘.’ :: . . . i ,-, . k.“. , : ,y ,~i,It.-‘. . ; r,>f‘.,-z. ,;-.$; i “:,;: 
l Interviews with more than 170 individuals ,. 

.ttb!f . .:_; 2 ;;,i .$ . . . . 
’ .’ 1 ‘1 ; 

l Twenty seven focus groups with Library officials, congressional staff, and 
external groups 

l Process reviews to baseline products and services 

Execufive Summary-2 
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l Benchmarking visits to Federal agencies, university libraries, public 
: libraries, and commercial clearmghoufe ‘. 

I. . ., 
l ‘ Case., study c d.evelopment to test management procedures in the f&owing 

areas:: 1, ,/ 

- Arrearage Reduction 
‘A Competitive Selection Process ! 

- Collections Security, 
.L_ : 

- Fort Meade Storage Facility 
- National Digital Library. 

: < L,’ 

Additionally, ‘B&&Allen is conducting a base&& employee- survey of’L$rary of 
Cong&s’%taff that bill be comp&d sh&tly after ‘this re$ort.’ ’ 

, 

,I.. > ; :;, ‘-, 

OVERARCHIIWISSUES 

MISSION 
1, . , . . I  ’ 

The mission of the Library of Congress has been the topic of intermittent 
debate for nearly 200 years. ?I’here is no dispute that the L&&&y iwas established to 
store N. . . such books asmay be necessary for the useof,Congress . . .” that were 
purchased with a $5,000 appropriation signed into law on April24; 1800.’ ., ,I 

Various further functions have been assigned to the..Library across the 
subsequent decades, some having little direct connection to its ,role as a 
congressional library. The Library’s activities today ‘encompass an ad hoc role as 
National Library and an international presence in developing its. colJections and 
addressing’library issues world%ide:,. : 

Findings ,knd +i+sions ,’ ‘, .>. -,i’; 
,. / .’ 

The Library operates under broad stitutory authority. The statutory authority 
of the Library of Congress provides specific guidance for a number of programs. 
Throughout its 195-year history, the Library has been given responsibility and 
funding for a variety of new initiatives with specific authorities. A key contributor ‘. 
to further expansion of the Library’s role was the 1897 legislation authorizmg. the 
Librarian of Congress to make rules and regulations for the Library. This ’ 
authorization has provided the Librarian with the capability to’initiate projects.. and 
programs that become individually funded’through congressional appropriation 
and become, permanent components of ,Library activities. ” 

( .  
:  

For, the last century, the roles and mission of ‘the Library -have continued to 
expand both through Librarian initiatives’ and congressional legislation. This 

* John Y. Cole, Tefferson’s ,LePacv. A Brief Historv of the Librarv of Comzress, 1993. 
,, 
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growth has been accompanied by an increasing range’& .pro,ducts ‘and services for its 
constituencies, the American public, and the international &mm&&, and has” 
resulted ,in an extremely. broad and expandingrange of ,Libraryhuman,,physical, 
technology,. ,and financial resource requirements.. i.. , ,,: e 

* .’ 
The Library’s current mission statement’cont.mues to providea broad , 

framework for guiding the Library. Full text of the mission and strategic priorities. 
statement appears in Appendix. A. In October 1995, the Librarian of Congress 
articulated the Library’s mission as follows* -,T ,-., ,’ 

I  . )  ~. 

L 

, ne Lib>. &Js.&&s?& is, to mpke_it~~~~source~‘~v’~~Il;6rie gqd usefil, 
to the Congress and: therAmerieati. people. and to sustain and J ., . . ,. . . . . 
p+es&eip G&+$ ColI&i&i’$ knowled@ ,an$: creatrvzty for 

!. ‘fiture *ensrations~“.~-.,,-, -e.. II .,s,‘c ..a ,. ,, II _ . . . ’ 
1;; _ I : ,- ,I ; L -: ;..: ,_ .i ., ‘2 ‘_,.,\ ‘. :.,: (. ,’ ,m .“, 

,The Library, has ic$@ty.and acct#ance as ,+merica,s national librar!y,but: may 
not be effectively:-fulfilling a national miss$on. ~;19~~;‘,,~~~~~~~rican Library :’ 
Association (ALA), ,in testimony concerning Senate bill 2748, the -Library of Congress 
Fund Act of 1992, stated, “Although ‘never formally:designated as such, the ,Library 
of Congress functions as the national library of the United States.” The. Library’s 
own publications often assert this role. : :.i ” .,-, _, . ; ., 

Within the national role, the national library community views the Library 
of Congress as aleader and focal point ‘in setting somestandards in cataloging, 
classification, and. other .library issues. However, ‘the: national ‘library community 
representatives in focus, groups and mte+rviews said that the. Library’s. historic role of 
national library leadership has deteriorated. The library community representatives 
stated that this role is, critical in the future, to dealt with rapidly evolving technology 
and information issues. No other organization is providing this leadership. 

.: 
A strong perception exists among the U.S. library community that the Library 

of Congress is not well positioned to address the unique library challenges and 
opportunities created by,dynamic advances in digital information, communication, . 
and storage technologies. The national library community sees future library 
capabilities, functions, ,and work, processes being transformed by these technologies. 
They described a much more volatile information and, publishing environment 
already’ being Iinfluenced by online storage, distribution, and access to information. 
Traditional library functions such as cataloging, storage, and. preservation :may 
require radically new approaches to effectively adjust! to new information 
environments. 

. ..I> 
The Library of Congress has an internationai presence and has~selectively 

engaged in international commitments. Following World War II, the Library 
established a presence in Europe and elsewhere through expanding acquisition 
agreements. The foreign language collections expanded to the.,present day to- 
constitute approximately 50 percent of the Library’s book collections and 
approximately 60 percent of the cataloging workload. The scope and extent of the 

Executive Summary-4 
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Library’s foreign language collections make the .Library of Congress unique among 
the world’s,national libraries:” ‘1, ;$‘ ‘1 ,,,; - ‘l’.,.:’ j’l * .A, .$ ..;,‘:, !j 

,: 1 ‘., ,1 , ,.‘,_ -_ , I, 1 
.I ,. ...l :c.:‘,. .CJ”..’ ” ,,’ :. ‘: l,‘.. ‘, 

b Several altGtititive tiiskons satid i&s : &tild be mnsi’dered -to shape ,ihe ’ : 
future of the Library. Three missions can be used to ,characterize the potential’ scope 
of activities of the Library directly supporting: Congress; the nation; andthe world 
community of libraries; pubhshersi’and scholars. Etiibit 2 presents ,the three, 
mission alternatives. ‘:’ 1 : (‘7 

1 ‘-; _“, : I’. ;. : ,, : ., ,fl‘i>, 
EXHIBIT ,2 : .:‘.i:,;,:.: : ‘: ‘I,: .! .-.)’ 

?I 

I 
I 
I, 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

‘I 
Focuses the Library’s functions toward the 
original role,of serving as the Library, of, 9: 
Con$e&r, essentially a collection limited to 
broadly defined,congressiorial needs ,arid 
Federal government plus CRS~like research.. 
Other functions, go elsewhere or disappear, for 
example, public outreach. -, 

Views the Library’s role as g national one,with 
some limits on interpretation and cultural 
programs which may be ijlaced, elsewhere, e.g., 
exhibits, displays. .I -’ 

Qlfills the words of the mission statement of 
)ctober,i995. ,The terms“‘make. . . useful: and 
universal collection” are particularly powerful’ in 
sgitimiiing the expanded interpretation and 
collection programs, the’latter. including 
naterials in many languages and from many 
‘ountries. 

.,: ,i ‘, 

of the information/library communfty would be 
missing or seired by ‘others. (Some 
commentatarsbelievethat the.natiorial .libraty 
role is. more important than the Congressional 
library role.) ,.. 

: ,( :.. ‘. 3, 1, 
:;’ ‘_ 
,f:: ~Cs.~,giess/Na!ion,:. !j$ bt:~~~~~,:i~.i,~~~;~~~~,~:,~;:~~~~ ii, 
‘$, .I”., “>,! “,. ,,I :,:, , ‘*<,,, 
,$,, y .; y; ;:;:.y+ ” :, :c “.,~h~iect’eris:irc~~~~~~~~~,, ‘,’ : 

,II,..’ ,,,,,’ ,’ : i..j.* ;,.,, ?. ,:.. , 
,,, ‘,- 

The national Library role~wouldbe formally’ 
acknowledged and the Lib&i’s 

,‘!. 

leadership/partnering role strengttiened. :’ 

This mission would requiie increased interactic 
with national constituencies. : ~ 

A variation of tl& mission would preserve the 
Congressional Collectian/CRSrole as;inMissic 
A, but create another institution to serve as the 
nationat, library and,,dulfill the .bulk,of-the?gresen 
collection and other Li,braryfu.nctions. , 

i 

. . ._ 

I 

I 

’ :, ., .’ .: 

As a basis for assessment and consideration, we have presented as options, 
two contrasting roles as ,follows: I 

., : 
: 

I 
Executive Summary-5 
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l Independent archive/,knowledgex developer-focused ,oA independent 
collection building and i constituent support 

l Information/knowledge “broker- focused on a cooperative/colihbtiratiiie 
focal point role among networks of U.S. and other national libraries and 
publishers. 

Exhibit 3 further, describes these roles. 

The Library continues’to develop and manage 
collections independently in Library and other 
Federal government facilities. Traditional 
original catatoging and research or developmer 
functions are performed primarily by Library 
functional components and staff; 

I. 

: 

Jbrary’s principal role changes from being a .’ 
zustodian of collections with an independent 
operational role to a comprehensive broker or 
‘eferral agency. The Library initiates 
:ollaborative and cooperative relationships witt 
)ther libraries, consortia, and the’like. It uses 
:omputer communications technology totell an 
nquirer which library in the nation or world has 
he specific information. : 

/I Library collections and facility ‘requirements 
continue to expand rapidly based on collection 
strategy and policies. Traditional areas of 
Library expertise, acquisitions, cataloging, and 
preservation continue to grow in importance ark 
are the force behind future staffing 
requirements. Future technologies are strongly 
influenced by internal operational needs and an 
supported by constituent capabilities. 

The present Library collection would be dealt 
with by selective retention and/or transfer to 
other institutions with arrangements for 
appropriate preservatjon. These institutions 1 
are likely to be well-established research 
libraries at universities. - 

_,‘. 
I  - .  

:  

Other participating institutions ‘would need to 
demonstrate their willingness and capability to 
participate in such a system, especially those 
responsible for collecting, storing, and 
providing a specified class of information. - . . . . 
The bulk of the documents that are needed by a 
requester located remotely from the document 
storage location could&be shipped physically by 
regular or express mail. Even with massive 
digitization, many books will never be digitized. 

Alternative missions, and roles would have different i*pacts on.the Library’s 
resources, products, -and ‘services and on its organiza’tion, con&kekes, and 
funding. However, even more fundamental to comparing alternative missions for 
the Library is the understanding and viewpoint one holds on the role of libraries in 

Executive Summary-6 
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I . 
society. For those who give to libraries a major role in the preservation, 
organization, and pr’ovision of information in the-,emerging. “information age,” 
Role 1 will likely be unattractivenational. leadership! is. simply. imperative. Those 
principally concerned with serving the Congress ‘are likely to be concerned with the 
possible distraction from that role that is inherent in Role 2, collaborative 
information/knowledge broker. 

In an environment of constrained financial and human resources, 
streamlining, downsizing, and strategic focus of available resources are essential. 
Concepts of mission and roles directly impact, financial and other resources. 

Current and Future Mission Recommendation ,.., 
, .‘I’>” “,,S,, :., : 

The Libraq’s c@+it ii+ssiiin should be focused atid diliinited within the 
Congi+N,ajion fnis&$i, ‘and PJanning &ould begin toward: i future mission of 
serving Congress and performing as a national Information/Knowledge Broker. 

i 
Current Mission ‘. .’ ‘. I,‘8 

: 
‘. ,’ ‘! 

As,documented in the 1996 testimony of the Librarian of Congress and his 
principal colleagues before the House Subcommittee on Appropriations, the 
Library’s resources a&management infrastructure is sorely stretched to perform the 
current congressional and national missions. Accordingly, unless more resources 
can be provided and the ‘infrastructure substantially strengthened, services to 
Congress should continue as the mam priority. To address resource issues, the 
following candidate areas might be reduced; . 

F Acquisition of selected special collections , 
l Foreign acquisitions ” : 
l Selected English language acquisitions 
l Original cataloging 0 
l Cultural, affairs activities, exhibits, displays, and performances. 

Further, the current mission statement might be revised today to read: 

The Library’s mission is to make knowledge available and usefil to 
Congress and available to the American people and to provide 
leadership in creating networks of institutions that enable the world’s 
knowledge resources to be shared. 

instead of: 

The Library’s mission is to make its resources available and usejul to the 
Congress and the American people and to sustain. ,and preserve a 
universal collection of knowledge and creativity for #we generations. ‘, 
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,, ‘...i : ,!, *’ ‘--i-. 
Addressing the’ issues ~identified. throughout :this report- in ‘national ’ 

lead.ership, human resources, facilities,. and security, the Library needs to. move 
rapidly to develop collaborative relationships with,its $rimary ‘constituencies and to 
identify and address major library community issues.’ / This effort re+ures’ an ~ 
increased emshasis on Library initiatives that l&e.been developing ‘in recent years 
to use the capabilities of the Library’s existing tiorkforce most effectively and to 
reduce the operational activities associated with collection building.. j: : 

‘i J I ‘.’ I: 
Future Mission :” :;” ‘,_, i .: : 

The. future mission ,of the Library of Congress will derivefrom ,three principal 
developments: ” .,,. 

j _ : .; 0 ;*... Il.‘.,.:..;.> /‘. , . ,: s .j. :. 
l Information is increasing in both .volume and, the,role, it plays.,m society 
l Technology for information handling is becoming more powerful and’,,‘* : q’ 

.’ widespread : ,_ .,I .., ., ;‘: 
l Society ‘will increasingly need and seek institutions’ ‘to provide, better access 

to, and, usability of, information. , .‘: : .., :, : 
The Library &Congpe&,-as the’rticognized- “nation’slibrary,” 5s well-positioned 

to occup9.a leadership role ,in guiding the development land coordiriating the 
functioning of networks of distributed. information; ,:The,Library would.become an 
electronic broker controlling standards, access protocolsi and~classification and 
indexing systems. Collections would be largely decentralized to other. institutions, 
probably by subject matter and/or format. This mission concept %ould involve a, 
huge undertaking, which would occur over a period of 10 to 20 years. . * .’ I 

.i _.. 
A new and changed mission requiresthe’ thought@ and thorough 

examination and, debate that the Library’s heritage deserves.. To ,help a,ccomplish’ 
this change, the Librarian needs to’take the lead by pre$aringa detailed I&n that 
outlines the pros and cons of the recommended mission’ and role as well as other 
possible alternatives. Then all the affected stakeholders-Congress, government 
agencies; state and local governments, libraries, publishers, information handling ” 
businesses, and others-should be invited. to join in examining the options. At the 
end of this process, the mission of the Library ofCongress should be affirmed in law 
and the level of resources should be .provided that will enable: the Library’s, future, to 
be as distinguished as its past. 

MANAGEMENT PROCESSES 

,The examination of institutional management processes at the Library stems.,. 
from concerns raised’ both externally ‘and internally about the direction and’ .,. 
management of the institution. Many of ‘these’ issues had been recurring themes “‘- .- 
.through multiple previous studies and discussions with Congress. 
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l The responsibility for, technology activities divided between Information 
Technoogjr Services (ITS) and the BerviCe units ” i ‘. ‘, “.’ 

i The lack of authority, to follow through. on Library-wide se&rity issues ’ ,’ ;,I..,. ‘” ‘ 
l ,The lack of an, institutional. advocate at ,the Lib&y for long-range .faeilities 

planning ,and an unclear division of responsibility between the. Architect 
,of the Capitol and the Library : , 

l Lack of .a training ,director, with a large part of the workforce nearing 
retirement and no plan to replace critical skills. 

Recommendations c. 

,.. ,‘, 
The Library needs to capital&e ‘on its strengths, provide for integration ‘acrogs 

the institution, and, most importantly, build commitment to ensuring 
accountability, proactive decision making, and implementation., The Library 
should: II * 1, ,: ,‘, :- ,. 

l Institute a comprehensive planning and program execution process that 
builds ‘on components in place and links plans to ex$icit mission 
elements and outcome-oriented measures. of performance. ‘. 

l Improve the .,delivery : of support ,services+echnology, human resources, 
.,and facilities-and better integrate these functions into the Library’s 
operations with the Library mission and straltegy : I ,‘,’ 

0’ Institute ‘Library-wide .m&hanisms to measure performance and. monitor 
results. 1 ’ 1 -1 .I 1 --. .’ ‘. 

OPERATIONAL PROCFSSES , ,.;;, ‘. 

Our study of, the Library’s processes took two forms: profiling the Library’s 
major processes and detailed, examination of the management of ,wo collections- 
books and photograph: ’ The profiles’are made ‘u~<.of. flow charts,! throughput data, ,, 
and staffing data for the ijrocesses (Appendices E;‘F, and C). . 

Findings and Conclusions 

’ The Library manages its collections on a functional basis. It does not. control 
or measure collection management as a process; A, functional ‘management 
approach focuses on guiding, controlling; and improving fun?tions and resources 
along and within the organizational structure and components. 

A process management approach focuses on guiding, controlling; and 
improving the effectiveness of a business process a-cross an organization to deliver 
products and services. This difference is shown in Exhibit 4.,, Typical results from 
process management practices include redu&g backldgproble;ns;‘;elirninating” 
variability in workloads, and in&easing the quality and consistency of products and 
services. .’ 
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This concept is based,on ‘the realization’ that producing‘ a’,product and; s i.. 
delivering a service requires activities and internal processes that j cut across the .t 
organization. This approach has the effect of highlighting the integration of, and *I “’ 
communication between, people and functions within the organization and its 
customers. Furthermore, it facilitates. the identification of non-value-added) i 
activities and deals, with the’ administrative~activities ‘as well as the process .-, :. ” 
activities. One:of the main benefits and purposes of using a process management” 
apfiroach .is that it provides the understanding of how to control, manage, and 
constantly ‘improve how the organization delivers. its ‘products and services in’ -‘i ‘. 
response to changing customer demands’and input ‘variables. ’ ‘. ” ( : : 

i : 
Current reporting systems do not pr’kvide appropriate visibility of process 

drivers and controls. These reports are geared mainly to providing information for 
the Library’s annual reports, measuring,the levels of arrearages, and producing key 
indicators. ‘, 

’ 

For collections, the ex,isting information systems a&not integrated, do not 
permit tracking of work in process or identify the specific location ‘of-an ,jtem in 
circulation, and do not support maintenance of inventory records. We ‘found no 
controls or procedures for moving work and materials through the collections 
process. -. ,I . . ). 

The effects of acquiring large collections are not dealt with in a programmatic 
or systematic method. We noted that the coordination of and planning for 
acquisitions of large collections are not based on systematic anaiysis’of the .overall 
effects of the acquisition on the functional areas of the Library. Such factors as the 
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I ,. ., 
current collection’s arrearage status and the requirements for preservation, 
cataloging, storage, servicing, and budget ‘are not considered in a coherent or 
consistent manner. Overall, acquisition is Inot treated programmatically to 
understand and plan for the workload and resources required, to place, a,collection 
into service in a timely manner. 

Operating level improvement initiatives are not integrated along the 
collections management process. Opera&g level units in Library Services have 
initiated a number of projects to improve procedures and services. However, for 
the initiatives we found, there were no linkages to. ai+ infeg@fed effort focusing on 
improving, the collections management process across operating units. It is 
necessary to make system-wide changes to a process before modernizing the 
technology that supports it. ,) - *p:.. _. ‘j ‘/ ,;. 

The ,cataloging’ functions in the Copyright Office and the Library are 
significantly different in, both form and purpose. The BoozrAllen effort reviewed 
the Copyright Office from a process perspective to determine, synergism between its 
processes and those of the Library’s collection mana@ment. Althouih the 
Copyright Office catalogs items, boththe purpose and details of the cataloging are 
substantially ‘different from that performed, for either, the Library collections or the 
library industry. To have the Copyright Office catalog in the same manner as the 
Cataloging Division would require a substantial increase in complexity and, ,: 
workload. Consequently; they offer essentially no’ cross-organizational p.recessing 
benefits. . , ,;;i i 

Although CRS is markedly diff,erent; from other parts of the Library, it ‘faces, 
some of the same challenges stemming from infrastructure support. Similar. to 
collections management by the Library, CRS uses, a number of‘Ymformation systems 
for storage, retrieval, and ,tracking that are not integrated into a broader gtruc,ture to 
support the CRS processes. Although CRS tracks significant’ amounts ,of data, its 
‘focus and use of the information is more transaction reporting than process 1) : 
management. 

! I’ 
Recommendations 

In order to streamline its processes and resource utilization and effectively 
manage its collections, the Library should reengineer its operational processes. 

l Define and manage the Library’s operations from a process management 
perspective 

l Plan and manage special and large acquisitions as projects’separate from 
the normal inflow of material. .> ./ ; ,I - 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE : 

The organizational structure of the Library of Congress has evolved 
over time to focus resources and respond to a series of internal issues and 
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problems.+ The- recentpast (from 1,988 to 1996) is rnarked:by ,three, major ... ~ I, ‘*.. : :L’ 
Library reorganizations ,and, numerous shifts in personnelassignments..~ The : I’, -. 
present Library organizational structure is based on a reorganization initiated 
in late 1995 to address repeated concerns about its ability to make decisions 
and hold people accountable,, 

:’ 
, ::,, .; J 

Findings and Conclusions 

The Library’s functional,,organizational structure impedes its ability to 
integrate its operations and improve performance. As described previously, the 
Library manages itscollections on a ‘functionalsbasis -(ac@isitionc R:reservation~ and 
cataloging) rather .than~ as ani end-to-end process. Likewise,:supp,ort tservices tend to 
be managed vertically within the support ,service, rather than horizontally, across 
the organization being serviced. .d.. 

Despite frequent changes in’seniormanage.ment assignments and 
organizational structure; the Library has been unable .to address its infrastructure ,. ..;. 7 ;; ,I 
and support services problems. Library support services, including Human 
Resources, Information Technology *Systems (ITS), Facilities!: and Security, have 
been frequently identified: asnot”.being, effectively integrated with Library operations. 
A consistent finding among ‘the LJbrary support services h,as been ‘a‘ lack of 
functional strategic planning and integrated, Libfary-wide operational planning. 
These issues are exacerbated by a broad span of ,control for some senior executives ,. ,...,.I.L/, and multiple layers ‘of ‘manageme,nt, ,ghich result in centralization of some ,,., . . . . Li,,. 
operational decisions and lack of adequate guidance, or d.irection in other cases. ..,“,- .- / :. I 

In analyzing the,prospects for .mqving~~~j,r?r:‘Librar3; activities .to#her .:.- :, 
agencies, we concluded that, while transfer of the Copyright tiffice from the Library 
to’another organization may not have negative operational impacts, the benefits of 
such a move ,arq unlcnown and. may.cause.sig~nificant ,,disr:uption;,, There, is little 
operational reason for housing the ]iop.@ght function .a@e Lib~~,~ .df :@&$~ifi, 
But physical. ,relocation of the Copyright office could ~mcur an annual cost, to the 

: 

recipient of. $80’0,000 ,for leasing facilities. 
., 

‘tie of ‘the major benefits of the current 
arrangement is that copyright de@osits are a, significant source of material for the 
Library’s collections, conservatively valuedat $13 million per year. ‘Ho&ever, an 
arrangement could be made in law that; the Library Miould continue ‘to receive these 
deposits in any case. / ‘: 

Similarly, the relationship of the Congressional Research~Service~ to’the 
Library is not dictated by operational’process interaction or opportunities for 
synergy. CRS obtams much of its‘ information from sources other than the Library, 
and it organizes its operations differently. Hovvever, there is no compelling 
rationale, or ,beriefit to, decoupling‘ the CRS from ‘the ‘Library.’ I 1 : _, . ^ - ._ ‘. )’ :*- ‘:r-:‘!*..-. >-:‘, -7:; ,- . ...,” . . . . . .‘.. I ,.. : I., 1 1’ :,-’ .- ,, -_ ‘. ., ; ,,. -,; , 
Recommendations 

We are recommending several adjustments to the Library’s organizational 
structure. However, we strongly recommend that the Library take proactive steps to 
focus management attention on making the newly established organizational -I . ., 

. j. 
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structure‘work. These steps should include clarifying roles and resRonsibilities and 
improving management Andy operational processes. and servicedelivery across the, 
institution. Our recommended changes are displayed in Exhibit 5. _ ,.i 

,’ ;. I 

EX‘kilBlT’ 5 
Recpmmended Organization 

I 
’ ;, chisl opt 
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.  ‘,’ ‘,, :  . :  :  
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. 

l In 

I Copy&t ’ 

‘SpecificaUy, we recotimend a number of ch&g&in roles in the Library 
which should imp&& operations of key functions. p .’ /.. 

l Establish a permanent Deputy Librarian as the Library’s Chief Operating 
Officer and clarify the role of that position by investing it’kith Library-. 
wide operational decision-making’ authority : ., ,, 

l i Rlevate the Chief Financial ,Officer position to. focus greater attention on 
improving the Library’s financial systems and controls 

l Establish a Chief Information Officer (CIO) position to help implement an 
effective Information Resource Management (IRM) strategy that integrates ,. 
the, requir,ements of the Library’s broad commitments to’ internal and 
external customers and its future missipn 

l Assign leadership and responsibility for,,major proc.esses. to individual. (i ,: .,, .I . .’ ,. I, , I. j 1. 
“process owners” who have authority to provide leadership across 
organizational lines for security, facilities, and planning and program 
execution processes. 

Executive Summary-14 

. 



. 
BoozAllen & Hamilton 

‘/ ;,. 

‘, 
,’ :‘.’ t  .’ ‘, ‘.,‘. ,  : , . :  i 

; . ,  
1 :  , ‘ . , ,  i ^ 

REVENUE ,OPPORTUNITIES ,:. I ,, ; ;,_; I .‘,; : . . ,_, 
: ,, “! ,’ .( : ‘I ;_, :. ‘.._ L ,, :_ ,‘:I ., : ‘: ,,, 3.;. ” 

As ,part of the overall ‘assessment of the Library of. Congress, ‘1300zAllenS ‘:-: 
explored the potential revenue sternming i.from existing or ‘additional feeAbased- ,: 
services: full recovery of copyright registrationcosts; charging’publishersa fee for 
cataloging; charging commercial researchers a fee for:using’,Library services and -. 
facilities; charging fees for interlibrary loans. Expanding fee based options to provide 
additional revenues” would help to offset rosts’,of needed improvements in the 
Libras oijerati~~~r .’ ; ., ~. ;‘I -: >, ,‘?, : i-4 ;.I ., 

_’ , ,. : I -,.‘: 7.’ ,. ’ 3,’ . . ; ‘-‘!, :?‘l- ,,- 
Findings &j ~~nclu$io~s 

” L., 
’ : I: c : 1 1’ :,I; ::,.; _. ‘: : ; ! .: ;::;, : 

.,.i, ,. , >/ ,, : ;‘_ .’ y;:j s * ..j ,‘., .. .I,;,.? ,; ,, 
Ofilktknities to increase the re&ntie .sttiea$ :of :the Library ;of :Qngress,do : 

exist ai@arjr ,significantly in the: additional. funding they &g&@rovide. -&hi&5 
.; 

summarizes the overall revenuei4potential associated with recovering”fu1.l costs, in 
each,of the four areas we-analyzed. ., . ,,‘I :’ ‘ :. .,. , .- 

EXHIBIT 5. 
i :., 

.! :,: ’ .’ ” 
Reverhe Analyses. Offsetting Value of ‘Items ‘Fleeeked, : 

I 
’ 

Charging 
Commercial. 
Researchers 

TOTAL.’ 

0 Cost Data Not Available Cost Data Not Cost D&a Not 
: :,. ,, Available Available . 

12,600 ” ” 3+078‘to 37,678 ,, 14,977 17,101 to 22,70?‘;: 

‘. 

”  : .  

. ,  : .  ”  /  , .  ; .  , , ,  _. . I  . , , ._  , ,  . :  , ”  . : , . . .  ^ 

* The first row. assumes the Copyright Office would continue to receive copies of registration material at 
no cost as currently legislated; The second, row assumes the Library would purchase $13;296,000 of 
materials for the collections which it receives today at no cost. We predicate the,latter assumption on 
the fact that Copyright Law, as currently written, provides copyright protection regardless of whether 
or not the creator submits a registration. 
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Two of the services studied, interlibrary loans and charging commercial 
researchers, have a low volume, thus limiting their revenue potential. .As shown 
in Exhibit 5, ,the Library lends relatively few items to other libraries; the potential 
revenue is under $700,000.. Services to commercial researchers are commonly 
limited, to those requests, that can be,handled in a two-hour time frame. Any ,, 

s additional revenue from those fees would have to be.-offset by additional costs, for 
performing research that currently is ‘not performed. 

,’ ., “‘. 
.Sig&cant Teyqnue potential exists for :qojq4ght regi>@ation a@ cataloging,. 

but pursuing this revenue potential must be examined in lighi df ~&~e$~~~ and. t&z : 
Library’s mission. We believe the revenue potential from recovering full costs for 
copyright registrations and charging publishers for cataloging should be &dressed 
within the broader context of the Library’s mission. Because the copyright 
registration and Cataloging In ,Rublication (CIP), programs provide considerable 
contributions to the Library’s collection, the effect of: increasing- or introducingfees 
for these services may adversely affect that part of the?Library’s mission, i, ‘, ‘. ..: 

,! .,z’,, ; ) I , ‘/, 
However, assuming a decision to maintain copyright and cataloging in the 

Library and to charge fees for services; we believe that fully recovering .copyright 
registration costs offers significant opportunities both in’ terms ,of additional 
revenue to be captured and relative ease of implementationl The additional “,,,, 
revenue to the Library is substantial-ranging frqm $11 million to, $1~7 million, ” 
depending on various assumptions. Of the four services studied;: only the Copyright 
Office currently has the appropriate support structure in place torecover cost. The 
base fee for copyright registrations can be modified. only by law; howe@e,, the 
Copyright Law does provide the authority to adjust base fees at 5-year intervals to 

:; 

reflect changes in the Consumer Price Index (CPI). Despite the authority to adjust 
*‘; 
; 

fees ,by’regulation, the-copyright Office has electednot to do so. :As a result, fees 
have not increased as often as changes in cost. would demand or current law-would 
allow. The Copyright Office meets two key criteria for pursuing a fee-based service: 
significant revenue, which. makes putting the necessary structures in place J.i 
worthwhile,’ and a strong argument and precedent, which can help diffuse possible i 
negative reactions from the customer and ,stakeholder base. ,,” : . 

/. 
We have estimated that the potential revenue to the Library from charging., 

publishers a fee for cataloging represents a significant amo,unt of money as well-n 
theAorder- of $7,500,000 annually. Recovering this potential revenue, however, may 
be complex. Both Library of Congress management and many of those outside the 
Library perceive cataloging as a core service of the Library. 

The Library does not have the finar)cial mechanisms in place to support 
additional fee-based services. Charging fees for services works best when-the... 
appropriate financial structures, such as revolving funds, are in place. The Library 
does ‘not have the fee collection and reimbursement mechanisms in place for ,any of .’ 
the services studied other than.for the Copyright Office: As mentioned, only the 
Copyright Office currently has the appropriate support structure in place to’ recover 
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cost. The costs of establishing these mechanisms for other services need to be. ” : 
estimated and included in the analysis to assess the real revenue potential from 
these seivicesF,‘+.In addition, the Library does’ not develolFdetailed ‘cost .d’ata for an 
individual division, $or ‘doe&t have a. framework ,for ‘determining which possible 
fee-based services have strong revenue Rotential.- .’ ‘. : i /? 

I.. ., ;i ,. ; .+ 
Recommendations ,I.: ‘_ 

‘.,’ : 

~,:: ._ 
\ < ‘.,,( .’ ,: ! 

The Library should focus efforts’on increasing revenue. Specifically, they shoui& ‘,_ i ; :a:;. ‘1 ‘! . _’ ;.?I i “i.. (, 
*,. Y,“ . . . -‘I 

l Pursue full recovery of copyright costs , I -,,. ,. :. , ; 
l Qevelop a., comprehensive plan., to, ~espiore in detgil the ,&ential revenue 

from charging publishers a ,fee for cataloging. and how:.to .address 
stakeholder concerns 

,a.? ,< I 

0.’ JDeveloR a strategy and approach for qualifying potential fee-based se&es : ,. . . ‘,;. 
l l%veiop legislative, strategy to provide the Library ,with the f&&&d 

mechanisms and authority needed to implement fee-based services. 

. 
:, z 

. . 
-There, are common mfrastructure issues, that. must be, resolved ,$f ‘the Library is ,’ 

to successfully meet the emerging challenges to future mission, accomplishments 
This infrastructure includes facilities, security, information, ,technology, and, human 
resources. 

General Findings and’ Conclusions 

The, lack, of strategic-leve! plans for .Library support elements ‘means that 
significant effort is spent resolving.the near-term rather than s&&e& issues and 

’ ’ 

problems. The support infrastructure operates in a reactive mode. 

In addition, elements operate in a stovepipe manner, with individual 
systems for individual functions. Responsibilities for similar functions are often 
divided among multiple offices without a single process’ owner for Library-wide’ 
matters. 

.‘, I. ,. 

The strategic planning shortcoming is most severe in the information 
technology realm. The Library tends to apsroach information technology as a 
support maintenance activity, while technology is ,revolutioni&g the way’ people 
work, learn: and live. ,,Although, ITS has -a ,Strategic Han (lastrevised~ in September 
1995), it does not include a vision for the future’that includes IT as an enabler of the 
Library’s mission, an integrated IRM architecture, or performance improvement 
objectives that are measurable and linked to mission performance. The Library 
lacks a clear technology vision to support processes within the Library and the 

1 
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creation of ‘networks of i&tit&&s that enable the world’s knowledge resources to 
be shared. .‘.: 3. / ,, ‘ ..; ) j : : r :; ,,, .: ! : I ,I... 7 ) T j i , : : 1 :, 

: : ,, 
: .’ ; ‘\., _I 

.I , -_s ” >;‘i:.,. $, -I ‘) ; ,, ) 
In facilities,~;there is &comprehensive plan .for the efficient, economic, and, : i 

secure-management of facilitiesand ,cbllections. : Facilities &n&g and . 
management is not treated as an integraj part of, the: Library,m&$on. ‘, Although 
some isolated planning studies and reports define’short- and long-term collection 
storage needs, there is no comprehensive, integrated, ‘Library-wide strategic facilities 
plan. Without such a plan, there is no formal:process in place to: 

-i r’. ,:’ ,_ ,J I :;I’, .:, ,( ., ,.:. ‘, ; / ‘. ; >,e? !, : I: 
‘0 Describe the inter-relationship between the &s&on of the Library and ,; 

facilities operations 
i Define Library-wide space ~&age&&‘t standards 1, -1 s ‘1’ . . ;. i ‘,: 

_, ;, .;&iti. fi&ji& ,,&~tig.g:f&pegf~g :g~ace.‘req~i~Gdg&fits .id tiny ’ 

de&j f&&~~ee’ &&a&$ ” ‘?! ’ ,; 4’ . . ,; ‘L’ 1*, ,: j ; ,: FL‘- 

:. I. ‘, ,iG’ ;“, r: j 
No attempt” has been made to ,determine..how technological advances in on- 

line’ storage could be leveraged to reduce future physical storage.needs:, Such an 
analysis could’,result in sigruficant- long-term, cost savmgs;’ ’ : : -, ! : ,’ 1 ,::.. .i ,’ 

> 
Similarly, security operates in a reactive mode, responding to issues as they 

arise. Although the Library has, taken steps to improve- security of the collections, 
there continues to be allegations &theft and mutih&on. There is no single source 
of policy or requirements for Library security programs nor a comprehensive 
assessment of &ks. ‘In’addition, the Library’s allocation .ofm resources for security is 
not well’ tracked, making it diff3cultto assess ‘the *Libra$s, total cost or ,to evaluate, 
outcome against investmentS., ‘i :, ? ,; 

I 
Additionally, the resources and skills of the staff ,responsible for 

implementing new technology are, in many instances,’ arooted m’ the mainframe .’ 
computer of prior decades. The Library does not yet have the critical mass of 
technical ‘alent needed ‘to expand and sustain ‘initiatives ‘such as Nationai Digital 
Library (NDL). , .. 

., ,, I 

General Recommendations 

The Library’s greatest challenge is.to thi,n$ plore strategically ab,out security, 
facilities, human, and information resources management and their relationship to 
fulfilling mission objectives. The Library should: 

l Develop Library-wide Strategic Plans for security, facilities, ,human 
resources, and information resources 

t I &t&l&h., &$&a&$ &&&~~~& -and” &&$ih: ditg ha& f~~~c~,~&&~, .’ “’ 
aided facilities management (CAFM), human resources, information and 
tracking, and security related data 

l Plan, design, and manage,.initiatives in infrastructure improvement as 
investments with appropriate controls and performance evaluations 
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l Define functional personnel skill. requirements for the future and develop 
plans to’ respond to new technologies, changing missions, and potential ‘. 
staff turnover i ; ‘, 

l Update and simplify policies, and procedures in infrastructure areas’ 
l Designate qualified senior professionals, including a Chief Information 

Officer (CIO), for each infrastructure support area to lead accomplishment 
of key needed improvements. ^. ,. ;‘ :. ._’ 

: 

Specific Findings and Conclusions 
_,, ~-. : /’ “’ ._ .‘. 

. . . ,.‘, _‘, “’ ;‘. ‘I. .’ ‘.. II)’ .I, : , 

In addition to the infrastructure overarching issues addressed above, there are 
a number of findings, conclusions, and recommendations specific to each ‘functional G 
area that need to be addressed. ,. ; “_ ., ‘. 

.) ,, “’ r ,, ‘I 
FACILITIES L’$. ,I i .‘i 

. : 
The, Library’s ‘mission and supporting goals are. inherently facility intensive. 

Available space to store the Library’s continuously, growing collections has nearly 
run out. 

. . :  ‘, 

The lack of approved and promulgated corporate space standards inhibits the 
establishment ‘of a ,realistic facilities,baseline. As a result, the efficiency and equitable 
distribution of current space use cannot be determined (and therefore controlled), 
and a supporting, auditable projection of additional space requirements cannot be 
made.. . 

Facilities Recommendations 

One of the Library’s greatest challenges is to treat facilities as an important 
strategic element for accomplishing the Library’s mission. Accordingly, the Library 
should: 

l Perform a comprehensive, forward looking analysis of space needs against 
mission priorities 

l Centralize the prioritization and decision-making about space needs 
l Develop comprehensive, uniform, qualitative, and quantitative space 

standards for all Library facilities and for each type of functional space. 

SECURITY I 

The Library has a number of security related problems resulting from a 
fragmented organization, ineffective management procedures, lack of a clear 
security policy, ill-defined requirements for collections security, an incomplete risk 
management process, and no comprehensive security plan. 

Executive Summary-l 9 
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The Library does not organize and manage its security functions in an 
effective manner. There. is no single. individual responsible and accountable for 
overall. security ofthe Library. : Several ,divisions have separate and distinct 
programs with their own.policies and guidelines. The management ,and 
implementation of, electronic security. is, currently. divided between Protective, 
Services, and the Architect of the ‘Capitol, (AOC). 
respect to computer security1, 

A similar situation exists with 3. 

.,_ 
The Library’s’ has not designated responsibility or authority for 

computer security applications and data. The acting manager of-Protective _, 
Services Division (PSD) does not have the security background needed ‘to lead 
the, technical and operational implementation of Library computer or , _, 
physic+ iecurity +$pys- i’ ,, 

. ...: 
,- .! ., :, ,, .,,,.-: , ! . : 

The Library’s budget structure makes it difficult to’determine specifically how 
much money. is spent on security. Thus, it is difficult to accurately assess the 
Library’s total security costs. It is also difficult to determine whether the Library has 
spent money on the appropriate security initiatives since it has not completed a 
comprehensive risk assessment that would form the basis for, budget decisions. 

/. 

> 

,  

The Library’s security program does not conform to generally accepted 
security practices. There is no single, comprehensive set of security requirements 
for ‘Library collections programs. Without a requirements baseline, the Library has 
no’comprehensive set of standards, or yardstick,. by which to conductormeasure the 
effectiveness of its security programs. As a result, security is ,often .evaluated only in 
terms.of events, such as the theft or mutilation of book+ Also the Library does not 
have a single; clearly documented security policy. The Library has no method or 
procedures for systematically evaluating or analyzing risk. The Library does not 
have a risk management program that includes a comprehensive, assessment of the 
security risks associated with its current operations. Managers from within PSD 
provide ad hoc risk ,assessments ,in concert, with managers of the collections. With 
respect to computer security, the Library has not performed a risk assessment of.its 
information systems. 

Security Recommendations 

The Library needs to organize and manage its security functions in a less 
fragmented manner. The Library should: 

l I Identify a single Library Security Officer (LSO) responsible for all security 
functions 

l Implement a comprehensive risk assessment process \ 
l Establish a comprehensive and overarching s,ecurity policy ’ 
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l Transition full ‘respo.nsibility for the c&& component &tio~, 
installation, integration, and operation of all permanent~~and’ temporary 
electronic security components and systems to the, AOC 

l Provide management w$ith more’detailed information on security 
program costs and performance. 

TECHNOLOGYUSAGE ,’ 
: : 

The Library does not vjew technoiogy in a strategic context nor has it focused 
on what information is needed to run the organization. This situation is evidenced 
by the fact that there is no single system-level architecture (complete with a 
performance measures management component) in place that can ‘facilitate the 
organization’s decision$aking process.’ A: greater strategic, focus on Information 
Resources Management (IRl@ tiould position the Library to .make better use. of ’ 
technology. ! ,.,,: , ,.I .’ “. : 

I : : . . _ j 
As the Library increases its use of technology, the overall infrastructure 

becomes an increasingly critical factor affecting the ability of,the Library to 
accomplish ,its mission. Library systems are not currently%ttegrated at .a level ’ 
appropriate to reduce interfaces .between systems, lessen the need for maintenance 
resourcesf and ‘minimize redundant data. ’ :- 

*( 
I The Library is in transition regarding the types of mission,,support systems it 

is implementing. It is ‘moving from -building, the internal data repository 
capabilities, represented by the, core legacy system, to’systems that are designed more 
to automate processes This’ means that the operations of the Library’ are 
increasingly becoming. coupled to the systems designed to support them. I c 

‘ ,a’ I: ~! ,. 
The Library needs-to decide.whether, to. build new systems in-house.or to 

outsource futur.e systems development The Library ‘has a core dependence on,, 
legacy systems’that have: been in operation‘ for over 20 years: Legacy systems ,are 
complexi. increasingly difficult to’ maintain, and cannot evolve in line ,with, future 
Library requirements.. If the Library is {asked to assume an information broker role ‘. 
in the future, it must move to new, interactive technologies that facilitate data 
sharing among geographically dispersed organizations. These legacy systems <will 
not accommodate such changes. 

1. :. : : 
Technology Usage Recommendations, j 

,, 
The Library should: i. \ ,.l : . ‘. ;_ ‘, ,: 
. ‘A&-.+ &:a -@pro-h ~$&&ion;~‘~e Librav &,+ b;&,fy .: I, ‘_ 

, changing how it views, collects, and uses information in order to, achieve 
its mission ,objectives 

I 

l Expand ‘the- purview of ‘its ITS’ organization to .promote and sustain the 
IRM’ function 

.’ 

I  
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l Develop a target architecture to support long-range goals to include: 
- A structured configuration audit of all existing systems, to establish an 

accurate configuration baseline;’ 
- A plan to transition to the target architecture; and 
- The mechanisms to control this ‘architecture, and to keep it, documented 

l Develop detailed, workable transition plans for Library legacy systems 
l Determine whether to build new systems in-house or to, outsource future 

systems development. 
I  

., ‘,,* .I. HUMAN R@OUR@S .’ ” ,,‘,, ., i ,; i (, ,!, 
,’ 

The Human Resources funcdon cannot meet the-challenges of the future. 
The Human Resources function at ‘the .Library ’ has some .‘significant issues, *which .( 
will impede the Library’s ability ,to sup;port the ongoing and Zfuture, needs, of the ” 
services units. SRecifically, the Human Resources function at the ‘Library ‘is. ; : 
problematic in the areas of labor relations, recruitment and selection, and training. 

.: 
The Libraryneedsan innovative approach to establishing positive labor-, 

management relations. In !orderto address the concerns of both labor and 
management, the Library must adopt-new methods ,for increasing communication 
between labor and management. Labor-management relations at the Library,, are 
largely dependent on the membership of the unions and the personalities involved. 
Only an innovative -approach, which includes .an, ,agree,ment to cooperate by both 
parties, can change *the overall atmosphere, of, mistrust at #he .Library, As a means of. 
creating a .breakthrough onjdeveloping more effective labor management relations, 
the Library should select a relatively small and severable. unit within a larger, 
bargaining unit. The Library: and <the.-union could then negotiate. a much simplified 
set of terms with stricter adherence to time frames. These guidelines would’be 
applicable to this group only. : The format would emphasize discussions, not paper. 
The pilot would have a definite duration of less than an entire 3-year contract,so i1 
that it could be properly reviewed, modified, and extended if successful. Training 
would be incliuded for all employees, supervisors, and ‘managers covered under the 
pilot:’ Specific’criteria would be ,identified to show, demonstrable improvement (e.g.; 
fewer grievances). If the pilot succeeds, it Tivould demonstrate, to other parts of the ‘. 
Librarythe benefit of working differently. 2 : : I I . . 

,._..., . , . -,. 
The Human Resources personnel/processes are not equipped to handle 

changes to recruitment or selection requirementsthat may result from innovations 
in technology, changes to the Library mission, or sizable staff turnover. The service 
units operate independently in developing recruitment plans with little guidance 
from Human Resources Support. The Library,‘s core ‘processes require specialized 
skills provided by a very talented workforce. Howe& estimates indicate’ that 50 
percent of the workforce will be eligible to retire by 2005, and 70 percent by 2010. The 
Human Resources Service Unit does not have the skill base’to plan’ for or execute 
workload and staffing change requirements. Further, it is currently not able to 
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coordinate staffmg among the‘library service ‘units to effect, Long-term, ‘strategic 
nee&. >:. ’ r P .’ .::, j : a;., ,,,.( ? ‘: ” 

‘I ,,Ti ,-f/1’; . . ), _,,. 
The Library has expended significant contract doBars to implement the 

,.;:,, ,, 
,:(‘, ” 

requirements of the Cook Settlement (Cook v. BillingtomAugust, 1994); ,which 1. 
adversely. impacted and encumbered the hiring process, including training, job 
analyses,; and affirmative action ,revie&. Whilethe;Library is in compliance with 
the’currentrequirements of the Cookruling, failure to design and implement a ” 1.:’ 
more efficient selection system, coupled M;ith faihrre to $an foFex@ertjse required to 
manage Ith~, sji~tem,-, hare ‘~‘aus’ed ~~ “Li~~~~ ‘to’ e’xpend ‘Mach efforf af’ th~‘Oxpeiise ‘of 
other:.~Hiiin~h~~~~~~~~c~~ su#~rtj,ser$fc&s ’ Exa,+& Tai &.~&‘need~~g .&firdG&.fit i 

hcl~*de po~ici&~Ijro$diiresre~ revision’: and i&n’dakd afipli&& : of’p&fdi&ance .I/ ” : i ’ ’ 
reviews.” ,’ ,_‘,‘/ ‘~:!‘:::; ‘, ., ‘-’ “,i ,,I”_ : “-:,li.: ,,_,, r, : “‘, ” ,, ., 3. .‘I_’ ’ ,:i,“l~ “_’ 

.’ ,‘.:I,< ,; ! +-‘i.)>, ,: -,I :- ., -4 :.,: ., : 
,: .,’ ,: ., ‘, . . 

Training is not viewed as a strategic imperative and not valued or supported 
by t the Libra@% ‘top’ &anage&&t~ ’ Training is ‘sijoradic and mefficientlyprovided 
and does not reflect ongomg assessments, of employees’ skills requirements, job 
requirements, and organii;ational’ goals:‘- Without ongoing$3rograms to assess 
employee skills, determine skills gaps, and ‘determine’future ‘skills requirements; ” 
the Library is unable to plan for and ‘accommodate, through training; ‘changes to the, 
workforce skills ,base. “, ,.. ” . 

, I ! ) ’ ‘., ,,. ..‘; ., 
Human Resources Recotimendafidfis S I “.‘I ;. <:., t, ,_. .‘., .., ! 

,,..‘a , I’. _. .-., :’ L ’ 
The Library neec$ .t6 ,mtike:,a.conce’rted effbrt to imp&@ its human resources 

management function. The Library should: 
,’ .’ 

l Develop systematic ways to increase communication between labor and 
management ,. .’ : 

l Continue implementing .its many competitive selection. initiatives and 
place an employee selection expert in an oversight ,role 

l Update and simplify all policies and regulations 
l Develop a strategic approach/planto grow: &sustain the expertise, and 

intellectual capital required. for’ the workforce of the future. as the ,Library 
experiences significant retirements or turnover. . ’ .; ’ 

l Ensure standard application of. performance a&r&sals 
l Ensure that all Human Resources staff members are qualified ” 
l Inves;tigate ,alternative methods for providing human resources services 
l Strengthen the position of the Staff Training and Development Office; 

em&hi that &ttiff ~d&&pme$ is ‘6f”&&t+ ifip’off&& h a&i&@ Lf& ; 
Librg+++g tiidsioi;i$.A,L,~ .@& f, > :: ‘,‘” \ ! ; ‘i _. <L ,I ,>‘. ?. ,. -,‘“‘.‘;‘! -. ‘- :... .: .,: ,, 

. ‘8 i. ‘. 
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The Library of Congress is a: valuable, and. important, Federal instjtution. that ‘., 
serves the government as well as other important organizations throughout the, 
nation. But, the well being of the Library is challenged today by a variety of issues 
ranging from its basic mission and role to the management and operation ofits 
programs and support functions. ,’ +.“$t>;‘ 

. 
,.?he Library,has had a heralded R&t, but the key question now is: “What <es ., 

ahead?” Making the Library a ,first class institution for the future wilj. require much, 
work by Library officials. But, that work will only be, fru$ful in a supportive;; ., . ,,j’l I 
legisk+ve environment. ,Therefore, ,we recommend the, j Congress, commit to, a ,i;. 
long-ter,m series of oversight hearings onthe managem.ent, and. operations ; of, the I 
Library to Rrovide the, continuity of interest and, support needed to,.:give the ,Library a. 
future that is both useful to the’ Congress and to the nation and results in an ‘, “, 
operationally efficient and effective organization. 

,,, .’ ;. i: ,. 
cOMMENTS, && LI&& ‘,& .CONGRE~~, i_,.,:, ,‘y,: , 

3 I’ ,,. ,. . . 
The General Accounting Office, provided:,copies of ,theDraft Final Report, : 8 

dated April 19,1996, to the Library of Congress for their cornme@” GAO and ’ .) 
BoozAllen staff then met, withLibrary- officials on ARril.24 .and 25,1996, .and ‘. 
discussed some of ‘the factual matters in the report. The Library also provided 
technical corrections that we have made in this report. Further, the Acting Deputy 
Librarian wrote to GAO on April 26, 1996, providing, overall comments on the 
report’s: recommendations and overall findings. The Acting Deputy Librarian’s 

2 

letter dated .April26,1996 is ,included in Appendix N of this report. : 
‘, ; .! ‘,’ 

Generally, the Acting Deputy Librarian agreed with, our findings, conclusions, 
and recommendations. He‘ ‘indicated, that the Library will%& the ‘report’s data and 
findings as it updates its strategic plan and implements an updated management 
improvement plan. He also ,pointed out that the Library has already ,begun. to ” 
address some of the recommendations made in our report: ‘I: 

:._ 
,Although the Acting Deputy Librarian said the Library generally agreed with 

our report, ‘he also said that the -Library questions. the methodology, used m arriving . 

: 

at some of our findings. He sard that data -gathered from madequate focus groups 
were offered as benchmarks for study or emulation by the Library throughout the 
report, but that there was’ no indication that”‘these’benchmarks were subjected to the 
same in-depth analysis as the Library’s system and processes to which they are 
compared. As we pointed out in our report, we used several data collection and 
analysis approaches., :We supplemented the data gained in focus groups, for 
example,: with, published literature,.‘so,urce documents, jnterviews, case st@es, and 
process reviews. With respect to ‘the benchmarks we sugge&d, web&d our 
suggestions on data developed from our site visits to 14 Federal, university, 
municipal, and, private sector organizations. We interviewed over 50 individuals at 
these organizations. .;’ 

) ..’ 

,’ 
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The Acting Deputy Librarian also indicated in his April 26, 1996, letter that the 
Library disagreed with our assessment of its ,mission and would. provide detailed 
comments on the Library’s mission to the Joint Committee on. the Library ,on May,,,7, 
1996. , ~ .:. 

‘. 

Finally, the Library disagreed with. some, of our findmgs on security. The : 
Acting Deputy Librarian said that the Library maintains a .disaster recovery plan ,for 
its computer system and has appropriate responsibility in place for its computer 
security. However, as late .as January 1996, .in interviews with, Library .ITSpersonnel, 
BoozAllen received. different. information. ,When .asked the ques.ti&, about ..disaster 
recovery planning for their systems, Library personnel responded .that they:: had .: 
materia! on disaster ,recovery .pla,n@ng and had c&cussed, it but as yet-had not .’ .’ 
developed a ,pJan which, documented. their intentions. 

,i 
.Bo*oz-Allen,;, also noted, that’ 

Price Waterhouse, in its financial audit, reported the same-finding (see, p: 634. .of .the 
PW report). Further, our recommendation,for a responsjble official .for security : .,. 
relates to overall security, including computer, physical, and personnel security. 

, ‘,, 

.  .  

I  
,  

8 ‘I 

’ .  .  

:  

”  .  .  

. .  ‘. 

‘. ,  

:‘. 

.’ 
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1.0 BACKGRODND -’ ’ 
: .“‘i 1 _ : 

The Library of Congress is the worlds largest library, directly serving the . 
Congress, a broad national constituency of the American public and its libraries, and’s 
worldwide research community. With almost 200 years of growth and development as 
a legislative library with a broad national role and international presence, the Library 
must respond to challenges that will test its human and financial resources and that will 
define its role in the nation and the world for the next,cent&y. ’ ,. .I _/I. (. ;. . 

I i Qrigmally established by Thomas Jefferson to support the legislaturej the Library 
of Congress still ad,heres to the Jeffersonian concept of tiiversality-that there was “no 
subject to which a Member ‘of Congress may not have’-occasion to refer.” The Library’s 
legislative support role was strengthened’m 1914’whenthe Legislative Reference. 
Service, currently ‘the ‘Congressional Research Service (CRS), was established to provide 
research and the scientific use of information to so!ve.problems and sufiport policy 
decisions. Other ‘Library services also provide significant congressional support. 

From the late 18OOs, the Library began developing a broad national and public 
service role that grew into its current role as the de facto national library. In the early 
19OOs, the Library’s classification and cataloging schemes and printed catalog cards 
established bibliographic standards and encouraged cooperation among librarians and 
scholars nationally and internationally. In the 196Os, the Library created its Machine 
Readable Cataloging (MARC) format for converting, maintaining, and distributing 
bibliographic information that became the national standard in 1971 and the 
international standard in 1973. These two Library innovations positioned the Library as 
a public leader in systematizing intellectual activity and knowledge development. 

Today, the Library encompasses a broad scope of congressional, national, and 
international activities while developing and maintaining the world’s largest general 
and special collections of knowledge and creativity. The Library maintains its 
collections of classified books and pamphlets and special format, language, and subject 
materials in three large, historical facilities on Capitol Hill-the Jefferson, Adams, and 
Madison Buildings, and in various annexes in the Washington, D.C. area. 

The Library’s collection-building is relentless. Each day the Library receives 
more than 10,000 items of which about 7,000 a day or 2.5 million a year are added to the 
collections. The processing and management of these large numbers of unique books 
and other materials are a formidable effort that consume many of the Library’s . 
resources. Throughout its history, the Library’s collections have provided the basic 
institutional resources through which Library capabilities and its leadership have 
developed. Currently, managing these sizable collections challenges the Library’s 
operational capabilities and resources, and has resulted in identified issues with 
cataloging arrearages, security, overburdened facilities and human resources. Over the 
past several years, these issues and Library approaches to addressing them have 
focused congressional interest on’Library operations. 
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The scope of the Library of Congress constituencies and operations is broad. 
With approximately 4,500 employees and: an annual <budget of approximately $370 
million, Library operations are currently managed through an Executive Committee 
and Senior Management Reporting Group and four major services operations: Library 
Services, the ‘CRS, ‘the Register of Copyright (Copyright Office), and Law Library. 1 
Legislated responsibilities range from collections acquisition, cataloging, preservation, 
and collection management to delivering products and services to a,broad,national and 
international constituency including Congress; libraries, publishers, scholars; the blind 
and physically handicapped, amPa wide, cross-section of the American public. _ 

At the end of the 20th century, the future roles and capabilities of the. Library will 
be influenced by significant external trends and forces. These-include the following: 

l R+@tiqn andi+~~~~~~g qf goveTent. roles and scope 

l i Revolution in digitai,~~,~ation’teci;nolb~~~ j ’ ! 
; ,: ,,-;.’ 

l Explosion of informationand publications .worldwide 
, ‘1 , _ ,,. 

,:.’ ,I ‘, :” 
‘6 ’ Redefinition of the role of libraries ‘in the digital age .; : .: _, 
l Knowledge as a basis of economic value :-. ‘,,! 1: .J 
l Globalism and international economic comp.etitiveness. ) _, 

Within the context of these externalinfluences, the ,Libraiy of Congress.will need to. 
clarify its role and direction as a Federal institution It will.need to,develop,the .,, 
capabilities, processes, and organization to address its existing issues and to position 
the institution to effectively perform its’fu+e roles. 

,i /,‘, .,‘. ., 
In August 1995, the Senate Appropriations Committee, in a letter to the 

&ml&roller General for the General Accounting Office (GAO), requested that the GAO 
perform a management review- and financial audit of the Library of Congress in ir. -1: ‘, 
response to specific issues. In December.J995, the GAO contracted with BoozAllen & 
Hamilton Inc. to conduct a management review~of ,tl-te Library to support Library FY 
1997 congressional hearings. Tocomplement this management review, GAQ also 
contracted with Price Waterhouse toconduct a review of the Library’s financial 
management. 

. 
1.1 Objectives and.Scdpe’ ,. __, .’ .i,. 

:. 
Booz.Allen was engaged by GAO:to.conduct the management review of the 

Library of Congress by examining,four, major issue areas, principally through analysis 
of three major services of the Library., Exhibit l-l lists the focus of this management 
review. : (/’ ,. 

-, I, ,, , I.. :. ,, ,- ,. _:, . y . j ..,:, 
* >I. .’ 

t  : : , ,  
‘,r 

:  :  

: , , :  

I 
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ljyrq R~soqries Collections Ser$ces ‘. __ ’ 

Products, Services, and Fees _,. ,i Copyright.Office,:i ,I. i .,, j, :;: ,._ ) ,, 
Facilities .: ‘-. ,’ :, : _, ,Congressional ResearchService’, 11 ‘. ,, ._ 

Security I ,., ., 
II Technology Usage 

:v ., ‘. ‘-: ” i : -, .I, ’ 
: ? \’ 

ne overall oljjectives of A; ;;&c.& &er’;,.i; gssesx.&nt qp.%ati.&.&d to 

develop recommendations for performance improvements in:general’m&&gement, 
human resources, security, facilities, ‘and.technology usage; Inthe area of products, 
services, and fees, the obje;ctive ‘was to assess ,the:revenue potential of charging fees that 
recover full cost in providing four specific services. J ) 

The four issue areas provided the framework for focusing data collection, 
analysis, and the development of overallrec.ommendation+ Exhibit!-? -presents the 
specific topics:addressed within each issue area& .I. <.._ i:., ,, 1’ 

,. ‘:. 
E)&,&-2,,” .‘j, ~’ 

.” : I. .’ . 

LC Management h&hew Topics 
‘.’ i-: ” .: 

.“ 
,. 

I 
“Y. ; 

. 
‘I: ‘. ,.“’ ‘, :,y ,:‘fl 

,,‘. .., 
tissue ‘Area’ii::‘l’ :,; i:“*:~~,~~~~~~~~~l”~~~ ~~~~~~~~~,~,:~~;‘;- ~ .,~I:,,: ~~“,:, “,, ~.I,; ~~:.7OpiC ~~~~8, :,:,‘~,,~:,:,‘,~ ,,,?~ ,‘~~,‘,: .: :-.~ ,, ,i : “. 

:, - %I. ( ,“” .:.: ,, ,..;:- ., ._,,Ij ,< .,’ ‘, 

General Management ’ ,_ Mission, . “‘~’ I,;. !: ,, : 
j ‘\ Management Processes 1 : 

./ ,, ,Operational Processes : 1 ‘,y 
Organizational Structure 

Human Resources Impact of the Cook Case : 
Training 
Labor Management Relations 
EEOC Guideline Compliance 

Products, Services, and Fees Revenue Opportunity Assessments 
Cataloging 

, Copyrights .i 

Commercial AResearch ,-, 
Interlibrary Loan 

Facilities Infrastructure Capabilities ‘: 
Security Policy, Processes, Technology 
Technology Usage Areas Information Technology Needs to Support 

Operational Processes 
Emerging Technologies 
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1.2 ’ Mkfhodology ’ ... 

The overall methodology consisted of six primary data collection and analysis 
approaches supplemented, where appropriate, by issue area specific .techniques. The 
general data collection and analytical approaches mcludedt ” 

l Literature search and source document reviews 
l Interviews 
l Focus groups ’ ‘. 
l Process reviews : ,:.,.‘. ;,: 
0 Institutional visits :, .’ : ::%c, _‘. .,. 
l Case study development,: ,’ ., 
l In addition, Booz.Allen’is’ conducting a baseline employee survey of the 

Library of Congress staff, which will’be’completed about four weeks 
following this report. a & ..a:,;,’ ;:I :.I , 

A brief general description of each ofthe’ &general activities is presented below. The 
Appendices contain supporting data:, 1$ ‘:‘ : ’ 

I  

Literature Search and Source Document Reviews 

‘/ -Booz.Allen staff,reviewed some 300 library-related’documents and information. 
See Selected Bibliography, Appendix L. 

, 
‘, 

Interviews 

Booz.Allen staff interviewed more than 150 Library staff members, outside persons 
knowledgeable about the Library, independent, or outside experts, and former Library staff 
members. The groups represented are shown in Exhibit 1-3 below. Both individual and group 
interviews were conducted.using structured interview,protocols and general discussions of 
issues and Library processes and ,activities. 

EXHIBIT 1s 
Individuals Represented in !nterviews 
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Exhibit 1-4 shows the relative numbers of Library and non-Libraryparticlpants in the ..: 
interviews. 

&ti@iT,1-4 ‘“’ ‘I 
Libra,ry and Non-Lib&y Participants 

:.. 
,. ,( 

”  

.!. , 

Focus Groups : ,  
, .  .!’ . :  , ,  

Booz.Allen staff conducte.d 27 focus groups with 224..participqnts. These were held to .’ 
identify perspectives and issues on the Library’s mission and services and on human - 
resources issues related to morale, labor relations, training, and staffing. The focus for these 
groups is represented in Exhibit l-5. 

I EXHIBIT l-5 .- :\ .:, 1 : 
Subjectsof F&us Groups .’ ): 

,$ .’ 2 8 ‘_ :~ . . ;,’ ” 

Labor Relations 

/‘..’ 

- Emolovee,Satisfaction j 

i 

Mis&n ,, .’ Struciure 
,,,’ 

Number of @artici@ants lholved in,,Focus Groqkz.224 
Total Number of: Focus Groups: 27 
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Focus groups were conducted in Library facilities in the Madison Building. Results of I 
these focus groups are presented in the Mission and Human Resources sections of this 
report. Mission focus group protocols are included as Appendix B. 

Process Reviews 

BoozAllen staff used a process management perspective to assess Library. 
performance. In general management issue areas, process profiles were developed to 
assess resources and workload across the Library in delivering products and services. 
Management and operational processes were profiled as baseline information for 
analysis and development of recommendations. Process analyses .are presented, where 
relevant, for the general management and other issue areas.. Specific operational 
process profiles are included as Appendix E. ,, 

1.3 Sele&ed’Instit&ionaiViSits ,, ; 
.’ 
To provide benchmarks for comparative analysis and to identify current issues, 

perspectives, and opportunities for Library management and operations, Booz.Allen 
staff conducted visits to selected institutions. A total of 14 sites was visited, involving 
over 55 participants. Sites included the follotiing: 

l Federal government 
- National Archives and Records Administration (NARY) 
- Smithsonian Institution 
- Patent and Trademark Office (PTO) 

l University Libraries 
- Carnegie Mellon University 
- Harvard University 
- Indiana University 
- Massachusetts Jnstitute of Technology (MIT) 
- Purdue University 
- University of California at Berkeley 
- University of California at Los Angeles 

l Public Libraries 
- Chicago ’ .,. 
- New York City 

l Commercial * 
- Corporate/National Research Initiative 
- On-line Computer Library Center (OCLC) 

See further details in Section 3.3 and Appendix K. 
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Case Study Development 

To provide specific background on Library institutional planning, problem - 
solving, and decision, ma&g processes, case’stidies were developed that’provided 
documentation and analysis of five significant Library issues. The documented case 
studies are the following: 

l Arrearage Reduction 
l ‘, C$ect~ons Secui4ty 
l CqFpetitive Selection l?rocess 
l Fort Meade Storage Facility 
l National Digital Libfary. 

. 

,; 
Findings documented in the case studies are’ incorporated in the relevant sections of this, 
report and setied in part as a basis for our analysis of management processes. .Case 
studies are included in Volume 2. Methodologies and approaches specific to ea& issue- 
area. are described in each issue section. 

. 

‘This project was initiated on January 2,1$96 and included the following 
deliverables: an Interim Briefing, dated February 21,1996, deliver&to the General 
Accounting Office, the congressional staff, and Library of Congress executives, a Draft 
Final Report submitted to GAO on April 19,1996, and this Fiqal Report submitted to 
GAO on May 7,1996. , 7 

1.4 Organization of this Report 

The report is contained in two volumes: 

VOLUME 1 

l Executive Summary summarizes highlights of the report. 

l Sections of the review include: 
- Background-Describes the background of the project and the scope of our 

effort. , 
- Overarching Issues- Address&s issues of mission, management, workforce, 

and revenue opportunities that affect all areas being reviewed. 
- Infrastructure-Focuses on the areas of facilities, security, and technology 

usage. 
- Human Resources-Presents evaluation of the Library’s human resources 

management. : 

l-7 



.: 

I 
..: 

.Booz-Allen & kmilton 

I VOLUME 2 
.I I 

I l Case Studies-Presents examples of various decision-making processes 
Within’Ihe Libfary. 1 ; ~’ , 

I 
‘0 ’ Commefits from Library of Congress-Letter d&ed’April26,1996, 1 

te. th~+q~r~l Accounting Offi&from the A&g Deputy Librarian of Congress. 

I 

l Appendices -l?res&& supportirig docti&&&& and analysis r&fe&&d 
‘. in the body of the report. : 

1 ; ” ., ,,. .’ 
.' 

. :  ' . ( . , . .  

', .  .' " 

i j. 

, , . , )  . ; . ,  I  i‘, 

'i i, 

" 
i b," 'j ,' 

:  ,’ 

:  

I 
I 
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2.1 MISSION 
_, (. 

2.1.1 Background 
. I, I 

The. mission of the Library of, Congress has been :thetoRic, ,of intermittent 
debate for nearly 200 years. There is no ,dispute that the ‘Library was established to 
store “. . . such boqks as may be necessary for the use of Congress”’ that were 
purchased with a $5,000 appropriation signed into law- on April’24, 1800.’ i .: .’ . . 

The breadth of the Library’s collections and, indeed,. many6f~ its aspirations 
derive considerably from Thomas Jefferson’s observation that “there was no subject 
to which a Member of Congress may not have occasion to refer.“* Various further 
functions have been assigned to the Library across the subsequent decades, some 
having little direct connection to its role as a congressional library. The Library’s 
activities today encompass an ad hoc role as national library and a significant 
international role in developing its collections and addressing Library issues world- 
wide. 

The principle is widely accepted that a clearly articulated mission or purpose 
is central to an organization’s success. In public organizations, mission or purpose is 
commonly stated in the legislation creating the agency or authorizing its funding. 
Such statements provide guidance for the agency’s programs and priorities and for 
evaluating performance compared to purpose. 

I’ 

,, 

2.1.2 Methodology 

This study has addressed the subject of the Library’s mission by doing the 
following: 

l Reviewing congressional and Library documentation: statutes, reports, 
and publications 

l Interviewing 10 selected senior public/research library professionals 

l Holding mission/general management focus groups. 

I  

_> 

1 John Y. Cole, Jefferson’s Leeacv. A Brief Historv of the Librarv of Conpress, 1993, p. 12. 

‘Jefferson to Samuel H. Smith, September 12,1814, quoted in Cole, op. cit., p. 13. 
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‘. 

Participation and schedules for the four focus groups are shown below: 
_’ _..: : :, ,. 

Group Particioants~ D&e 

Congressional Staff Members ’ %“ 
Senior Library, ‘Executi,ves 

February 16 
7 ‘February 17 

External Customers .’ 10: .March 13 
Federal Libraries 8” .’ .* March 18 - 

. . . . 
BoozeAllen prepared and used a standard protocol for the mission/general 

management focus groups that .addressed four major topics with each group. I, Each 
focus group addressed the following: : I.< : ‘; : ,.‘, :, 

.:‘., . ,, *I , ,>. :c,:: ( ,‘ ,.., i ), ‘1 . ..iL 
0 Cd&fit missiofi,statkment ,‘. i T I I ,’ 

,“’ L ..‘.,, ,. ,, ,I . ;\ I 
l Customers, products, and services 

l Fees for products and ‘services ., 

l .Mission alternatives. ._L,: ‘, 

The focus groups with’ congressional staff members and Library executives also 
explored a f&h toP;ic, the~Library reporting or oversight structure. i ,, ; ;- 

Appendix B presents the focus group protocols, and summaries of the session 
results. This section presents’the overall.results of this mission&view. We also 
define, on the basis of the interviews, and focus groups, alternative Library ‘missions 
and roles and assess their implications:, ,_ 

2.1.3 Findings I,’ ‘.- ., 
,..’ .’ 

The objective of this section is to identify critical missionrelated issues and to 
develop ‘a framework for making decisions regarding the Library’s future. mission 
and roles. 

I 1. The Library operates under broad statutory authcyity., 

I 

The statutory authority of the Library of Congress provides specific guidance 
for a number of programs. Throughout its 195-yea&story, the Library has been 
tasked with and funded for,new initiatives with specific authorities.. Recent 
programs legislatively assigned. to the Library include the ,:following: , , 

I 

l American Television and Radio Archives-l& 

l American Eolkhfe Center-1976 ’ . “. 

l Center for the Book-1977 

I 
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,. ., ., 

l Mass Book Deacidification Facility-1984 
.’ ! ..,. ,,. ’ . ..> I/ 

l National Film Registry/Nations; Film Preservation Boardil988/92. 
: 

The Library has broad authority for the acquisitionof materials, for the Library 
of Congress and collections using a variety of acquisition methods. This authority 
and the expanding volumes of materials cause an almost continuous expansion of 
workload as greater numbers of materials are acquired for the ‘broad range Of the 
Library collections. 

_’ s;, >‘“. 
i ,The .enabling. legislation {that contributed to further expansion: of the Library’s 

role was the 1897 legislation authorizing the Librarian of Congress to make rules : ’ 
and regulations for the governing of the Library. This authorization has provided 
the Librarian with the capability to initiate projects and.,programs that ,become. 
individually funded through congressional appropriation and become a permanent 
component of Library activities. .I ,,) 

2. The mission and activities of the Library have continued to 
expand throughout its history. 

The Library’s activities have almost consistently continued to expand! based 
on both congressional and Librarian actions. With the appointment in 1865 of 
Ainsworth Spofford as Librarian, the Library of ‘Congress began $s expansior&om a 
focus on the legislature to an institution of national and’international s&nificance. 
In 1870, the Copyright Amendment Act brought, all copyright registration and 
deposit activities to the Library and a large collection began ‘to build through 
copyright, deposit. By 1897, the Library had moved into the Jefferson Buildmg and, 
in the reorganization of the Library, the Librarian ,was assigned responsibility for 
making the “rules and regulations for the government” of the Library. For the last 
century, the roles and mission of the Library have continued to expand- both 
through Librarian initiatives and congressional legislation. Significant events in 
this mission expansion .include the following: 

l Interlibrary loan system established (1901) 

<.I 

l Sale and distribution of Library of Congress printed catalog cards (1902) 

i Legislative Reference Service (LRS) established (1914) 

l Library of Congress Trust Fund/Board established (1925), creating, new 
cultural role in accepting gifts and bequests 

l Library of Congress Mission in Europe and Mission to Japan, established in 
1945-47, initiated automatic book purchase and agreements with foreign 
dealers 

,,‘.’ 

‘,i 
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l LRS renamed Congr.essional Research (Service ‘(CRS), (1970) I,‘, 
:a .,’ 

l Acquisition centers established in New Delhi and Cairo .(1961) (currently 
six overseas acquisition offices) 

l Library of Congress Machine Readable Cataloging (MARC), format .becomes 
official national standard ,(1971) and international standard (1973)3 

‘, .a .:. .:I 
l Madison Council (1990) established to raise funds from ,private sources for 

” ijriority initiatives of the Library ., ‘. i I . ‘. 
,. .! .: 

l National Digital Library (1994) effort to digitize 5 million items of ‘/ f ‘: 1’ 
American historical interest by 2000 .and make them broadly accessible. i 

In the past 20 years, the expansion of the Library’s activities, has resulted from 
rapid growth of the overall collections, specific legislated programs, and Library- 
sponsored initiatives. The collections have grown at a rapid rate (approximately 2.5 
million items annually) as a result of the Library’s global reach and through specific 
initiatives, such as the James Madison Council, in nurturing special collections. 
Specifically, legislated programs in the past two decades include those identified 
above. Recent initiatives include those ass”ociated ‘with a new educational role for 
the Library, including a, Development Office, the, James Madison Counci!, and the 
“American Memory Project,” which has evolved ,mto the National Digital Library, 
(NDL). This breadth of ,scope, has tripled the s@e of the Library’s collections and staff :’ 
since 1950, with annual appropriations increasing from approximately $9 rni~hon in 
1950 to more than $350 million in 1996.4 This growth has been .accompanied by an’ 
increasing range of products- and services for its constituencies, the American :pub!ic, 
and the international community -and has resulted in an extremely broad and 
expanding range of Library human, physical, technology, and financial resource 
requirements. 

The Library’s current’ mission statement continues to provide a broad 
framework for guiding the Library (full- text of the mission and strategic priorities 
statement appears in Appendix A). In October 1995, the Librarian of Congress 
articulated &e Library’smission as follows; :., 

.1 . . _. .., 
!  

3 Cole, op. cit. 

4 Ibid., and Library of Congress budget documents. 
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-, 

The Libray’s mission is to make its resources available and useful to 
the Congress and ihe American people and tti sustain and preserzie a 
universal collection of knowledge and creativity for fiture 
‘generations.’ a ‘f> 

: 
Although the statement is open to interpretation, it rs comprehensive and provides 
a foundation for the Library’s programs. It is supported by four defined priorities: 
provides service to Congress; preserve; secure and .sustain ‘universal collections; 
make collections maximally accessible; and add interpretive and educational value. 

We discussed this mission statement m. the mission focus groups. Focus 
group participant comments concerning this’ mission- statement included the 
following: ’ : i ., 

i Deliberately written in the broadest possible terms 

l Generic except for the term “universal” 

l Missing mention of the following: 
- Leadership role 
- Role in network of libraries and publishers 
- Dealing with new forms of knowledge,, information, and services 
- Collaborative role with Federal government/libraries. 

The definition of universal collection was unclear, and universal collection is 
considered an impossible goal. .“Universal” scope was contrasted with and 
considered to be different from “comprehensive” collections by senior Library 
executives. Also the’ definition of the term. “universal” continually expands as 
knowledge and’technology expand. Commitment to future generations was 
considered a unique Library role that results in a perceived decision making risk in 
the collections policy in that virtually everything must be acquired “as an item of 
intellectual value. 

, 
In practice, the Library has distinct exceptions to the stated universal 

collections policy. First, agriculture and medicine are two disciplines that are 
excluded from ,the Library’s acquisition processes because other US. national 
libraries acquire and sustain those collections. Second, U.S. Government 
publications and records, important sources of knowledge and kiistory,- are 
maintained under the purview of the National Archives. Third, some forms of 
American cultural and intellectual productivity are registered, collected, or archived 
by the Smithsonian Institution or Patent and Trademark Office. These are all 
reasonable and distinct exceptions. They show that the Library’s collection need not 
be ,the truly universal collection of human knowledge or the sole comprehensive 

’ Library of Congress Mission and Strategic Priorities, October 1995 (Appendix A). 
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‘. ,I ,:,, ’ : .‘: L., i 
record of American thistory and creativity because distinct, forms, of know$dge,, &e 

:” ; 

made available by othe.r .national,..mstitutions. ,,:, ;;, :. 
., :‘_ __ , ,i 

;f ,b : : ,. ( 
.’ .* I ::, 

,’ 

This mission statement coupled with, the range of legislated,Library activ&& 
continues to provide an extremely. bro,ad, scope and framework for the ‘Library’ ‘:’ ; ’ 
mission. , 

..: : : ‘, , 
:.,y 

3. Current Library activit&/progra& are numi&us and varied. 

To support the Library’s ;lq@slated: mandates and to su@port, its,.,congressional 
and public constituencies:&e.,Libr,ary provides, ,a b8road, range of products and 
services to a wide group of constituencies. Exhibit 2-l shows~.the. Library’s I 
constituencies and principal products and services. 

. . 

,.! : 
,:. -7s ..:!.\...‘: 1,;‘;. ,‘L r’ 

EXHIBIT’ 2-1. ” “, ..,,,. 
Library of Congress 

Customers, Products, and Services ,’ 

,., 

~bli.shers, Schoh, Writers, ad I-lhmakels 
*fortheBook 
mmht.cataknn -. Ix). I 

t 

Although this list is not comprehensive, it is indicative of the breadth 
of activities and range, of const$ue,ncies. to which the Library must respond. 
The Library delivers these products and services through its four major ” 
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’ ,’ : : ‘. , .s_._ ,._. . .“.*., .,,/ 

“services’‘-+brary Services, CRS, Copyright ,Office, and the Law Library. The 
majority of Library staff, aRl&okimately 45 ‘percent or ‘2,100 eri$loyees, I’ : :? 
provides constituent services and collections man,agement activities within. *’ I 
the Library Services organiqtion. The CRS, the Law Library,, and the Library’s 
.Congressional Relations Office,’ supported, by someicollections management 
activities, provide ‘the primary congressional sutiport;, The Copyright Office ’ 
supports the collections through copyright registration and deposit of 

,. . . , 

materials submitted for copyright within the United States. .‘. I .“. ,.. 

.4.’ Views on the appropriate scope, fO&; ,and ,role of the : ” 
Libra df ;Cong ress differ sig~ifica~tl~‘~~~g.i)s.,~, I 1’ i ( 

constituenkie& , :1; I \ :‘- ; . . . ,-. .’ 
< ):.~ .., 7. I :.:. A., . ‘l : , . ; / . 

. This section presents findings and conclusions associated ,with the Library’s 
missions and roles: ./ 

: , 

l National role 

l International role 

: 

_, 

l Priority products and services 
,,. 

l National leadership role .,i,.: ” 

l Library capabilities., .’ 
These findings were developed from participant interviews, focus groups, site visits, 
and Library data. I .’ 

a. The Library has ic&+ity and acceptance as America’s national 
library but ,may nbt be. effe@$eiy fqlfillitig a national mission. : ‘I 

John Cole’s history’ of the” Library attributes to a former Librarian, Ainsworth 
Spofford, the concelkion of ,the Library held more than 100 years ago, as an 
“American” nationallibrary. In 1992, the ,American Library Association (ALA), in 
testimony concerning S. 2748, the Library of Congress Fund Act of 1992, stated, 
“Although never formally designated as such, the Library of Congress functions as 
the national library of the.United States.“’ ‘Ihe Library’s own publications often 
assert this role. As a basis of comparison for the Library’s national role, national 
library missions for five foreign national libraries are shown in Exhibit 2-2. 

- i.- ‘_,. ., 
_ 

6 Cole, op. cit., p. 18. 

’ Statement before Senate Ckunittee on Rules and Administration, July 22,1992. 
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-: /. ., : ..: 
”  EXH,b,i‘ Y3 ,.:,::, _, 1 ,._ 

Mission Asseshent 
,: . . * ..,. _. 

.,, .“, ,,,^: ‘.I >,. : ; ., .; ,’ ,, I ,’ ;.,’ ,. 1, . 

Fo& .,&i, -‘.: ;Mission”‘,iocus,pii]tical .: ; ‘.I ‘,I’.:,, “M&t ‘C&&i.“‘~,+ -:‘.‘;y.,!; 2.. ,, ~:.,,,-,Least’,,,Crjtl~~i ’ ,. 

,’ ., .‘, ,,:’ ; ,.. 
‘CkgresSidnal 

’ .:-E!etienj.s.“:‘.‘; ; ;: ‘: Prqdu’~tels~rv,ices,~~~~~~ . :p.rodG~?~s~,Servic.es .“, .;. ,,‘. I ,.‘,..i. “. I .,, ,, ..‘:‘:‘~:‘. 2, ,, 
0 ” Cohgress briiftaty l Congressional research 6 Public research . 

Staff : ,.’ -0 :Nationalrole important 0 Reference, services l 

I ‘;. ‘b,uf.secpndary : ‘I ‘ ., 
Foreign law research 

: / 
i :,, .’ : / 0 Critical mission ,, i 7 ‘: ele&&. 

: 1 Co;#ess l .Copyrtght, regrstratron 
l Interlrbrary loan ” 

3. .’ -0 La@jbage translation 
‘> r .,r, A Universalcollection ‘i : ;LC classification. 

l Special.publications 
l Exhibits, performance 

. . ,_ :.:.- Archive II l Collect,ion,., l ,National Digital Library 
!,‘,) ., I/,. 1: j’ .’ <,‘.’ ,I -: Acqutsiti0.n. ’ _ .M&g.n&e~ j’ (. ,; .;:a. ^ 

Library of’ 0 Congress primary 0 Congressional research i ‘! Public referen,& 
Congress l National and world roles Reference services for ‘I l Special publications 
Senior 
Executives 

important 
“0 Critical mission I 

Congress . Exhibits, performance: 
c Language translation l Photoduplication, 

elements l Foreign law research 
t : - Universal 

Collections’ ” 
l Copyright registration 
l LC classification 

- ‘. Knowledge 0 Cataloging 
Generation 0 Collection 

.: ,, l Librav leadership, 
coordination’ and 

- Acquisition 
I ‘. -; > ‘Maintenance a : .’ 

facilitation rates l National Digital Library 
Jbraries, 
4ssocititidhs, 

l National role prirhaj l Congressional research l Translation6ervices 
‘d Congressional role l Reference .T l Research 

)ublishers,: important I .- 0 Catatoging,, * Exhibits, performances 
kholara , 0. ! World role important 

l Critical mission, , : 
l Interlibrary Loan i 0 Visttor services 

: l Publishing 
@lemenf&. ‘S 

: t Classification (I-C and 
,Dewey), . . 

‘0.. Library/publishing .:‘, W. Catalog Distributipn ‘. 
., network leadership role Service 

9 ,,, Lrbrary of last resort ’ l Copyright 
‘O Dealing with new forms l Blind’and Physically 

of knowledge, ,c H.andicapped Services 
information, and J I 1 0 Collections ,,, , 
services 

l Collection building 
- Acquisition 
- Maintenance 

:ederal l Federal’povernment, l Congressional research l Center for the Book 
Jbraries l FEDLINK 

I, 
tied tb ,Congress, 

.. primaj) ‘.’ ‘1.. i Cataloging ji 
l Exhibits, performances 
0 Visitor services 

l National role is critical 
l LC centralized ’ 

l Interlibrary.loan. 
l LC classification 

l Retail marketing 
l American Folklife 

coordinating role l Technology-based Center 
l Critical Mission Services 

Elements, l Collections ‘. 
,, :; T 1 ,.y: r- Collection building- .-- Acquisition . _ ~, ,_’ 

- .Leade,rship 
_ “iVlainig&ice ; ,,; _ _ 

- Service to libraries 
- A&ssibility ’ ” 

j 
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d. Study participants perceived that the Library of Congress’ national 
role should be strengthened. :’ 5 “. 

/ ; : ,” 

From the interviews, focus groups, and site visits, study participants strongly 
supported the dual congressional-national missionof the Library, ;+They said that an 
international role’ and universal’ collection should be carefully defined. :Theie was a 
strong view that, the Library is ‘defining its mission ro&’ t.0 .Congress too narrowly. 
Several participants felt that by restricting the congressiomihrole to members of 
Congress and their staffs, the Library is not recognizing thsf~$ia$~y groups and 
individuals throughout the United,.States, originate,. stim.u@‘e,‘;&nd contribute to 
defining and. developing national -policy issues and:,declslons. “Participants stated 
that the Library needs to recognizethat whereas Congress, may be its primary 
constituency, it must also recognize. and effectively work with its multiple 
customers and stakeholders. :- ‘II&Z national library community .identified three 
specific mission-related issues: : .’ .I. .A:,.: 

’ ‘, 

l The Library’s national, leadership role in emerging library issues and 
technologies 

l Library-specific methods versus collaborative,.ones with other 
organizations for providing access to information and avoiding 
redundancy ,. ., 

l Library of Congress fundraising as competitive v&i public hbrary funding. *:._> ; _, 
The national library community representatives in focus ‘grouhs and 

interviews stated that the Library’s historic role of national library leadership has ‘1. ‘I 
deteriorated:’ Fe library community representatives state&hat this role is critical’ 
in the future to deal with rapidly evolving technology ‘and ‘information issues: “No 
other organization is providing’ this ieadershifi. Participants ststed that the Library 
of Congress must redefine ‘itself. as the major power, among :many other national 

’ 
and international library networks. By not doing so, partic!pants felt that the Library 
of Congress was missing major opportunities to-make use of its capabilities and 
expertise. Interviewees and focus group participants identified that using the 
extensive network of resources available, would strengthen the Library’s ability to 
develop its projects into long-term $rograms. : 

“, 

“.. 

Some Library initiatives were perceived as being ,insuJar .and potentially ‘, 
redundant. The participants identified the need for .greater collaboration with other 
library and government organizations to address specific initiatives or issues. An 
example was public access to legislative information. The Library and the 
Government Printing Office (GPO) have competing products for distributing 
congressional information. THOMAS .is the Library’s on-line public access system 
for. legislative information, and Th&$@~s is GPO and J?urdue University’s user- 
friendly interface for disseminating legislative information through the internet. 
This suggests that opportunities for efficiencies ‘through collaboration are being lost. 
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The Library has embarked on enthusiastic fundraising efforts for the NDL and 
other products and services. The national library community views these efforts as 
competing for the funds it is receiving from local and national sources. Study 
participants identified a need for the Library of Congress to,collaborate in initiatives 
and questioned the public fundraising role within the Library’s ,mission. 

20. ,’ 
e. A strong perception exists aniong the US. library community that L 
, .>’ &e Libra* of Congress is not .&ell positiohed to +dr&s the. 

unique library challenges and oppqrtunities‘ created. by dynamic 
adv&c$ in: digit?!, info,*ationi ,communication; ‘and &rage,,;% ;. i 
te&kGgi&. . . . . : q’: .T :. L ‘. :: 

,I. ;’ ,. , ,. ., 
The national Jibrary community ‘represented in the focus groi$s .and ’ j ‘. -’ 

interviews described a rapidly-changing library environment. strongly influenced by 
digital, information technologies. Participants saw future library capabilities, 
functions, and work $rocesses being transformed by digital technologies. 
Participants described a much more v&it& information and publishing 
environment already, being influenced by on-line storage, distribution, and access~ to 
information. Traditional library functions such as cataloging, storage, and 
preservation may require radically new approaches to effectively respond to. new 
information environments. Participants emphasized the need for balance between 
traditional library methods and pursuing the :opportunities presented by the new 
technologies. Pa’rticipants generally recognized that no single institution could 
effectively!,address the need for new approaches, standards, guidelines, and 
principles ‘iii the new digital environment and that collaboration among all 
relevant stakeholders was the only appropriate method for defining and addressing 
these issues. U.S. libraries have already established consortia that ,are beginning to 
define and address issues associated’ with library digitization, as are’ commercial 
organizations. / 

., 
The perception among the library community is that the. Library of Congress 

is not inclined to take a leadership role in these types of collaborative efforts m the 
library community nor, in the participants’ view, are the technology capabilities 
available within the Library of Congress. The large majority of participants 
perceived that Library of Congress messages regarding NDL have hindered a 
national dialogue. All participants felt that the’Library of Congress should have a 
leadership role ‘m these efforts, not as a decision maker but as partner and catalyst. 

5. Several alternative missions and roles could be considered to 
shape the future of the Library. 

Based on our research and focus group results, we have defined alternative 
missions and roles for the Library. Three missions address the expanding scope of 
the Library as directly supporting Congress, the nation, and the world community of 
libraries, publishers, and scholars. Exhibit 2-4 presents the three mission 
alternatives. 

I/ 
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I..I .,./. ,., 
EXHIBIT 2-4 

: 1’ i _. Library :.Of Congress ,I ! 
,,’ .., Alternative ,Missions 

. . 3 : 3 * ‘ai., 
:‘- “‘, ” .( :’ :: 

.’ . ., 
: ,,,.’ 

’ ,::I” Mi&ioh’A:, ,hbrary of ‘,&kg&& ‘i’:‘:, 

.>.. /. : a ,’ ‘. _’ ,,’ ,_ 
“,, ;: :.:“,;’ “’ ,;‘, :,{“i”‘!:, 

.: ..:. 

Description kharacte’ktics 

Focuses the Library’s functionstoward the ‘There would be no’national library Leadership 
original role of serving as the Library ,of of the information/library commsnity’would be 
Congress, essentially a collection limited to’ : ~ ,’ ‘missing or seized by. others, (Some.,, 
broadly defined,congressional needsand ~ I ,cqmmgnf~tqrs.b~lieve,that the rratipnal library 
federal government plus CRS-like research. 
Other functions go elsewhere or disappear, for 

rolb’is more important than the congressfonal 
library role.) :. -. 

example, public oyfy$.. :.i ,‘: 1 ,_ , ,i I , ,,,, ‘: ’ T : ,‘. 
~ .,‘_ ), ,,;‘,;,‘ ‘,; ., 1 .,;,,: ., 

,,; :.::;:,:, 
: ‘M’&ioh 

,.,,. “‘.,.,.,’ ,.,‘( ,y.,, (~ 
B’:’ L;ibrgq, &i -&~~&$$/Natj&~l 1;: :L’i;!,,’ :‘yy: “; b~,j~,;~;;;< ;:‘~:~, 

‘. ‘:. ,’ ‘L.:.‘:‘, ,,,.A ,,’ I. 
Description ‘., Chara,cferig?ics., 

Views the Library’s role& a national one with Nationai Library role wouki be formally 
some limits on ,intemretatton and cultural ,’ acknowledged ‘and the Library’s! ” 
programs which may be placed elsewhere; e.g., leadership/partnering: role strengthe,ned. 
exhibits, displays. i This mission would require increased ’ 

interaction with national constituencies. ,, , 

A variation of this mission would~~reserve~ the 
Congressional Collection/CRS role as’ in .’ :, 

..Mission A,. but create#another irtstitution to 
serve as the National Library and fulfill the bulk 
of the present collection’ and other -Library 
functions. * ,. 

_’ : Y. .:.,,. , 
kyi&y$; “Lib&y ori:Cong~~~~~~~tio~lld’ 

.<, .’ I .,’ ,. 
I. I’I ..L’ .’ j ,’ :, ,:, -,, : I,. 

Description Characteristics ‘h 

3rlfills the words of the missionstatement of ‘With this acknowledged global scope, the size 
3ctober 1 Q95. The terms-“make1 i . . useful of, the’collection expands enormously, with 
%nd “universal collection’; are particularly accompanying translation and processing 
)owetful in legitimizing expanded interpretation consequences. 
md collection program&the latterincluding 

., ’ : 

naterials in many languages and from many 
:ountries. 

‘, ; 
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Throughout its history, the.,Library has also -evolved ‘in response to competing 
visions of its proper role as the Nation’s library: ‘, 

. ..‘.. _, l”_l ” II.. , .,., I,.. ._ r ,^. 
l A unique, independent institution. offering a single .comprehensive 
.’ collection of,the Nation’s creative works to be ‘used b.y Congress and the ,, 

American people -.: ,I I 1 ‘:::. 

! l ?he.,center:of a .ne&$k.,.of American libraries, a” focal point ,for’l%viding 
i; other libraries with, catalo~gmg and biblio.gral+ic services? 1. 

.I’ ‘,,f :, ‘.. ,( 
/ ,<:,,:. ._ .,>;. ‘. 

‘I’he emphasis. @l$$@‘roleshas evpli%d, dependent&& Library’s ‘A ‘., 
leadership, an&,hndhg,, to: a,, current:~~~kc;ta~ion tl$#k~‘~i&~~: C$$~&~&~&$i~~~ !:;:, ’ :I: 

fulfill both roles. -:‘This tension; .coupled with expanding:national’ and international 
scopes and c.on$tramed fu&@g,‘results in alneed for the reconsideration of the v 
Library’s missionsco&‘~d roles.~,;.T~,~‘~ “‘.,. 

:As a basis forassessment and consideration, we.. have redefined these ,. .,’ 
cont&hg roles as’f~ll~w$: : ‘: “‘5, : ?; “’ ,,. ” ‘.: , ‘:,.,,: J;*-‘.. ,:” ._ 

,./ _,. I. r .~I “,. . . ,, _ , ; 
,,a Independerrt .archive/:knowledge developer-focused on independent ~ 

j .~ ./l . . 

‘i 
collection~b,uilding and .constituent support / ‘?, ;‘i. , ‘j 
Information/;knowledge~~ broker--focused’ on’ a ‘.c6operp,ivr;icoiZ?tzo~~~~~e~“;’ y 
focal,$omt role among: networks of. D.S. and other nati,onal libraries .&d ’ 

’ p~~l$s,h&&~,‘,‘ ,.I ,” 2, “y , j _ “I ‘,, ’ ! I.1 I, ,; ; 

Exhibit 2-5 further describes’ these alternative roles. sese %o ,roles and- their ,‘I 
associated~mission.d.imensionsprovide the framework for ‘an assessment of,the b’ “, 
future:Libraj’~~i~sib?,a~~:lro~~~,: .:: ,;,‘ .’ “+;., ‘j”‘i T‘ .G ,i:~“:“’ ,:I ,Y’ [ .,.,::;‘i ‘~:/’ 

Cong&ssional and Ibibrary of Congress participants in this study assessed the 
current and $rojected ~Library role. as ,that, of ;an independent ;arcliive/k$owledge” ’ ., 
developer providing. a useful resource:for the congressional; national, an&to some : 
extent, international ,audiences; M&in, the .broader national and international 1) 
communitiestipa?ticipants identified~a~criticalneed for the Library of Congress to 
assume a stronger leadership Z or catalyst roie ‘through collaborative partnering 
relationships both’nationally and internationally. Defining the future missions and 
roles for the Library requires identification and consideration of the implications 
among‘ alte.rnatives., “The foll,owing sections summarize significant implications and 
impacts among these various alternatives., ‘. 

. . ’ ,!’ 1 

,. 

* Cole, op. cit. 
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EXHIBIT 2-5 
~ Library Of .Cangr&s ., :, l ‘I 1 

Alternative: Roles ‘j , 
.,. : ., 

I Roie’ 1,: .Ikdepehd&t; Archiyk/Kn6’wledge’L beyelopir “: . ,“. ,’ ‘. _’ ,_ 
Description Characteristics .., 

._ r- . 
The Library would continue to develop and 
manage collections independently inLibrary 

Library’collectidns and facility requirements 
continueto expand rapidly based on collection 

and other Federal governm,ent facilities. 
Traditional”original cataioging and research or 

strategy and policies. l$#ional areas of I . 

development functions would bd’peiformed 
Library expertise;‘acqursrtrons, cataloging,,and 

: preservation, continue to grow fin ,importance 
primarily by Library functional components and. and are the force behind future$taffing . 
staff. ‘,,’ ,‘.: -..:: ,requirements, .Future technologies are S 

strongly influenced by internal operational 
needs and are supported by c.onstituent 

‘. capabilities. * .,I ._. 
.~ ,‘,‘. : ‘*‘,,, ,c_, .’ ‘, 
.,, : ::, ,: ;.,, ._.:_ I, Role ,2: Collabqiyaiive Informaiion!K~dwledge ,,,,,,~yolie~~.:‘~.,,i .i:;;,,, i::;..! : I. i,’ 

Desckipfion < I, p i Characteristbs 

This would change the Library’s principal role The present’Library‘collection’~ould be dealt 
from being a custodian of collections with an with by.selective, retentfon and/or’transfer to 
independent operational role to a other ,institutions with-arrangements for. ,- I , 
comprehensive broker or referral agency. The appropriate preservation. These rnstrtut[ons 
Library would initiate collaborative, and are likely to be well-establishedresearch 
cooperative relationships with other libraries, libraries at universities.. 
zonsortia,‘and the like. .It,wo,uld use computer 
communications technology to tell an inquirer 

Otherparticipating-institutions w.ould need to 

Nhich library in the nation or world has the 
demonstrate theirwillingness,and capabilfty to’ 

specific information. This.,mission would be 
participate in such a system, especially those 

‘acilitated by index(pointer systems and data 
that would be responsible for collecting, ,), c:! 

‘ransmission techniques to enabte timely 
storing, and providing aspecified classof 

NY.XSS to documents :and information. 
information. Apart from the system : 
interconn,ection, the functions of such 
institutionswould be conceptually similar to 
those performed independently today by the 

,. national libraries of agriculture and of medicine. 

In considering, the volume ,of data, to be :’ 
transmitted under this mission, it should be 
recognized that the bulk of the documents that 
are needed bya requester,located remotely , 
from the document storage location could be 
shipped physically by regular or express mail. 
Even with massive digitization, many books will 
never be digitized. 



Booz-Allen & Hamilton 

6. Alternative n$sioqs. and x@les lkould have different impacts on 
the Library’s resources, products, and services and on its 
organization, cdnktitukficies, and funding. : 

,’ .: 
From the focus groups, ‘interviews; research, and analys@ of, current 

operations, tie have identified potential implications and consequences associated : 
with. the mission and role alternatives. 
.are presented as exhibits: 

Assessments of impacts on the following 
‘,’ ‘,1 : 

,’ ‘...% ,’ 

l ResourCes: Collections, Facilities, Human Resources, and Technology 
(J$&ibit2+)’ ” “,:I;’ ., 

T ‘, Products,and services (Exhibit 2-7) ‘: ‘,s:;:’ : I. j: t : :. r .‘, 
l Relative reSourCe re”quirements (Exhibit’2-8) 1’ : . 

,.i 
l ” &ganizationai comRonents (Exhibit :2$) i ” ” 

. 
l Customers and constituencies (Exhibit 2-10). .: 

As the reader examines these exhibits, the complexity of making comparative ’ 
assessments becomes apparent. The evaluator wants both more detail for each 
assessment dimension and a way of simplifying the comparison across all : 
dimensions and alternative missions and roles. we have sought a balance that 
would allow us to reach directional judgments on alternatives: more or less, better 
or ~orse,‘,and the like, .1 .; ‘/,’ -L,. ‘J: 

Even more fundamental’ to comparing alternative missions for the Library is 
the understanding and vie$oint one holds on the rote of libraries in society. For 
those iyho give to libraries a major role in .the, preservation, organization, and 
provision of information. in the emerging “information age,: Role:‘1 will likely. be 
unattractiv+national leadership is simply imperative. Those principally 
concerned with serving the Congress are likely to be concerned with the possible 
distraction from that role that is inherent, in Role 2, collaborative 
information/knowledge broker. 

, 
. . ! 

Exhibit 2-6 illustrates that the implications for current library resources 
among the missions and roles differ both in kind and degree among the 
alternatives. The alternatives nearest to current Library functioning are the 
Congress!Nation scope and the archive/knowledge developer role. Currently, the 
Library also has a significant international role that is selectively applied. Resource - : 
implications range from a focus on and consolidation of the ‘congressional mission 
to expansion of resources and capabilities into a full international role. Adopting 
the broker role in a significant way will require new skills and capabilities in staff 
and technology to utilize existing Library capabilities to create and Work in 
collaborative networks. ,_ 
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, 

l Reduced staff, with 
increased research 
emphasis 

EXHIBIT 2-6 EXHIBIT 2-6 
dtiong; fhr‘“fibr&ry “Resources dtiong; fhr‘“fibr&ry “Resources I: I: ,, ,, ,.,, > ,.,, > 

Fqili.ti+~ .’ ;,, Fqili.ti+~ .’ ;,, 

1t 1t l Facilities reduced a s s 
natjonal collections 
are repositioned 

l Increase in’ off-site 
storage facilities 

I requirement as 
collections are 
repositioned _. /. ’ : ,, 

l Management 
capacity-stable to 
growing by collectioI n n 
development 
strategy 

‘, ‘, 

l Critical nature of 
I, ‘. environmentally - 

controlled facilities 
and preservation 
technologies 

. Lose cataloging/ 
‘classification and 
standards expertise 
leadership 

l Some shift in--staff 
skills/capab/ltties 
from technical to 
:integrated 
technical/standard 
setting/ functional 
library leadership .,i 

l ‘Critical nature of 
knowledge/capture 

‘and training 
strategies for curren 
staff - : 

, ( ,  .,‘. 

‘/ 

1 Expansion of foreign 
language capabilities 
and staff ,. :; 

) More, smaller 4 4 
international 
locations 

) Potentially growing; . . 
centralized 
requirements 

1 ‘Criticality of 
environmentally 
controlled facilities 
and preservation 
technologies 

1 Expansion r&staff to 
address global fssuee 

1* 

‘, IlilDliC .- 

Cojlections 

l Focused developmer 
strategy7le,gal, 
economic; tiistorical; 
journalsiI serials 

l Evolutionary .: 
repositioning of 
national collections 

l Management 
capacity-collection 
development strateg] 
focused through 
cooperative 
alliances4J.S. and 
other national librarie: 

m, Focus foreign 
language and/or 
English language 
collections to capacit 

1 Selectively build 
special collections 

.# : 

Expansion of global 
collections-foreign 
language 

Focus on extended 
collections through 
international ,alliances 
and catalyst role 

LC leadership/ catalys 
in global collection 
development and 
research 

” 

Technology 

l Leveraged 
technology to do 
work focused on 
netkorks and 
,me& (I.; ,, 

0’ GLIN providing 
platform for 
innovation 

l Criticality of 
overall 
information 
technology 
strategy 

l Catalyst/leader 
within national/ 
international 
library 
communities 

P, Research and 
development 
(R&p) role in 

: ! technology use 
for knpwl+ge 
developme’nt 

;; * ,‘, 
) i.,~$$‘w!?gy uied 

td create and’ 
disseminate 

, ,inform,aaion 

Expansion of 
technology 
capabilities to 
include global 
netiorking and 
physical 
distribution 

&gnificant 
’ international role 
in evolving 
technology and 
library 
applications. 

’ Multiple-language 
technplogies 

Enabling 
~i&vstibns in-j 

library 
functions- 
cataloging and 
preservation 
(especially digital 
formats) 

Mission 

A. 

Library Qf 
Congress 

B. 

Library of 
Congress/ 
Nation 

:. 

ibraj of 
:ongressl 
lation/World 
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.: 

fi0l.e 

1. 

Archive/ 
Knowledge 
Developer 

,r 

2. 

Information/ 
(nowledge 
3roker 

,-. , . - ! i ,.. EXHIBIT!: 2-6 (cont.) : . . 
implidatjo~g fq,,j$wary ,Resources 

._,. .._ 
I : _, ,: j 

” .’ , Collic.tions .,..’ 

0 Current collections 
expansion rates limited 
by facilities, staff, and 
technology capabilities 

. C;pa;iti ;’ 

management7 
criticality of collection 

’ : development ,strategy 
and policies to balance 
facilities, staff, and 
financial, resources 

, ‘; ‘, 

1. Focus of ccllection 
development strategy 
on extended, 
cooperative networks 

1 .Stabif,izing or 
contracting of 
centralized collections 
would occur over time 

l Expanding ‘facilities 
requirements 

l Need for innovative 
facilities solutions tc 
respond to capacity 
and preservation 
requirements 

,i’ ‘,. :. ( I 

;’ Gradually 
contracting as 
centralized 
collections are 
focused and as 
c,ooperative, 
decentralized 
collections are 
established 

) Increased 
requirement to 
manage/support 
decentralized 
location of facilities 

1 Increased square 
footage requirement 

l Focus on tradjtional 
library functional 
expertise- 
acquisitions, ‘. 
cataloging,. .I 
preservation, and’ 
others. 

(’ ‘~‘5.. * .;: 

l Use&f staff to 
id&fy/implement 
work streamlining 
opportunitbs, 

l ’ Training strategy to, 
”  

‘.be&iop staff 
capabilities in 6~ 
operational 
technologies” .- 

1 Fewer staff as 
ooeratinti functions 
are decentralized 
through cooperative 
agreements 

) ‘Concentraticn of staff 
capabilitieson policy, 
standards, education, 
leadership, 
negotiation, as well as 
technical 

, 

,,’ 

.( 
4 

iebhn:dogy ‘, 

l Focus : 
technology, to,do 
operational work 

D Internal’ ‘-I .’ 
requirements for 

. 1 operational 
performance 
collection 
management and 
public access 
objectives as 
causative factors 

) Becomes key 
element of 
.broker/leader role 
in a variety of 
technologies 
such as 
information/ 
communication, 
preservation, and 
facilities 

The following exhibits, 2-7 through 2-10, present judgmental impact 
assessments of alternative mission and role decisions for the Library of Congress. 
These assessments of impact are comparative assessments to 1996 levels of resource 
commitment (funding and staff) in relative characterizations as more, same, less 
and/or transfer. These assessments are made for three mission emphases- 
Congress/Nation/ World, and two contrasting roles-Archive/Knowledge 
Developer, Information/Knowledge Broker. Each mission emphasis implies a 
refocusing of resources in products/services, organizational components, and 
specified constituencies. Exclusive focus on service to Congress would represent a 
contraction in Library mission. The Congress/Nation mission would result in 
refocusing the Library’s product/service emphasis within its current resource base. 
The Congress/Nation/World mission represents an expansion with additional 
resource requirements. 
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The two roles, Archive/Knowledge Developer and h-tformat~on/Knowledge 
Broker, imply differing levels of resource rquirements. The current 
Archive/Knowledge DeveloRer role ‘will ,require expanding resources to support 
collections and service growth constrained by budgets and streamlining. An ,..,” 
Information/Know.ledge Broker:.role would require decreased resources .over ti.me 
as current Library’activities are performed through collaborative U.S. and 
international relationships, and technology and innovation provide stronger 
collections, library, and information infrastructures. These ‘character@fics of each 
alternative provide the basis for the assessment presented in the foBowing, sections. .‘i/. . : i ; j I .., ‘: 

‘. The range of Library products and’services is broa,d ,as shown,in~Exhibits 2-3 
and 2-T. .The effects of the salternative missions and roles include ,the ,following: 17 ; 

‘.., 
l Congress ” ,‘Zi<,, ; . ,’ ‘. 

- Increased focus and support to’ Congress’and the Federai’government 
- Reduction or elimination and transfer of national constituency products or 

services from. the Library of Congress 
l Congress/Nation, 

- Reduction of low-priority products or services identified through focus 
groups or interviews 

, 

l Congress/Nation/World 
1 Reduction of low-priority products or services .‘. ‘: 1’ 
- Expansion of collections, catalogingiclassification, and ‘cr$ical library 

capabilitiesas the Library’s global role expands ‘I 
l Archive/Know!edge Developer “. 

- Reduction of low-priority products or services 
- Increased preservation needs or capabilities. 

l Information/Knowiedge Broker 
- Reduction and/or transfer of traditional library functional capabilities 
- Increased skill and technology capabilities to build human, physical, and 

technology networks. “” 
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EXkhT 2-7 
. ,  >’ ,/ 

_,, ; ._ , 
J ,, !m&& on Ptydu& and Seryicek ._ _.:. I,.,’ :. 

A-Congress B:Ni 

Congressional Research ,@ :( 

Reference 

Legislative Information Systems 
flHOMAS. LC MARVEL) 
.~ I  

Translation Services ,i I” (r~,, iL, 1 : .a, j 
rn, 

GLIN : 
I 

j 1 ; 1 _ 

Feden 
Committee (FLICC) 
Federal Research 

-k-s-; ’ 

(  _, :  

, . ,  

I ,  

: . ,  

Cataloc Distribution Service I A I A I m I f 

: I 
I Collections Mar?agement ,’ ,I+@ I 

Dewey:Classification 

Retail Marketing 

American Folklik 

Publishing I 
B I 

I  

Special Projects 
I 0 ! 6 I 6 ! d- 

Books/Machines for the Blind and 
Physically Handicapped .a. I. ..@ 

PhotocJup!/cation 
I 0 I.. .’ ,. .G ii ” :’ CD 0, 

I 
I 

Legena 

l More.;0 - 8 Less @Transfer 0 None 
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Exhibit 2-8 illustrates that the resource requirements reflect an 
assessment of the relative.scope of .each of the alternatives. The Congress/Nation 
and Archive/Knowledge Developer alternatives are a close representation of the 
‘Libraryls operations and role. Library funding in constant dollars, since 1980, 
‘although somewhat cyclical; has declined about 3 to 4 percent. Funded full-time 
equivalent (FTE) positions have decreased by approximately: 12 percent, ‘from 4,818 
‘in 1980 to 4,214 in 1996:‘; .- -, 

.,, &HI& 2-8 ‘:_’ ‘,‘, ‘, 
Relative R&oh&e Requirg’iperits ” .~ ‘$. “. ” ..’ ’ 

.’ 

,, ‘,; ” 
i Role ,’ ,/ I. 3,: .~::..T,,‘, ‘,,;.‘.:;:,‘ :‘ ~ “:‘:;, ‘,, /.. ,./,.y,. ..;,$ j:y”,’ ,.,,,. 

1. ..:Archive/Knowl6dge D&ei&pe; ,_,, ” Same 
ri~tiori/l6ic$iedQe Broker ’ ~ j LesslO 

, ,  

. I  

.  . ; ,  . , . . I  

In an environment of. contracting financial and :&man resources, 
streamlining, and downsizing, strategically focusing available resources is essential. 

,. 

The fmancial resource effects of the ahernative missions and ‘roles directly relateto 
the conce@ons’ of missions and ‘roles. The Congress/Nation mission and 
Archive/Knowledge Developer roles are approximately similar to current 
requirements with some reduction in low-priority products_an,d services to 
accommodate resource and staffing reductions. Focusing resources on the Library’s 
role to. Congress could reduce funding requirements substantially by consolidating 
and ‘focusing, resources and moving national collections to alternative libraries. An 
expansion of the scope to a more formal global role could require significant 
additional resources for collections and for ‘deveioping international capabilities. 
The Information/Knowledge Broker’ role would result m decreased funding 
requirements in the intermediate term (5 to 10 ‘years)as the Library develops its 
technology and leadership capabilities to create opportunities for new ways of ~’ 
working and for using the capabilities and expertise of,n&vprks of libraries and’ 
publishers. : 

g Library of Congress: Comparison of Appropriations, Staff,’ and Woildoad Statistics, DecembFr 1995. 

lo These are the resources required for central Library function; resources for distributed sites deperid on 
number/role of sites and their offsetting savings. 
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, ! . ‘ .  , :  * , ,  . ; ,  ‘G ‘I,, _’ 3 , - ;$ .w,  ”  c ,_: ., ‘S 

E&bit 2-9 shows Ibe assessment -qf-+e impact,of mission and x$ie. 
altereatiyes .on the. major lik$Ly ,&rganizational ‘kompc&&. ’ ,, ,. 

F 

. ..,L ,. 
. I., ‘. 

.$i. ., ‘. , “.,\’ ,;: ,,, :(I 

Funding )_ .. ,I 28 ‘$0 ‘10 F-: 8 :,8 .,; 2q 28, : : , 

Mission Focus Mission ‘. 
.‘i /., : , ‘J , ‘, ,_ 

lole Role I 
I  

1. Archive/Knowledge 
Developer ~ocBocBcBcBaa@a~ooo 

2. Information/ 
Knowledge Broker ~@@@cDQcB@~@s@oo 

l More 
CB Same 

> 6 Less 
@ Transfer 

Cost to LC of each component in each mission alternative 

Transfer cost continuing elsewhere in Federal Government 
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The Congress/Nation mission and Archive/Knowledge Developer role are 
the closest to current operations with some downsizing:of lower-priority cultural 
affairs activities identified by ‘review participants. The first row ‘of the exhibit ‘shows 
approximate FY 1995 funding for each major organizational component using 
appropriated funding. As the reader can deduct from the exhibit, approximately 50 
percent of the funding of the Library goes to collections management processes and 
functional support services, including technology. Streamlining and/or making the 
most of the processes and ‘capabilities$an provide opportunities for funding further 
development. Intermediate-term opportunities for streamlining collection 
management’ processes may be realized.*, by focusing on the .congressional mission ,. 

. 
and by focusing collections appropriately, and by using outside resources through the 
Information&nowledge~Broker role. A broker/facilitatorrole,‘as well as national \ .;:” 
and world roles would requirethecapabilities of technology and support services ‘,‘I 
(contracting,, logistics, audit, and, the’:like). Zj, ,’ , ’ y:’ i ;‘I ,:.A i, ,’ : 

-pe impact, of &eirnission and’&& alternatives requires consideration of four ’ 
major grouts -of co;lstitue~~s-~ongress;. Eederal ‘librar~ies and. government agencies; 
the library, publishing; and scholarly communities; and other major constituencies, 
including the general public. ‘.Eefocusmg resources through the selection or 
definition of the scope,(Congress, Nation, or the World)’ will provide additional 
resources or se@c:es to the apbropriate ‘co,ngressional, national, ‘or international ‘: 
constituencies as shown in Exhibit Z-10. .’ ‘. ,. I.. 

: 
The Information/Knowledge Broker role ,could provide. additional 

capabilities; or services. to the national and international networks and make use of 
the resources of other institutions. ‘“pi Specific public constituencies may receive .’ 
reduced direct services from the Library; however, overallsupport and service 

,,,’ 

should be expanded through the network of libraries, publishers, and other 
institutions. ,’ 

b, . . . I. 

I, 
2 

‘. 11. 

,‘,. I 3 

,’ : 
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.Ejihibik ,&lo’ 
, : 

Impact of Mi+on or E.ole : /ijtkrnativ&s qn Customers a,nd kktituents ’ : 

Legend 

M&e Focus/Service 0) sake -, 

2.1.4 Current and Future Mission Recommendation 

The Library’s current mission should, be focused and delimited within the 
Congress/Nation mission, and planning should begin toward a future mission of 
serving Congress and performing as a national Information/Knowledge Broker. 

The Library’s dual mission to serve the. Congress and the nation is broadly 
recognized an,d has evolvedto ~coristitutethe -legitimate mission of, the.Library of 
Congress’& idenufied in each focus group ‘and intek&w. Within the national 
mission context, ,participants in this assessment consistently identified,.a rapidly 
changing technology environment, advances in digitization, and the need. for ,the 
Library’s leadership and collaboration in addre&sing,critical research, standards, and 
classification issues that are not being addressed. Additionally, participants clearly 
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recognized the need to systematically limit and consolidate the Library’s global role. 
The majority of study participants identified, opportunities for Library partnering 
and collaborative relationships and the use of new technology capabilities to make 
the most of existing Library capabilities and develop needed ones. 

Current Mission 

As documented elsewhere in this report and in the 1996 testimony of the 
Librarian of Congress and his principal colleagues before the House Subcommittee 
on Appropriations, the Library’s resources and management infrastructure are 
sorely stretched to perform the current congressional and national missions. 
Accordingly, unless more .resources can be provided and the infrastructure 
substantially strengthened, services to, Congress should continue as the main 
priority. To address resdurce issues, the ,following ,candidate areas, as identified 
through interviews and focus :group$might be’ reduced: .’ , ,_ 

l Acquisition of selected special collections 

l Foreign acquisitions . 
l Selected English Janguage acquisitions 

0 Original cataloging 

l Cultural affairs activities, exhibits, displays, and performances. 

The criteria for identifying reductions in each of these areas must be 
developed based on risk and the availability of alternatives;‘however, our review 
identified these as offering real opportunities for reductions. 

Further, the current mission statement might be revised to read: 

The Libra y’s mission it to make knowledge available and useful. to Congress 
and available to the American people and t0 provide leacler&hip.in creating 
networks of institutions that enable the world’s knowledge resources to be 
shared. 

instead of 

The Library’s mission is to make its resourcqs abailable and usefd to the 
Congress and the American, people and to sustain and preserve 4 universal 
collection of knowledge and creativity for future generations. 

Addressing the issues, identified. throughout. this reb.ort in national 
leadership, human resources, facilities, and security, the Library needs to move 
rapidly to develop collaborative. relationships with its p.rimary constituencies- 
public and research libraries, publishers, national -libraries, and film producers-and 
to identify and address major library community issues. This effort requires an 
increased emphasis on Library initiatives that have been developmg m recent years 
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.;,- ,I,.’ 
(cooperative and copy cataloging,‘coliections.and resource sharing, and others)‘to 
most effectively utilize its .existing ,workforce capabilities. and also to reduce its, 
operational activities ,associated with collection building., These collaborative efforts 
should be accompanied by’s clear strategy for collection development. that builds 
upon them. It appears that this collaborative broker .strategy could result in :freeing 
significant resources in traditional library operations over the next few years. ~ 

Futu,re &fission , ,, . 

The future mission of the Library of Congress will derive from three’princi@l 
developments: )_ _ : ,:. i ‘5 

‘0 -j Information .is increasing in both volume and the role it plays in society 

l .Technology for information handling -recording,, storing; transmitting, 
and presenting -is becoming more powerful and widespread ,’ 

; Society will increasingly need and seek institutions to provide better access 
to, and usability of, information. 

The Library of Congress as the recognized “Nation’s Library” is well-positioned 
to occupy a leadership role in guiding’ the development and coordinating the 
functioning of networks of distributed ‘information. The networks would connect 
users with the facility that is custodian of the desired information. The Library 
would be a kind of electronic broker, controlling standards, access protocols, and 
classification and indexing systems. It would not be the custodian of the 
information, that is, it would not have a comprehensive collections role. Collections 
would’ be largely decentralized to other institutions, probably by subject matter 
and/or format., 

This mission concept would involve a .huge undertaki,ng, the implementation 
of which would occur over a period of 10 to 20 years. It would require both 
institutional and technological ,coordinatjon of massive proportions. It could be 
undertaken incrementally as participating institutions ‘were brought on-line. 

A new and changed mission requires the thoughtful, and thorough 
examination and debate that the Library’s heritage dese,rves. To help accomplish 
this; the Librarian needs to take, the lead by preparing a.detailed plan that outlines 
the advantages and disadvantages of the recommended ‘mission and role, as well as 
of other possible alternatives. Then, all the affected stakeholders-Congress, 
Government agencies, state and local governments, libraries, publishers, 
information #hand.l.ing -businessesr and others -should. be invited ~ to join in 
examining the pros and cons. At the end of this process, the chosen”mission of the 
Library of Congress should be ,affirmed in law and the level of resources should be -_ _ _- - . 
provided that will enable the Library’s future to be as distinguished as its past. 
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2.2 ASSESSlbJENT OF MANAGEMENT PJXOCESSE? . . ,i ., ,’ ,’ 2’ , ;. f <‘, :_ I- , ,. (7 
The examination of ‘institutional management, processes at, the Libra’ry “Stems 

from concerns raised internally and externally ab’out the direction and management 
of the institution. External observers of the Library, including Congress, have :. 
identified specific. issues relating to human resources, facilities planning, and ‘, .’ 
security. In addition, Congress has raised concerns about overall. Library j 
management and the ability of the.Library to rectify specific issues and, more 
importantly, to provide the institution with a clear, comprehensive management -:‘, 
approach’for future operations. :: ‘. (. :I:.’ . ‘- _,l’) 

2.2.1 Background 
I 

‘In order to explore these concerns’more ‘fullfr,: GAO requested Booz4llen to 
examine the institution-wide processes for managing the Library of Congress, 
particularly’ in the area .of institutional integrated planning and program execution. 
The areas ,of concern that GAO asked Booz.Allen to address include the following: 

l Planning, including policy and strategy development, and budgeting and 
resource allocation 

1 
. 

l Execution, including executive decision making and problem solving, 
accountability, roles and responsibilities &d communication 

l Performance tracking, measurement, and “evaluation. ‘. 

2.2.2 Methodology ’ ‘L L, 

In order to examine the’key Library-wide management processes, BoozeAllen 
developed an approach that combined Library management’s description of the : 
processes through interviews with review of available documentation of the 
management processes and their products. 

1 
l Interviews’We employed structured interviews, informational 

meetings, and follow-up discussions to collect information from Library 
personnel. For the assessment of management processes, we conducted 
more than ,50 interviews, including interviews with senior Library 
managers from across the institution, middle ‘managers in service units, 
and selected staff members. Meetings included such people as the 1 
Librarian, Deputy Librarian, Acting Deputy ‘Librarian, ‘Associate Librarians, 
Chief of Staff, executive-level managers, service unit ,heads, division 
chiefs, committee and working’ group chairpersons, special assistants, 
senior piofess~d~~l~ fret across th~‘Li~~~~- .~d, cdiigres~iori~l’8t~ff. -. i 

Multiple follow-up sessions were conducted in person and by telephone. 

2-29 



Booz.Allen & Hamilton __ 

2.2.3 

l Document Coll&& ‘and &$y&s -We gathered documents from all 
parts and levels of the Library, including the Office of the Librarian, from 
service units, and from- the files. of the,Eecords Management; Section. 
Documents reviewed included budget guidance, budget :jusufication and 
plans, Library-wide, .planning. documentation, executive, committee 
minutes and agenda, internal memoranda; and published information. 

: Additional reviews included congressional, testimony; formal, L 
announcements, budgets, annual- reports,. published plans, regulations, 
project files, bulletins, and newsletters. We supplemented documentation 
regarding ,Library:wide processes with ‘supporting documentation from 
Library line and staff,organiiations. .We focus@ our do%&ment review on 
information particularly covering’ the 199i;“to’ 1995 time frame. 
. . ” :‘: * I : ,:I... ,., ,” iv I T ,,,, 

Findings and Conclusions 

This section presents findings and conclusions resulting from Booz.Allen’s 
study of management’and planning processes at the Libra,ry of Congress in 12 parts. 1 

1. At the corporate level, the Library of Congress’ has in place some of 
the key elements of an.integr@d planning aq#,pFograti __,, , 
execution process, but this,tpr&zess is not tiomp&hen&$+or -has it Y :’ 
been institutionalized. , ,“:, -8 .A. ,/ ,,. _:, .,. ; -(, ,,,. .; 

: 
In assessing the management processes of the Library;. Booz.Allen compared” ” ’ 

the process descriptions and’ documentation provided by the ALibrary to, a conceptual 
model of an integrated planning and program execution system. Exhibit 2-11 depicts 1 
the conceptual framework Booz.Allen applied to assess the, completeness’and! 
adequacy of the Library’s planning and firogram execution ;processes. 

/I 

This process has six key elements: 
I_ 

‘. ,. 

l Strategic planning, which includes the articulation of’ mission and vision 
and explicit goals and objectives 

l Tactical, operating, or annual program planning, which develops near- 
term (annual) action plans for implementing strategic plan direction 

l Budget development, ‘which ensures’ that ‘budget allocation decisions are 
based on strategic goals and annual operating plans ‘- 

l Program execution, which ensures the delivery of ‘services and ‘programs 
l Performance measures, which capture organizational results in terms of 

both outcome and .process, and -provide targets of performance*against :’ 
those measures , 

l Feedback, monitoring, and ,evaluation,.which ensure that, all aspects of the 
planning and program execution process are integrated and implemented 
in an efficient and effective manner. 
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In addition to showing the key aspects of the planning and program execution 
procesg, Exhibit 2-11 depicts the follqwing Fnabli+g process?? that supporf, the I,’ ,. .: 
system: 

; 
.> ‘. :‘: .- $,.‘5 ,,“: : ,,. 

l Pq&&es ,fbr .‘estabiishing accountability and ,determining roles and 
re+o&ibilities -,, ” ,‘, :, “.‘, 

/ 
l J%&&+s foi ‘decision making -tin+, co?nm&ication. ’ 

:;.. ” ,: 
The exhibit has been.annotated.toldisp!ay rn?jor library efforts &nce 1988 in 

each of the key elements. These are, discq@ed:, h. turq below. .., .. ,. : ,., 
II , 

.Meaeurenmnt 

Cammun~n 
‘, ,, 

%. 
,. 

2. Although ,thq ,L$rary of Congress has initiated’ $@verqi ‘cq$orate 
level strategic planning activities si$ce 1988, the pro&s foi 
establishing and $evisiting Strategic plans is iiot consistent or 
formalized. 

i 
..,. 

The-:LiJzary has-initiated: foqr institutio&wide ~str&g~c,,p&ning a&$$ies . _ 
over the last several years. These are as follows: 

l The Management and Planning Committee (MAP), its ?eFulting report 
and transition ieanis (1988439) 1 

l The Library Strategic Plan (1992) 
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’ 
l ,The ,1995 Mission and Priorities does not formally refer to the 1992’ 

Strategic Plan or the 1994 Management Review. 

The lack ,of clear, identifiable’linkage from one strategic planning effort to’the 
next is an impediment to the effectiveness of planning efforts. The’strategic 
planning process does not document the’ rationale and progress (or changes in 
direction) made, both of which are key components to the assessment of ‘priorities 
and allocation of resources. The lack of a systematic process fo,r assessing progress 
contrib,utes to the confusion regarding future direction and strategy of the Library 
voiced by many members of Library management in our interviews. ,. ,. 

3: The. &w~itu&n-&de strategic planning efforts have prov2ded 
high-level mission&ion, arid priorities, but they are not l.. 
stipported bji & <fohal in&tution-wide kwial operakin& tactical; 
oi jxogkam planning process. .1 

:. .,,, ..’ . . 
An annual operating‘ or program plan, which provides the tactical basis for 

the implementation of ‘the strategic plan, forms the second maj’or step in an 
integrated planning and program execution process. Although the ‘Library has 
initiated two op’erating planning efforts, as shown in Exhibit 2-H;’ it .has not Z .’ 
developed an institutional ‘process for translating mission, vision, and priorities into 
an annual operating plan:for the entire organization. ‘, ., 

In our interviews and analysis of the planning documents provided to us, we 
found only two instances of operating ‘planning. The M+P report was followed by 
transition teams, “which developed’ action plans for the recommendations. 
Although the transition teams, developed action plans for the entire M:AP report;: j 
not all of these action plans.were carried through. -For example, of the 108 MAP 
recommendations, the MAP committee determined ,43- to, be of high priority: 
Examination of these recommendations indicates that:in some cases, such as ” 
establishment of arrearage reduction as a primary goal and other collections-related’ 
areas, the Library has made significant progress. In other areas, however, such as 
basic services, planning, budgeting and cost, and human resources, the MAP 
recommendations still stand. * The reorganization plan developed, by’ the MAP 
transition team was also implemented; .’ ,’ ‘. 

The Management Retreat was followed by development of specific plans for 
human resources) space, and information technology (IT). The organization 
responsible for each area developed action plans to’ address systemic and historical 
concerns about infrastructure. The action plans for the Management Retreat ’ 
included the recommended actions; priority; responsible party, ,and targeted co$letion &te*:’ m&j &&@,t &.&&j~t;&j T&,&gy Sew@’ I_ G&k@ 

group responded to the concerns of the Library senior management by stating, 
“Certainly a number of the issues identified are real while some are issues of 
perception and/or lack knowledge of operational details. We did not feel our team 
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should be captive to this particular listing of issues.” 3 The ITS plan provided target 
completioti dates for 14 of the 48 actions ,and used terms such as’ “cdntinuing, 
underway, ongoing,” or blank spaces for the remaining majo?ity df the actions. It 
routinely uses the terms “exists, underway,. or in strategic plan”. instead of Specifying 
a responsible officer or subunit for implementing and tracking the: initiative. The 
experience for ,Human Resources and facilities was. similar-significant’ effort and 
consensus surrounding issue identification was followed by inattention to follow- 
up and impJementation. %, 

‘C 
The Library hatiT developed operating plans for specific, @s&s of &aj& concern 

in some cases. Arrearage reduction, describe~d in the case 8tu.dy in Vdlume 2, is ‘an ’ 
example of an issue. ,@rYwl$h, once identifjed 3~ 3 priority &J the, .l$AI’ strategic 
planning process, .tacticai plans .were de&lop&d, tqaCk?d, revised,, and $plemented. ‘, 
Plans were also deyelqpeg, for high;priority issues such ai $&rity, ?$t not 
consistently implerriented ‘or tracked. Despite ,recurrent planning a,c$ivity and 
implementation of numerous separate initiatives, secukity continue6 to be a major 
source of c&&rn fey Library obse,mers. Security plans, are, espl+ned in, the case, 
study in Volume 2. IQ the case of facilities planning and the F~.rt Meade project, a 
lack of strong planning,: analysis, and justification of re,quire,mente @i&d to ,cause 
action. The case stucly in Volume 2 examines the Fort Mead? ,proj&t@ greater 
detail. Ina the human resources area, plans exist fey internal ,#$+ons of the 
human resources service unit, but .do not .integrate those sq#ces $$:Li,brary 
needs. 

,-, ‘~: 
Library ,management develops plans for ,prio&ties ,&&g from the outside. ( 

Follow-through occurs on, an.ad hoc basis. *. casee where a strong focal poi$ fqr 
coordination has, been designated, such as arrearage reduction, follow-through is 
more deliberate. ; Overall, the lack of an explicit. aqua1 operational or, program ! 
planning process, hi@ers the Library’s ability to ensure, on an institution-wide basis, 
that it has implemented its strategic plan. and priorities and achieved its .goals. As a 
result, several. managers interviewed expressed uncertainty regarding. how Library.. 
strategy applied to< them or their organizations. .. j 

4. The Library ha’s a complete budget proce& but it is not 
consistently or explicitly linked to the .strategic pian. 

The thirdspiece of the model of an integrated planning an,! program 
execution process is t& budget and resource allocation process, as shown in Exhibit. 
2-11. Our analysis of documentation.supporting the Library of Congress’ annual 
budget process found that Jhe Library has structured its approach for formulating, 
justifying, and executing the budget to. respond, to existing rgquirements 0f:th.e 
Federal budget Ij:rocess. .n).e Library,htis ndQet gone krther, however, and &e&y :_ 

3 Director ITS memorandum dated December 23,1994, “Retreat Next Steps” on page 14 of consolidated 
report “Library of Congress Management RetrFat, November S-7,1994. 
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monitoring of: funds status.. -Their financial management role, supported by a, . 
regular planning process: for the financial. management systems a<t the.Library, has:: 
not heretofore had a strong policy component. Service unit internal distribution of 
resources is the. responsibility;-of line management. .’ ; 

In addition, project-based or life-cycle cost estimates,,not required, by any 
Library policy or guidance but often part of resource planning efforts, can provide 
additional insight into the iImplementation of strategy. Without a process for s 
developing institutionwide, estimates for cross-cutting initiatives orfor developing . 
understanding of the costs of taking ,pilot projects to scale, the Library’s strategy j 
cannot be translated to. .budget in a comprehensive manner., .: : ,., 

;, : : ,., 1 .I. 
The :Library’s budget is a one-year document ‘based more ‘on. prior year 

expenditures than, on resource requirements associated with a detail+, ,program 
. . 

plan. It does not include,,.out-year estimates, or multiyear .planning profiles., In 
addition, because,of the lack of a systems view and operational program planning.. ,, _ 
approach to problem solving, identification of funds associated with specific projects 
or issues. is difficult. For example, we could not readily identify resources across the 
Library system related to’security. Many service units replicate aspects of ,support 
services, such as. human, resources and technology. These serve as examples of areas ‘- 
in which a systems-wide strategy for identifying needed resources would b,e useful. ,‘, 

5. Program execution occurs at the service unit level ,and ii’, 1, .- ’ 
appropriately the responsibility of the service unit management. ’ 

-;. .., ,,’ ,’ 
The fourth component of the integrated planning and, program execution 

process is execution or the actual delivery of services and accomplishment of results. 
Our examination of program execution processes at the Library found that service 
units are responsible for’,and direct program execution and operating decisions ,with 
minimal involvement of ‘the Library executive :management. There .is no widely 
accepted, established process for ensuring that Library mission and vision is a I 

I 

primary driver of program execution decisions. In cases of external attention or 
institutional concern, service unit heads are responsible for programmatic decisions 
in the absence of an effective corporate decision-making body. For security, for 
example, decisions to allocate budgeted resources to implement recommendations 
of the Library-wide security committee were at the service unit’s discretion. 

The service units provide the focus for Library activity and are the basis for 
the implementation of its ‘programs. Responsibility for) translating Library-wide. 
priorities and program-specific ,initiatives rests with service unit management. 
Service, unit heads’ exercise autonomy in making decisions on the operation of their 
organizations. These include the responsibility for organizationalstructure and.: : ; 
personnel assignments .(subject to labor and human resources regulations and 
requirements), budget development, funds control, and program execution. In 
addition, leaders of service units and directorates are responsible for the 
management processes that guide their organizations. 

2-38 



I 
E 
1 
P 
I: 
E 
E 
E 

BooaAllen & Hamilton 
:  

,: ’ 

. 
For major institutional issues, ‘the Library frequently establishes ,committees 

or task forces drawn from across the Library. These committees ,and: tasks forces are 
charged ‘with developing recommendations,’ whereas implementation- is the ‘__ ,: 
responsibility of service units and .directorates, :which.‘determine the priorities of, 
these recommendations based on their internal\workloads and’ demands; For 
administrative matters, Library of Congress Regulations (LCRs) provide a structure 
for institutionalizing major policies and procedures: ‘: 

Although,,the Library has,not developed a, comprehensive: process that links 
program execution- to the : strategic plan;,it has ‘made importantstrides to ,execute 
against several!major concernsor priorities ,identified* in its strategic [planning 
efforts. Arrearage reduction; ?dentified as ‘a primary goal:@ the MAIQeport, 
continues as a priority. Activities in the electronic library area, such as the NDL 
effort, derive ‘from the 1992 strategic plan. In other3rifrastructure support areas, 
including human’ resources,, facilities and technology;‘Library personnel ‘- : . 
interviewed consistently fioint to lack of service’ delivery and reactive operat.ing 
styles. ’ : :. ^’ ‘.’ ; ::,.. 

> ,. 
Efforts to improve delivery of Library services, and mcrease efficiency and>’ 

effectiveness of Program execution are numerous at the service unit and directorate 
level. The operational processes section of.our report identifies-process ‘1 I, 
improvements found at the operating levels. Some of these internally generated 
initiatives are summarized in Appendix C. These performance improvement 
initiatives include: among others: 

/ , 
l Efforts to reengineer business processes to improve productivity 
l Team based approaches to acquisition 
‘4 Cooperative cataloging arrangements. ” ’ ” ‘, ‘.’ 

While .examples of innovation, and productivity improvement efforts on the part of 
Library personnel ‘in different $.parts of <the organization are numerous,, the Library 
lacks a process for systematizing the .results of these undertakings’ or sharing 
experience across departments and services. 

6. The Library approach to measuring performance does not 
adequately capture organizational results or provide syste@$ic 
feedback regarding organizational performance. 

The fifth component of an integrated planning and program execution 
process, as. depicted .in Exhibit 2-11, is performance measurement, which provjdes 
information on the effectiveness of the operational plans and progress against the 
achievement of the strategic goals. At, the Library, we found inst~t$.onal .attention 
to performance measurement in two areas: ~ : 1 _” ,‘I’:’ ” .’ 

l The Key Indicators project, which is intended to build the key’ operating 
measures of the Library 

: 
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l Individuhl performance planning; and appraisal processes, which measure 
key executives’ contribution toward achieving the Library’s strategic plan. .,.. 

According to the Library managers interviewed and documents reviewed, the 
purpose,of the Key h-tdicators project is to provide the Library with key.statistical 
indicators to monitor the Library’s ,performance and accomplishment of its mission 
The,Libra,ry developed a three-phase approach to the Key Indicators project, depicted 
in Exhibit 2-14, and has implemented’Phase I. .’ :, ., ,, .’ 

.  .  :  
: .  , ,  . ,  I I  , .  

The 
reporting, 
routine. 

first phase soughtto establish a Library-wide system:for the collection, 
consolidation,, and distribution: of statistical measures, and to make it *: I 

i ,.,’ 

Phases of tQ,e< Key Indicators Project 1.. 
j ,... ,. ;_ “,. (. ;, ,, ., 

Establish mechanism to capture and 
,‘,. 

.repottdatir already collected ,. .., 
by seylce:units . , ,:,. 

!,, .1’ ,, 

.‘:. 2 
I 

I 
CHASE11 

1 Timeframe: Unspecified 
.i 

: :_ I ‘, 

:s “\ 
> y.“, 

.“,.., I. ,,, -, 1 . . ., 
~‘Qink.indicators to budget 

planning and execution 

,.., PHASE III 
Timeframe: Uns@ecified- 

:m 

.‘. 

”  . ,  

Phase II includes expansion and validation of the ,list of key ‘indicators; 
establishment of reporting requirements, and develo$mentof publication 
procedures. Phase III includes development of ways to link key indicators to 
planning and execution of the Library’s budget. Development of different types of 
measures to inform management,, decision making; establishing targets. of : 
performance against, those measures, and comparing; planned and. actual results L.was 
not a primary component of, the project. . .’ 

. : -; 3 .‘. Ii ’ .: . . . * 1 : 2;: ~, “’ ,,’ r: a P: ,;.*: ! */’ 
Phase I has been underway since .‘i991;, The Phase 3; lmeasuresand data are 

summarized inExhibit 2-15,. and provide a good’summary of workload statistics for 
the Library. However,; Library’s current key indicators ,do not. provide strategic-level. 
measures to guide organizational performance nor do these indicatorspermit 
assessment of actual organizational results against the strategic plan and goals. We 
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determined that the Library key indicators are generally ‘measures of workload 
, rather than a means of tracking.progress toward strategic goals,,and objectives. 

I: ,. 
The operational processes section of our report further explains Library 

reporting systems. The Key Indicators project has not yet developed ‘enough’to be a 
system whereby ‘Library strategic objectives are translated into observable and 
measurable outcomes or &hereby ,performance is tracked with critical indicators, that 
management’ uses to benchmark the success of. functions and activities. ‘Rather, ,the 
key indicators effectively capture transactions and”Workload information for 
inclusion in the Library’s Annual Report and provision to Congress. 

: * ‘3, EjjHjb,T ,&g: ) \ 

Eitaitiples ‘df ‘Key ‘liidicators’ /. ‘: ., -II . ,,, ,, , 

Acquisitions Collections receipts, growth; ,copyrightdemands 

Arrearages Print or nonprint, comparisons to FY 1989 and last .FY 

Collections Services Catalog, record complet~ed by+ type 

Congressional 
Research Service 

Requests, products 
$, j 

Constituent Services Sales ‘(in dollars), Federal Library and information ,. 
1 Network (FEDLlN&) use, loans,-tours I’ 

Copyright Off ice Claims, registrations, feesjin dollars) 

Cultural ,Affairs Outreach activities 

Human iResources Cases (new, resolved, and on hand), grievances _ 
Information Online transactions 
Technology 
Law Library Research reports .(Congress or other dov&%nental 

body) 

Pubtic Services Number.of requests from each,,service’ unit 

- Data are provided for current and preceding quarter and show percentage 
change. 

- Most numbers are counts of items, transactions, or customer service. 
- Statistics are shown by’organi&n, in both charts and tables; 

/. i 
,1. .i 

The proposed Phases II and III of the Key Indicators project appearto more 
closely reflect a functional ‘approach to performance measurement,. to provide. ,, 
useful information for management decision m~ak,mg and guide organizati,onal 
performance. Phases II and III, however, have yet to be scheduled or initiated. 
Phase I data reporting became routine and senior management.did not direct further 
action. Setting a time’ frame for ,these two phases was not part of the original Key ! 
Indicators project plan; no individual or .group is responsible, for this part of the ‘. 
project; nor- does a more’ comprehensive approach to performance measurement 

. 
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appear to be. a pridrity for Library ‘inanag&nent., ‘tie” i&&i&ual ‘&$~n,+ible for the 
Key Indicators proje&, was req+i@ecl ‘in’ laie J9@. A successo~.‘~~~~~~s~~le’ for 
continuing the process has not bdeti ntiied,‘.althqugh the @ecutive committee has 
commissioned some specific analyses. 

,._ . . . . I 

In addition to, the Key ,InditiatoT! ,,p’foje& Library managers afid staff ii&d the 
individ,ual perfGrmarice planning and: appraisal ‘process & ee ‘principal ‘in&, @f 
measuring Libra+ ‘performance. As described .to tis, ih& an&al .perfbrm&ce pi@ 
for senior executives, fc+n th,e @asis fbr. tr~r+@ig~ +&i&.&na~ ,&r&efl iti& $%&ic 
organiz&ion$ ‘objectiVZ4 Fe Libr+y’s $ver;all &ss+-tt goals;’ &d’ obj&&“&e~ : ’ 
btended’-‘fo )” infegrated intO -, &.br exe~ut&k~ .~erformanc~‘~~~~;‘~h~‘h~in. 

turn dictates the perforti&ice, pltis bf ibwer levels’ of’ ir;anigem&t in a” c.a&di& ‘, A 1: 
fashion. In addition to establishing a process for developing &?&al -$eifo&$a$$ 
plans and assessing individual performance against them, ,the Library has. taken 
steps to attempt to link .pay and,per+nance. 

We examined 13 senior exe’cutive performante plans‘ oveir 3*,yea?s 1’ 
(1993 to 1995) to determine the application of the$.performance planning And 
appraisal system. We found that whereas’ the regulation provides tJe .abiiity to hold 
personnel accountable and link senioi managers’ performance to” ov@all Library 
goals and objectives, the Library does not systematically implement &‘&tern. 
Exhibit 2-16 summarizes the implementation ‘of the’ qeliformance pItinning protess 
for senior executives. Despite their stated intent, ,few peirformanceiplans G tied to 
the Library’s mission in a manner that is measurable or prioritized. :. 

‘. EXHIBIT g-16 ‘, 
Summary Asses.sment of Senior Manager Performance .Plans; I. 

‘. I 
Of I3 .$etfdrmance ;pl@rWiWiewed.;. ;, . . . ..Yis.& :Paflibll~~: ;:NQ,:‘, ’ 

-’ :Are‘they linked ,to,:Library stfafegy? 2 4 7 ‘. 
,Are the$m,@surable7 : ” “’ ,” 4 7 2 ‘, ‘, 
Are their outputs ranked or $ated? 0 6’. 13 

4Library of Congtess Regulation (LCR) 2017~2.1 establishes the princip!es, guidelines, an~.,p~oc~du~es: 
for performance plamiing and, appraisal for-senior-level executives; The Went ,of the! appraisal .system, 
for Senior Executives is to. do the following: 

l Appraise managers’ contribution to the Lib&j& mission, goals, and objectives 
l Enhance individual motivation and encourage excellence :/ 
l Increase managerial and organizational accountability 
l Provide the basis for performance-related pay adjustment. 
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7. The primary institutional myhanisn) for feedback on or 
: evsiluati&‘bf @&ram efforts iS the tracking of the annual budget, 

which is .not ari effective mechanism for ‘assessing the 
achievekent 6f the strategic pl& 

Budget tracking and, to a lesser degree, the key indicators, have formed the 
primary means for the Library to measure performance and status. The quarterly 
obligations ,review gives the Executive Committee information on the status of 
spending an,d on additional or up,coming, needs, and forms the basis for the 
rejxo’@&nming of funds, if necessary. ‘, In recognition of the need for ‘more formal 
collection of information on, program Ijrogress,,, the Executive Committee. has, 
requested several regular reports in :addition to that on the status of funds. These 
include: the following: ., -: 

‘0 Key indicators ‘pilot status ’ , 

l Security event report, plan, and implementation status 
l Human resources statistics, including diversity i 
l Audit and investigation status 

, 
l : rend:@ legislation status %’ 
l E&ding acquisitions 
0 ’ Space plan implementa,tion status ,. 
l NlDL status. and Internet activities and issues 
0 Litigation status. 

It is important to emphasize that although these regular reports provide important 
data to the Executive Committee, they lack elements of performance, in terms of 
both outcome (effectiveness). and process (efficiency). 

Based on our extensive interviews and. review of planning documentation, 
we did not find a consistent, systematic method of evaluating program progress 
against the strategic plans and, therefore, did not find a systematic method of feeding 
this information to executive and ,senior-level management of the Library for 
incorporation into planning efforts. 

For the 1988 MAP study, we could find noformal evaluation and feedback on 
results, although the Library does appear to have reviewed the status of 
recommendations on an informal basis. We did find reporting against MAE 
recommendations in a March 1992 high-level internal memorandum that asserted 
that nearly 80 percent of recommendations had been addressed, but this was a 
“rough analysis.” No formal process was used to ,determine, status and progress. A 
F&&Qr’ 19$l2 Kt@hpt-tb tiitiate a forni%l assessment, of !tk status, 06’ :’ I ‘:c ‘I., 

recommendations was not pursued because senior management believed that most 
recommendations had been addressed. 
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, ,  . , .  :  

Before the Management Retreat& 1994, the. .Library did. identify 
accomplishments against the Strategic Plan of 1992, but this assessment was not 
rigorous in its evaluation nor did it result in an ongoing, consistent means of 
evaluating progress against strategic goals. , Similarly, the..Management’ Retreat ‘in 
‘1994, did result in a draft integratedi,+uGng. and’ program execution process, the: 
;Library of .CongressProposed Rlannmg .and Review Process, whichwas circulated to 
the management team for comment in March 1995,*but has not yet been revised, or 
‘implemented at the Library-wide level. ‘_ .I _/ : ‘.. I : ,.*.. / , : ._. ,.. 

Based on the ~documentation the Library I&$ided ‘to ‘us, ,the Proljbsed ‘:- ,, _, : 
Planning and*ReviewV,Rrocess representedthe only’formal pro&al for -measuring .’ --* 
progress against plan that the Library%as. developed in the last &years’. The lack of,- : ‘~ : 
Li&ary-&& ~&&~ $or a&@-&&“$r$j@& and iy&-&jri@ i& !&i&s of .: 
recommendationsj progress;--and improvement- in gerformance limits the Library’s I 

A: 

ability to assess its accomplishments&rrectly and ‘to make resource allocation L a * ::) * 
decisions that optimize achievement of its strategic, goals. ‘As a. result, the Library ‘is 
unable, except-anecdotally, to ascertain status, monitor, progress, ,and take 
management action as appropriate. Issues identifieh in Library-wide initiatives, 
including MAI?, the Strategic Plan, and the Management Retreat, are not routinely. .~j 
evalua’ked. ,. . ..” .‘I,‘- ._. ‘, ’ ,/ . ../ ., I. *. 1 ..’ ‘i’ % I, ... 

.’ -‘A large’ proportion of the Libraj management that ‘we ‘interviewed voiced’ ’ 
concern and frustration over the lack ‘of. follow-through on issues. identified. in ’ 
Library planning efforts,. Several of the senior managers also stated that they would 
be reluctant to’ ‘embark:. on additional l5lanning efforts’ until specific proposed’ actions 
have been. accomplished. This~unwillmgness is an indicator of the level of concern 
and could further limit the effectiveness of the Library’s planning efforts in the i 
future. ,. 

Managers report being unclear about how Library-wide priorities apply to’ -- ,- 
them and their organizations., They are expected to+formulate and ex,ecute ,their 
programs consistent +h.the’overall institutional .priorities ,(most recently described 
in the Mission and ‘Strategic Priorities) articulated by the”Librarian, but there does 
not appear to be a disciplined or shared process for fostering these. linkages. 

: ’ , 

8. 9 ih% Library overall lacks .an integrated planning and ” 
pry@+m ~xe~~t~ti~p~c&&~ at the se+e tir+t’l&&l th& de,gr;ec bf 
impleinentation df th& integrated plantiing ‘and sro&am 

’ 

exeiutioti proces&s varies from limited~to complete.’ 

As part of the assessment ,~of _ the Library’s processes for planning and program .-,- .1 :,:j:3; .<j:; I$ .,- “+-. 
execution, &.analyzed the processes at the service unit level as’&& ‘asl’the ’ 
institutional level, .Exh.ibit 2-17 summarizes ‘the results of our analysis for major 
function& for 1995. ,.’ 

” 
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j M,  . I , ,  ^ EXHIB IT  ; ; ; ,  . . I  I , ,  

‘Ass&smeti$ WCompotiWts of Integrated : “’ .’ 
: Planning and Program Exe&tion,Prcicess ‘_: c : ; ,’ s ,:’ ‘, .j . .!. : \ .’ ,),iF” ~ : 

.,The C,RS has recently impiemented an integrated p&ning, program 
execution, and’ performance measurement ‘process. CRS’s process is fairly new; it 
was introduced and imp!ementation of it was begunin $e fall of 1995. Evduating 
CRS Work for the Legislative Wbrk bf Co$iess: L&king Perj&nance coals with 
Tidewater Strategies ,ar@ Actions, documents the CRS approach for linking vision, 
mission, and v,alues with.goals, explicit strstegies, and measures of performance. 
CRS management‘places a high ,priority on the implementation of this integrated 
planning process. CRS is working to improve its’key indicators and other tracking 
and reporting mechanisms to better reflect and motivate performance. 

+o varyjng:degrees, other Library &vice, Units and @$ectorates have 
developed their own internal plannmg and progiam%&cution processes. be ‘- 
operations units of Library Services, such as ‘Cataloging and Preservation, have 
made progress toward implementing all the elements of an integrated planning and 
program execution process, whereas infrastructure areas, such as Human Resources, 
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Facilities, and Securityhgve made less ~r&&k’~o’ date.,, E>;hibif’2~18 describes’ 
selected examples of the planking &&$ (&‘$laize for se&ral ‘fiiri’ctions; 

EXH,e,T i-l8 ’ ‘r ,‘, ( ,d i ,’ 

Summary of Planning and,; Program Executiolp., Rrdcesses 
for Selected Library Seryice Units and M,+jqr. Functions : ‘. ,,” 

, . . . ’  

.:,@dge?. DeGsi&e ‘. 
‘,<,; j,. .;..> ,. I._/ ,, 

Deirelops and execute! 
t budgets con&tent v@l 
Library-wide policy. 

Deirelops and execute! 
t budgets con&tent v@l 
Library-wide policy. 

. ‘Strakgic, 
Planning _i _,“, .’ 

‘Annual Operating/ 
” ~‘Tactical Plan : : ‘. :‘L, ,,._ ?..‘,’ ‘>.. . 
Has a detailed tactical 
$ui, inakespeiiodic 
revisions. Plans, 
assigns tasks, 
responsibility, and 
d;?es., 
Has an integratiitr plan 
of intermediate 
strategies and actions. 

sawice’ 
UnitFunctiol 

,,&,&,lqj$,~ l. : 

pe~ormanc~ measures 
per tact@ @I-I. Does 
notmeasure... 1 ;’ 
productivitjf and 
throughput 
Holds-m%@itiiigS twice a 
week, perfoms ‘. 
cirstomer-f&u&d ’ 
measures of oulout and 
eflqiency., .. ; ,,,: 

Cataloging PublishecWion, 
‘mission, &id goal 
statements. 

Held retreat for long 
range planning; 
prepared strategic 
Plan.. j 

Develops and &&%te: 
budgets consistent wiU 
Library-wide pdlicy. 

CRS 

.&Wq - 
comniunitit6.s v: 
infernally; adjusts 
priority to match 
requiiem&its. 

: 
. 

Develops tid Executes 
budgetsconsistent,itt 
Litirar)ilwide policy. ’ 

. . 

Uhd6rgoe.5 .lie ‘ 
change ffom year to 
year! but refl,e$ 
Regdrar’s:pnoritii+ 
Internal divisidn plans 
cite sectiqn objectives 
and alm~&ictl dates. 
Prepared with limited 
implementation c@ail. 

Pti ,*ther teams am 
committees for pweg 
improveme&. Gathers 
worklqad statx=it~cs. 

Has qngoing intema 
quarterly rogram 
reviews. Ivision b 
pl=. 

Defined mission, 
goalsi and values in 
I@3 1992,strategic 
planning ,retreat 
takes a 

CR 
articipatory 

app-. 

Copyright :I 
‘I 
s 
13 
I 

‘, Mana 
3 

ers recognia 
need or tracking 
SKI contrcl system. 

Limited to numerical : 
counts of items 
process&d. processing 
time not.measGred.’ ,. 
Tracks nunibers W 
p?;yJr$cY 

syste’matic@y track 
procedural hpatives. 
Does notmeasure 
efficiencies of varying 
approaches. ., 
Uses a cumbersome 
work request log. 
Shows no evkierye cf 
performance measures 
H&s a measurement 
program under 
development. Holds 
monthly status reviews 
~AF~PE progress 

. 

Develops and executes 
budgets consistent with 
‘Library-wide policy. 

Defined resource 
tiquiremepe @tart~ol 
multiyear project, bti 
has tit & arately 
identified t/i em since. 

Set broad objectives 
qhsl~g 1993 long- 
range planning. 

Preservation ,I 

Hdlds periodic 
arrearage summits 
hat assess 
progr= a+ 
prpesehdnd~ in 

Sets specific 
numerical objectives 
annually. , ,_ 

Addresses long- 

R&~wi eand 9--in 
service uhit 
documents. 

Does not consistently 
identify resource 
implications. 

tlslgdic 

,, ;:: 

Lacks evidence of a 
strategic plan. 

Has an existing draft 
tactical plan. 

Technology 

‘, 

NDL Hai&wdi&g gioups 

technical and 
operating issues. 

Estimates multi$ear 
tinding !guirements, 
y$PPb”’ and 

Has S-year plan that 
focuses on digitizing 
five million items, 
not strategic 
Dbjectives linked to 
library goaf. 

Has emergind work - - 
snd program plans 
that employ a detailed 
woject management 
appmach. 

_ _ 
Lacks evidence of a 
strategic plan. 

Pays Widerable 
attention to HR 
mgmms and annual 
activity. 

Has measures to -IvyIo$dic Does not consistently 
identify resource 
implications. 

Does not consistently 
identify resource 
implications. 

Human 

of CSP reiultin from 
the Cook case. B racks 
workload statistics. 

a&s evidence of 
annual planning. 

Apparefly b m 
measurement system. 

3epotts 
nconsistency on 
3tiuaiicns. 

a&s evidence of a 
strategic plan or 
naster facilities 
,laIl.S. 
z@$iko~~ecti 

‘, 
ssponsibili& or ” 
Wsinthe1993 
strategic Plan 
mplement&ion. 

facilities 

bcurity ,_, ‘ Uses Collections. 
Securlly Committee to 
recommend resource 
ne*.Dcesnol 
consistently identify 
resource implications. 

Apparentlyhasno, 
measurement system. 

+naly#s of security 
inddlangeslo 
collections policy 
nitiated by Acting 
>hief of Protective 
Services. 

iasdetailed +’ 
wratio@ plans. 
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9. IJncle:q.roles:aqd responsibilities and lack of accountability for 
perfo+q$e, aff&ct tli& iibfary’s’ alhlity to impleq&t”hnd an \.? ., . 
integrated planning and prograiii exWution’Ijroc&s. 1Y * .c,y 

Library managers ‘in more than two4hirds. of our jnteririews, in the course of 
this study attributed theLibrary’s inability to systematically, implement its, plans to 
unclear or undefined rokqs -and responsibilities; and to, lack of accountability, 
External, observers from .the Library community and Congress voiced similar 
concern’- Many .of the p,e,ople ‘mterviezedcited uncertainty. over roles and : ” 
resp,onsibilitjes ~~-,p,~~~..a~~Quntablllty asmajor reasons for the Libr,ar)i’snot _ia, 
impledentihg’ its strategic, ,Ijiam. ’ !” “’ ’ ’ 

-,,. ,; 
, ‘1 ‘1: i,; ! .‘I ,,. 

‘, .: 

._- Examples of: the defic&c~es, n,oted.,reJevant to, accountability and roles and 
responsibil~@& includ~-the::~~llowirig: ,: 

5’ Y,), 
I. ,’ : s: ,, ( , 

.;:‘c. .,. 
,_ : ,., 1 

. . ;,‘;. 
,: - ,, :, 

.. 9 i Lack of a known point-person responsible for planning and policy: analysis 
‘0 :“.&imerous changes to: the ,Deputy Librarian position and lack of 

‘understanding across the institution about the-role. of. that office ” 
l An l&month vacancy for the position of Director of Labor’ Relations ,,: 
f Lack of a training director with a ,large part of the workforce nearing 

,, retirement, : .( I.. 
.’ 

l .$‘he ‘divisionof responsibility for technology activities between LTS and 
the service,&& .< 

l The lack of an institutional advocate at the Library for long-range facilities,’ 
planning and, an.unclear division of responsibility between the Architect 
of the Capitol and the Library 

,I : 
’ 

l The ‘lack of authority to follow through of committee responsible for 
addressing Library-wide security issues. .*. 

The effect of these examples of a lack of explicit roles and responsibilities and 
unclear accountability is a consistent inabjlity to implement, follow through, and/or 
build on existing plans and identified problems. (: 

In examining institution-wide management practices at the Library, we 
sought to, identify the’organizations and/or personnel responsible for leading the 
implementation of key processes. From our review of documents outlining’ 
organizational functions, we could not identify the positions or individuals 
responsible for institutional management processes. such as strategic planning and 
performance measurement. For example, ‘there is no phmning or policy function at 
the senior management level or within the Office of the Librarian. Responsibility 
for the ,mstitutional processes of planning, -performance measurement, change, 
management, or ‘tracking’ assignments and action items across service units is not .. 
placed with a specific entity.. A planning and development office was eliminated : 
around 1989, and no other organization has consistently assumed its Library-wide, 
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responsibilities,, 5 Appendix d iists’ other 
staff shifts.. ‘:. I ’ :, “- 

major ‘organizational realignments and 

. .,:: , ’ 
! : 

The lack ‘of of&ial,‘charters ‘or Written guidelines contributes to confusion , 
surrounding the role of the Office of the Librarian and staff, and oft decision-making 
‘bodies like ‘the Executive Commjttee and ‘Senior Management Report Group. 
Official mission and ‘function ‘statements for elements of the Office .of. the Librarian 
have not been revised to’ keep pace with ‘shifts in, responsibility in that office.6 Q’he 
service units have, for. the most part,‘- revised their official mission and function 
statements as organizational ‘changes have occurred). .., . . . .’ r !.‘ ,1 iI‘ I ‘. . . I 

Many ,Library; managers intervrewed considered the ‘L&ra j’s personnel’ 
performance’ Rlanning‘ ‘and afipraisar system. to be. the primary vehicle .for : ensuring 
accountability; As ‘discussed above, we found ,little evidence that’ the performance 
planning and appraisal’ sj;rstem;’ specifically that for senior executives,. ties individual 
performance to institutional strategy and outcome. In addition, .we found. that 
appraisals are not consjstentiy held in ,a timely fashion. Exhibit 2-19 summarizes the 
schedule for the senior ,managers’ performance appraisals that we reviewed., Many 
appraisals lag behind the Reiformance period by more Lthan a year:. For these to be 
more effective motivators’ of accountability and performance,, the appraisals should _ 
occur on a regular annual cycle and. be tied to the implementation of ,the strategic 
plan. FmaRy, there does not appear to be a; consolidated means of tracking tihen ‘. 
performance plans are Rut in place, when progress, reviews are conductedi, or..when 
final appraisals, occur. 

“’ ., _ .‘. ,’ 

5 The mission of the former planning and development office, a small group reporting directly to the 
Librarian, was as follows: 

. 
The Office [of Planning and Development, office of the Librarian],is concerned with long-range 
planning and program development and is appraising major,ongoing programs and their 
management. It works with Library management staff in formulating policy statements which 
serve as a basis for shaping the Library’s organization and services. , 

The functions and organization of Management Services, abolished in 1993, focused primarily on support 
services, including automated systems, buildings management, financial management, personnel and 
labor relations, photoduplication services; property land supply management, .records management and _ 
transportation, printing, and cornrnunicat+ services. Its functions statement also mentions - 
“p~ci~~~~~ ~ f~~~~~g Ed conducting prongs for’~~ro~~~ me :~ariage~ent atid organization 

of the Library of Congress,” which could be construed to replace the planning, program development, 
and evaluation role, but this is not explicit, nor is it mentioned in descriptions of the functioning of that 
office. :: ., 

6 LCR 211-1, Organization of the Office of the Librarian of Congress, November 30,1989. 
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From the documentation reviewed and mterviews with Library personnel, 
we established that the roles of the Executive Committee’ and Senior Management 
Reporting Group are clearly evolving. Use of the Senior Management Reporting 
Group as a conduit to and mechanism for communication from the Executive 
Committee is an approach in the early stages of implementation. Several managers 
interviewed, were optimistic that the Executive Committee structure, would provide 
for a ‘corporate voice and permit the Library to make difficult decisions and, see them 
through. Others argued that the Executive Committee was not adequately 
representative of perspectives at the Library.,, ,At this juncture,,.the roles of the 
Executive Committee and Senior Management Reporting Group appear. too 
ambiguous to achieve their potential as leadership and decrsron-making bodies. ’ .I 

11: The Libraryhas put in,place a number of mechaniyqs ts increase ,, 
participation in the management Qf the institytion; although \’ 
somewhat effective; ,these mechanisms rqquire further 
refiilemeid. 

Library management espouses a participatory management approach. A broad 
network of. task forces, working groups, committees, teams of volunteers, and a 
broad senior’ management team until .recently, has put forth efforts to ensure 
participation, in important Library management processes. Within service units, 
teams address operational issues on both a routine and an ad hoc basis. These teams 
have produced some important .organizational initiatives to address specific issues 
within functions. These initiatives include cataloging innovations to address 
arrearages, process improvements, and activity-based costing in acquisitions and 
others. 

However, this participatory approach has not been supported by the 
institutional management practices that guide decision making and execution. 
Among the impediments to making this participatory intent fully effective are the 
following: 

l Teams and committees are too large (13 to 30 members) to be ‘more than 
informational or agenda-setting 

l Team or committee leaders lack group or communication skills to ‘lead 
teams to effective problem solving and decisions b : 

0 Processes for timely communication, .reportmg, review, and funding 
support are not established. 

Numerous Library managers .and staff interviewed communicated two 
perceptions regarding current Library decision making: 

,. : 
0 Getting clear senior management support for team decisions’is critical, but 

difficult to obtain ,’ 
0 Important decisions are made by small groups of senior managers through 

informal means, rather than through formally constituted mechanisms 
like the executive committee. 
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In addition, the various-~ reports use different, largely irreconcilable measures, 
including: 

1.: ‘. :. i a 
l Measurement of receipts as either pieces or items -, ’ .., .: ,” : ,: ., 

l Measurement’of cataloging.by titles or,b,y actions (for example, full catalog 
record completions, recataloging actions, and name change actions) 

I. .’ ‘:: ’ I. ‘,. / . “, 

l Measurement of preservation as bound books versus unbound books. .’ :; .,’ ;, 

b. Data for many key process varli’&bles aA ,not captured by the current 
systems and, therefore, the process cannot be fully analyzed. 

/ 
The data%ystems used for creating bibliographic records and ivorkload control 

do not contain sufficient data to alIoti, measurement ,or analysis of many process 
variables, either withinone, phocess step or across. the entire collections process. 
Because of this, we could not track items through the entire .process and could not 
determine accurate processing times. 

\ 
The Multi-User,,MARC System (MUMS) is used to created bibliographic 

records of the collections, ranging from monographic books and serials to such 
special collections as photographs and, sohnd recordings. Completed MUMS records 
include cataloging processing dates and priorities, but .do ‘not .mclude data for 
acquisition, preservation’; or servicing’ materials. Such, data aie inaccessible, which 
means that items cannot be tracked through the entire process. Appendices F and G 
address specific questions about the monographic book and photographic collections 
that illustrate this point. 

J ,.. 
.’ 

2. The ixif~astiucture wpport for collectioris management process is 
inadequately integrated. 

I’he infrastructure support for collections management ..madequately supports 
effective management of the process. The existing information systems are not 
integrated, do not permit tracking of work in process or location of an .item in 
circulation, and do not support maintenance of inventory records. Additionally, we 
found no controls or procedures for moving work and materials through the 
collections process. 

,;.:~ ,,I ,.. : 1 “. .’ “-. : ,. s I ‘: 
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a../ a . Inditiidual ‘process data system! are notflinked.’ .,, I, ” *:,. 
! 

In Exhibit 2-21, we identified the automated systems used for work control in 

0 

the collection management, process. As illustrated in-Exhibit 232, these data systems 
are not integrated. For example, data in ACQUIRE about the completion of 
processing of,, an item,, in the Acquisition and Support Services” Directorate do not 

I 

flow into ..a Cataloging Directorate STARS record. Not only must :a separate record 
be created for STARS, but inconsistencies between output. from Acquisitions and 
input to Cataloging occur (see Appendix G dealing with management of the general ,, 

e 

book collections). ,’ 

9‘ 
EXHIBIT 2-22 4, 

I 

I . 

-9 ,; 

.‘.> ,. ‘S 

A’ 

:. 

)8.>.’ 

J _,: 

b. Data Systeis do not allow tracking of w&k iri groce& or jpr$Gde 
inventory records. : ‘, I 

I, As described in Appendix G, we were unable to track books through the 
process from acquisition to service. Some reasons ivhy we could not track the books 
were: 

‘9 The record system for items being ,acquired does not link to the record 
system for cataloging ‘,, ‘, ,:. 

i 
l The acquisition data appear to have entered ek &t facto,. in that dates of 

receipt by the Library often are later than the’recorded start of cataloging 

I 

l Once cataloging of a book has been completed, the MUMS record does not 
indicate whether the book was unbound when it was received, precluding 
analysis of the processing required in the Preservation Directorate. ~., 

I 
I 

- 

I 
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:’ L > :: .~,/ 2 ‘, ;_ 
Moreover, our attempt to track books ‘through, the.’ process and ,other profiling 

efforts revealed that: ‘> 
, .  

.  ,’ , ,  , .  , .  .’ .  

l Although there is a .bibliographic, record for each cataloged serial.or book 
title ,and for lots and itemsinthe special collections, there -is no’effective 
inventory system. The bibliographic record contains the> requisite 
cataloging and classification data. While this record signifies that the 
Library has acquired and recorded the information, it does not enable the ,. 

t. : ‘Library to locate the itemif .it. is not Istored on the shelf.. ~Therefore, there is 
: ,’ 

no’ effective means of controlling collection ‘items.:: : .’ * -’ .1,,1- 
: ( ., i ,i> _/.,: ‘. , .- ; .I , 

0, Except in Cataloging, -there is no way to measure, or track the time. to 
process items in collections management. . . : *’ ., 

,. ,i,- ‘L,,, ,(I 
l .Except incataloging, there is no effective way to develop standards that 

could be’used to develop consistency and -best ,practices, because the data 
necessary to develop standards are not .captured ortracked. .’ 

:/. ,. i ,: i ‘. 

The Library typically uses trucks3 to move monogra$& books: ‘and ‘serials 
through the collection management process. During our review, we found no 
standard procedure for ‘determining when; by whom, or under what con&tions a 
truck is moved between workstations. Numerous ad hoc practices and’ ., ,’ 
understandings %mong ‘individuals at the various ,work stations govern the 
movement of tr’ucks. We,found, no procedures, practices, or consistency for 
identifying what items are on a truckor tracking the movement of trucks between 
workstations. 

: ,i,. I 8. ‘, i’ ,(, 
. . ,  

_ :  ‘.‘,: :  ‘. ,’ 
:  

3. The effects of acquiring large cdllections are not dealt with in a 
prograqmatic or systematic method. .’ 

During our ‘$rof$ing of the collections management process, we noted that 
the coordination of’ and’$annmg for acquisitions of large collections are not based 
on systematic analysis of the overall effects of the acquisition on the functional areas 
of the Library. Such “factors as the current collection’s arrearage, status and:the, 
requirements. for preservation, cataloging, storage, servicing, and budget are not 
considered in a coherent or consistent manner. Overall, the acquisition (input to 
the collections process) is not treated programmatically to understand and plan for’ 
the, workload and the resources required to place it into service in a timely manner. 

._ 

: . ,  

3 A typical library &I& is about 3.5 feet long and 1.5 feet wide, has three she&, and large wheels. 
Each truck can carry about 250 books. 
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a. Acquisition of large collections can overburden the collections 
minagem&t pro&&i’:‘c :< ‘, :,i ) ” ’ 

’ ., (, 

While. profiling the collections management process, we frequently 
.’ _, : >.;y 

encountered references to large collections that were ,demandmg. attention, and 
resources. Typically these large collections take,a long time’(on the ordei of years) to 
catalog and place into service, and many times require the borrowing,of staff from 
multiple are&s to process. Several examples,.are: : J : ,, 

~1 
..( . ,,. ;: ,. ,, 2. 

Alischuler jazz record: colle&onl’ The Library acquired this collection of an 
estimated 500,000~7g+rpm jazz, recordings ,during. 1992. Currently, i 
inventory-level cataloging of this collection is still underway, consuming 
the’ services of about. 10Jpeople from the Special Materia@ Cataloging 
Division of the Catalogingi.Di!rectorate and :.the; staff of the Motion Picture, 
Broadcasting, and Recorded Sound Division. 

(‘. 1 ” ., c I\. : .., t ‘“) , 2 : 
I l Look Magazine photograph collection. T&Library acquired~&hiscollection 

in December 1971: ‘During .the 1989 arrearages ,census, the collection was 
,estimated to contain about 5,000,OOO photographs. Cataloging of the 
collection has been underway, for about 2 years and. will probably continue 
beyond. 26bO. ’ Cataloging “of this ‘collection is consum,mg” the services, of 
about five catalogers in the Prints and Photograph&Division along with 
scarce storage space, ,, -‘h 2. I.-,,*. .. / ‘5 ,‘: .. “.. 

l E@es papers. The Library acquired this collection of an estimated 2g0,OOO 
pieces ,,durmg 1999. As we learned, durmg pur., walk-through$f the ” ,,. 
photographs management process, this &l&ion is one. of,the top 
processing projects in. the Prints’#and Photographs Div&ion. As d&us&d :, 
,m, Appendix I, the $mes;colk+ion is one,of the processmg projects with 
which our selected photograph samples (the Gladstone and Booker T1 
Washington collections) are competing for attention. 

; l, I, ,, ‘, 1 ,, _ ; ’ I I 
b. Inputs to the collections, particularly acquisitions oi large’ 

collection?, exceed the capabilities of the Ljbrary’s current, 9~ 
fiireseeable resourcee to botii’ process. and I;rpvjde prbp& 
St&wardship. ,. ‘, 

I ‘, 

During our ,prof.iling of collections management, we. noted ‘that adequate 
storage space is not available for some of the Library’s collections4 and some of the 
staff in Library Services are nearly overwhelmed by, and preoccupied with, digesting’ 

,. a ,I. . ,. - \* 2, t 1. .< . . 1 .\ c; . . - 
i :’ ,. 

4 Please refer to the Analysis on ‘Inputs and Management of Photographs and Monographic Materials 
appendices. : . 1 _I 

: 

<‘, ( 
., 

I  
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Operating 1 eve persoruiel~ m\Library Services have initiated a number of 1 -.’ ,,’ 
projects to improve procedures and services. For example,. some directorates- have 
created and executed plans to guide the improvement of work flows, alignment of 
staff/skills, automation’ and control of work and performance ,measurement, and 
reduction of workload drivers.‘. For example: ” ’ : !( ‘, ” ‘, ” , 

. 
l Institution of the ?IR+4 marking system for incoming Library mailing 

addresses to reduce’ the mail sorting workload in the ‘mail room5 and 
expedite the deliveryof U.S. Postal Service mail ,, ,, 

: 
l Screening ‘proposed transfers of materials ,($xchange and Gifts Division) to 

ensure ‘that only items that ,migh~ ‘be wanted are s,ent to the Library (for 
example, reduction from about 11 million items per year to about 2, 
million items over a period of ,about 2, years) , 

l Piloting the use of combined bar code-security tape. to, pe,rmit tracking..of : 
work in process and replace heat-applied tapes by the more efficient 
pressure-applied tapes. 

Further examples of operating level improvement initiatives: are the pilot 
organizations and work processes in acquisitions and cataloging and carrying out 
surveys and discussions with internal and.external customers. Most -often, upper 

5 The +4 digits represent the mail code within the Library. 
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, ,  I ,  ,  .i , , . . ’  .  

large collections acquired in the past. The .&sue of ‘inadequate ‘storage for collections 
is addressed, in Section 3.1 of this report, dealing with facilities, management. 

s,, I ~ .. /._. ,, i _ ‘; ,’ ‘.‘; ,, 
Library staff expressed concern that ,given these ,conditions, the lack’of 

planning integration for acqmsitions, and the continued ‘acquisition of materials, 
the Library is not always able to fulfill its responsibility and provide, proper 
stewardship for ,the items it collects. : ._ 

./ : ., y,,:,;;., ““;> ” i, .’ .‘. ‘,j 
4. Op~ri3~~ing~,l~vel &$ov~ment$itiatives are r& ,integAted.~al&g 

the collections management procek ., , -” ,.._ .’ 

In our profiling and tracking of sample items ‘through the collections’ 
management process, we fo.und that the- Library,%, culture, fosters self, improvement 
at the operational levels of the organization. This culture has resulted in a number 
of improvements in specific functions along the collections management process. 
We did not, however, find a coordinated.lMi or integration of the initiatives 
aligned with the collections manage’ment process or ‘a higher level “set of goals and 
strategies. As a result, the Library does not obtain the full benefits ofits’- 
improvement efforts across the collections management process.. /.; ‘,,\ ., ; : ; :- I’_. 
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level management neither promotes nor constrains these efforts and, as such, ‘they 
are. either limited ,_ to, a functional level scope or left unimplemented. ,: : ., ,, ; 

However, for all ‘of the initiatives examples.cited and for many ‘other 
initiatives of which we ,are aware, we found.no link to an integrated. effort focusing 
on improving the collections management process. Moreover, we found that: 

: 
l Automation initiatives are neither designed nor synchronized to address 

multiple needs along the collections management process (for example, 
.acrosstheorganization- acquisition, cataloging, preservation; and r 
servicing boundaries) I .’ 

l Operations are continually hindered by: 

- Lack%f information systems architecture and solutions pertinent’ to the. 
entire collections process. ; 

’ Disconnects between facilities planning,. acquisition decisions, and -I 
operational needs (for example, implementation ‘of whole-acquisition 
teams). , _ 

: 
These conditions indicate that the initiatives we observed are neither driven’by, 
coordinated with, nor supported by, an overall view and stewardship of the 
collections management process. (, : 

5 ,*. Tk;;G cataloging functions.’ in the Copyright Off&e and the Library , 
are signifitiktly different in both form and purpose, and offer 
essentially no cross-organizational processing benefits. 

The Booz.Allen effort looked at ,the Copfyright,Office from’ d process 
perspective to determine synergism ‘between its processes and those of the Library’s 
collection management. Although the Copyright Office catalogs items, both the 
purpose and details of the cataloging are substantially different than that performed 
for either the Library collections or the library industry. One way to illustrate this 
difference is to examine the data that is obtained and used within the Copyright 
cataloging process.’ The Copyright Office uses a system called COPICS to: document 
and track items throughout its processing and operations, including its’cataloging 
process. Of the COpI’CS’s total of 23 data elements, only 6 have any possible overlap 
with the’ Library’s MARC .record. These elements ‘(in COPICS terminology) include: 

;. 
l Title and Statement of Responsibility 
l Edition Statement 

? @es. Stateme+ ‘(, 
l International Standard Book Number 
l Imprint 
l Notes. 
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: In.general, the Copyright tiffice performs more of an indexing function than 
library ctitaloging. To have the Copyright Office catalog in the same manner as the 
Cataloging Division would require a substantial increase in complexity and work 
load for the Copyright OYfice. This would increase copyright,processing times and 
costs, and would not yield benefits to the Library for the items not ultimately 
selected by the Library’s Selection Officers. 

6. Although CR? is m&edly different from other paits of tli? 
: Library, it fakes som&of the samg challengesst~~ming~r&ii 

inf3astruc~re s’upP;Ort.’ ‘: _. 
.I I : )” .,.,‘P 

Our profiling of the CRS led to an understanding of how the CRS handles 
congressional inquiries and its responses. We found that, to respond to 
congressional needs, CRS uses an’organization aliped by ‘specialty and subject 
matter along’ with a work, logging and tracking system, Inquiry Status and ’ 
Information System (ISIS), to track and count all requests and responses. ‘Similar to 
Library collections management, CRS employed simple processes to address. 
congressional requests, for reference and ‘research (shown in Appendix E). ‘( ’ 

To help understand the basics of how CRS addresses requests, congressional 
inquiries’ come to CRS through three avenues: 

l Directly to staff in the divisions (based on knowledge of and relationship 
between individual CRS and c,ongressional staff members) , 

l Through the Inquiry Section, which assigns and Idistributes the inquiry to 
the appropriate CRS Division(s) 

l Through the Congressional *Reference Centers. 

Regardless of where the request enters CR!$ it is input intoJSIS for tracking, 
although many inquiries that go directly to Division staff and ‘the Reference Centers 
are entered after the inquiry is answered., ISIS provides CRS the basis for its 
monthly reports on products and services‘delivered to Congress. ’ : 

After inquiries are received and negotiated?.n the Inquiry Section, they are 
input into ISIS, reviewed, ‘and transmitted to the assigned Division(s). A “fanfold”’ 
then prints in the assigned division, is reviewed and assigned to specific staff for 
action. The- fanfold is then’ used as the-mechanism to track progress and trigger 
ad-ditional information being entered into ISIS. ._ 

6 Upon taking an inquiry, the staff in the Inquiry Section of CRS discuss the details with the requester 
to determine the type and format of response needed, the urgency and response time needed, and among 
other things, clarification of the subject matter and the request. CRS refers-to this as “negotiating the 
request.” 1 ‘, . I 

’ A fanfold is a six-part form, printed off special printers in the Divisions, that is used to track the 
progress of an inquiry. 
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In addition to the direct requests, CRS proactively identifies topics of 
congressional:inter&st and creates reports and a; body of knowledge iir: anticipation of 
congressional needs. i’. ii. I ,. .,,/ I : 

.!.>, ‘5. 
From the pr&ling.of’ the CRS, we identified two challenges for the 

organization: ./. 
:’ .I 

a. Similar to collections management by the, Library, CRS, uses a 
nuikbgr ,of inf~rq@o~;systeqs, f~r,+t,ora&~ retr@val, and/.tracking 
that ‘k‘not integrated into a broad&structure to support the CRS > 
processes. 

.  I  
: :  , ,  

‘0 CR’S tis& the P$lic l?ol& Literature &e (P&T) as’ a ‘&~ext retrieval ,“’ 
system f& research 

,. ;. 
l ISIS is the current inquiry tracking.system: ISJi-96 is a I&W, relational 

database tracking system that is being rolled out to C&3 Divisions 
,. : .‘, j: ;: ,’ ; # 

l Both STARS and SCO&ZPIO are used to &re biblibgraphic infbrtiation 
i, ,.1;: about.CRS products 

,. ” L 
l Two areas of a database known as!CRSX and CRSP are used to store 

bibliographic information on current and n@xurrent products 
confiqentiai, ;memoranda’ 

ancl . . 
,. ._ ,, : ,~? . 

,’ :. 
0, CRS operates. the iesearch,N&ificatioti System (RNSj ,,use&, to n&y CRS, , 

GAO, and CBO’of ong&ng research for coordination”@poses 
‘( 

l CRS maintains a homepage. for Iaccess to its general di&ibution products? 

. , I  . I , .  

.7 

\  

,’ 

, .  ”  

CRS has also tiitiated .a ,nur&er .of new technologies that ,support the daily 
work flow and access to information, and speed up delivery of products and access ,to 
information for Congress: 

.’ > 

’ CRS provides research responses for both general distribution and confidential responses. 

’ The homepage is not accessibk to the general public. 
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.,o Both a Voice Response Unit and,‘an Automatic Call iDistribution center are 
used in the Inquiry Section”to manage, ,route, and count incoming calls 

,(’ .’ i .’ ,, .: _. *. 

l ;A homepage provides products ,to Congress in a’swift, o&demand.basis’ .L ., ‘.) 
l FAX-ON-DEMAND capability helps distribute short CRS products (for 

example, Reports, Fact Sheets, and Issue Briefs) I ” ~ 

r‘ .Access ‘to ~~mmercialiy,availilble databases~ is betig &jv$&& 
coordinated ‘to capture cost advantages! ” 

: , ‘::i ; 
-. ., __! % _.I. 

necessary for CRS staff to perform, track, <and record their work as effectively as it is 
currently done. Today’s use of ISIS :and the manual flow’of six-part-fanfolds, 
although effective in providing output statistics, exemplifythis issue as it requires 

:I 

additional work to capture data on the fanfolds, key it into ISIS, and then rekey 
some data to generate statistical reports. : ’ .’ .I, *:. I ~. 

: 

l ISIS;96 is. being developed and. piloted, and will,, provide ,a significant 
upgrade for CRS staff in that it will provide needed enhancements; allow 
two-way flow and input from both Inquiry and Divisions, and eventually 
replace the fanfold.,: :I. ) ,. : . ._:! .;, “’ i.. ,. c ‘1 

/; 7 3 
Today, the tracking and work systems are not linked and integrated along the 

overall process used by CRS. Because of this, extra layers ,of work-have, been ‘. 

I 
I 

b. Although CRS tracks significant,amouqts of data, its,fowq anh, & 
qf the iriformation is more transaction-reporting than process 
management. 

CRS uses ISIS to track and report a significant number of ‘i’key indicators” and 

I 

I 

these measures provide extensive information about the output transactionslO This 
information, includes the, following: . . 

l Number of products provided to Congress by product type 
l Number. of inquiries ” 
l Distribution counts 

1 

I 

l Congressional office coverage and service. 
l Number of seminar and training events. 

CRS uses the key indicators in many ways, from supporting budget requests to 
providing statistics on CRS’ output, to determining work load and resources’and 
supporting recent CRS management decisions (for example, closing the Ford _ - 

I 
Reference Center). 

I 
lo Refer to the CR!3 Monthly Report for a complete listing of measures. ’ 

I 
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These measures, however, do not provide insight into content drivers 

I 

I 

I 

I 

required to determine ‘and create, a. trend. about, how, many inquiries or ‘how much 
work .was performed ,on a>particular topic.” (ISIS 96 will not be able to track by topic 
area either.) Similar to the processes and key measures in the collections 
management ,of the, Library, CRS should include more of a processperspective in its 
measurement and management. 

9 
2.3.4 Recomtiendatiotis ‘:, I_, 

I., ‘. ,I .i 
> I 

Based on the findings and conclusions from our process profiling we have 
been able to summarize our recommendations ‘about the operational: processes into 
the following areas: .,.‘, ., ,‘I I,- 

I 
.’ * Define and ‘manage the Library’s, operations from a, process’management : ,, 

perspective 1,; ‘, ;” ,,. : ‘I ‘.,. 

L .’ ,.’ ). 
1 z L 

l 

I 

Plan and manage special and/or large acquisitions as projects se&ate 
from the normal inflow of material. 

, :- ,. 
The, three recommendation areas are ‘discussed below. 

I 
2. ’ ,.’ .* : 

1. Define and. manage .the Library’s operations from a process . 
I : >I 

I 

management pers’pective. 
: 

The l&ocesses m the collections of the Library are relatively simple, but; ,(, 

I 

complicated by the variations and special needs of media, language, subject matter, 
and source of the collection items. Currently, Library Services is organized and 
managed on a‘ functionai basis and measures statistics of work perform,ed by the 

B 

directorates and divisions. Nonetheless, the Library does not match and manage the 
relationship between the demands and profile of incoming materials and”the 
requirements needed to process the materials. \- f . ,, 

I 
For the Library to -treat and manage its operations as processes, it needs to 

accept concepts and set up systems that allow it to view the acquisition, cataloging, 

II 

preservation, servicing, and disposal of collection items as one process that can be 
understood, managed, and balanced to &strategic direction of Library. To take a 
process perspective, the Library needs to: 

l Understand, track, and manage the input volume and variations 

I 
l Plan the work and interpret process measures as an integrated cross- 

functional floe from acquisitions through ,.to shelvmg ., , 

:,i 

I 
l1 Some searching for topics can be done in ISIS and ISIS 96 by performing a text search, but this 

I 

capability is very limited and unreliable as it is dependent on the handwritten notes and buffs entered 
into ISIS after a request is addressed. 

I 
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l Measure data that irovide meaningful informationabout the controllab!e 
variables of the’ operations: 

- input by volumes and types 

- output by’volumes and types ; 
- process performance in “touch timelrrl* queuing t’ime, 

, ,  ‘. , . ; .  

transfer time, backlog, and efficiency 
. , .  

‘/. , 
- variation in processing ,time and throughput 

:, 
1, &cation and”status of. materials while in process’ ’ :~ .: 
- trendsbfor both4nputYproduct type and subject matter I j, ,. : I., : ) ‘> .’ ” .I ,.. 

l Perform “capacity ‘planning’ and ~ management” that relates inflow’ ,of :, 
materials to the processmg resources I” ” ,..: f j 

l Develop and align specialized resources to handle specialized input needs 
(8 ‘, 

l Assign Process ‘Owners/Stewards to”manage and mtegrate’ the Collections 
Management process and its associated support structure and systems 
including: ’ ’ .,I... 

i 

-’ the integration of existing systems (or, the acquisition. and : I ! 
implementation of ‘an Integrated Library System) to support the 

/ end. to end Collections Management process 

- establishing appropriate systems to control! track, and monitor the 
movement and condition of collection materials throughout the 
Collections Management process. 

One significant facet of the process perspective for the Library collections is 
managing and controlling the inflow of materials (through collection policies, 
government transfers, acquisition planning, electronic advancements, and. greater 
industry role) and then equating the inflow of materials with the’generai’ and 
specialized‘ knowledge-resources required to process them. ‘I ” j 

i 
.  .  .  .‘_ ,  

‘* Actual working time. 
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2. Plan and manage special and/or large acquisitions as projects 
: separate from the normal inflow of material. ‘I . .: I ; :-I ‘i 

.“/,_ ;‘. 

In concert with the above recommendation to adopt ;a process management 
perspective and approach, the Library should treat the acquisition of large special 
collections as separate, individual projects. ’ The Library should create a ’ 
management process to ‘qalance the inflow (acquisition). .of materials through better 
integration of acquisition policy, Library strategy, staff and facjlities resources,, 
budget, and prioritization. 

.*’ : ,, i ., , ‘ ’ . 
‘, : ‘ 1 ,’ : 2’ ,‘i I .,;:: II; ,I.? i : ( 

Through our study it became clear that,’ while: ‘Library Ser&es has generally 
been able to handle the normal inflow of ‘materiars’andhas been successful, in some 
cases, at reducing, the inflow of unwanted materi,als.. ‘(for ,exampl,e, ,<gov,ernment 
transfers), the acquisition of special, large collections stresses the resources and 
causes delays,and.arrearages of unprocessed materials. ,, For the most part, -the, 
potential acquisition of neti collections (for example, “Look” magazine) ,is known 
well in advance but is not connected to, and hence’ planned for, relative to 
cataloging and facilities. ~ , ., ,,.. 

Special project planning for acquisitions of new collections,, at -Library should: I I .!- 

l Determine. resources, time, and space, required to ‘process: and maintain the 
new material 

, ;I 

‘. 
.,:. 

l Prioritize the materials against other pending efforts 1 I . ,’ J “( .,‘. 
l Budget appropriate resources for the material ‘(people- and facilities) 

,’ 

l Scheidule Work m accordance with the prioritization.‘before new material 
& ac’quired. :,.: ; 

3. 3. ‘Explore methods.‘,to change the dark in cataloging and collections .’ ‘Explore methodsto change the dark in cataloging and collections .’ 
from performing original cataloging to facilitating, managing, from performing original cataloging to facilitating, managing, 
guiding standards,, and enabling5 the’work to be performed by the guiding standards, and enabling5 the’work to be performed by the 

! ! 

information sources and end .users. ’ - ’ 
-,: 

information sources and end .users. 
,: 

A significant portion of work in the process we observed is based on locating 
or providing access to information for others-either about a piece of published 
literature for cataloging or real time, up-to-date information to address a 
congressional request. The Library’s historic work has been finding, assimilating, 
coordinating, cataloging, and indexing data created by. others and transforming the 
data into orderly information presented for users. This is especially true in the 
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collections areas where significant effort is expended to”collect and mte@ret ,data to 
properly classify and catalog published works. Given the growth of published 
materials and the effort and space required by the Library to collect, catalog, ‘and 
service them,,the Library cannot be successful ,in the Jong term with its current 
views, concepts, and practices ‘of collecting, cataloging, and ser+cmg ‘materials. _ : 

The Library should exp& redefining,how it accomAishes cataloging: (and 
poteritially collecting) ,from, performing orjgmai work to facilitating, managing,Y ’ 
guiding, and enabiing the work ‘of those &ho. provide materials to the ‘Library (such’ 
as publishers) and those who use Library collections (such as researchers). By using 
technology, training, cooperative agreements, and reengineering princJ$es the 
Library could create mechanisms to share, redefine, and redistribute ‘tiork along the 
industry vajue chain. (that is, :authors, publishers, .distrib,utors, librariesi and users) 
while maintaining and enhancing’its leadership and standards role. ; ‘, 

Current!y, the Library has operational initiatives that could be a departure 
point for’this,‘ty@ of change,,(for example, cooperative cataloging’efforts with other 
institutions and: the Hispanic Acquisition ?‘e&n guidelines for publishers) but these 
efforts have not been designed or u&ertaken with the intent of’ supporting this type 
of a shift. 

To ,further this needed*&& the Library should create a collections 
development, strategy that goes beyond the current Collection Policy Statements and 
cooperatively guides and integrates acquisition and collections ,activity .across 
national institutions. Ultimately, these efforts would span international libraries 
and institutions. /’ ; 

.: _’ 

! 
/i 

1 

: . . , 
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2.4. ,, ORGANIZATIO’NAL S’JRuCTuRE : 
:  ( , I  .j, . . , I  

2.4.1 &k+otind ,, 
: ,I,. : ,,’ ‘, 

.:.. ::. I. ,, 

‘?he organizational structure of the Library of .Congress’,has evolved’over time 
to focus resources and respond to a’series of’internal’issues and problems. 
Throughout .tl$s report, we, discuss issues pertaining tothe $i$ivery of Library 
services.:,, O&$zati,onal structure in part determmes the abrllty of the Library to 
respo,nd to. these- issues and concerns. This section consolidates organkational 
recommendations from. other parts of tms, report. : ,_ 1 ’ “.‘,, :; ‘, j .; ,: ,( .: 2 ,, ! ’ ‘.l _ 

2.4.2 “Methodoi& : ,,.. ” ,; 
y ,_ 

,, I ; :.:: i , : : 

‘Booz.&len examined the Library’s organizational structure by doing the 

. ,,. ‘, 
,. 

following:’ 1 /:. /..I’ 1;’ il.. ,; i 
,: 

l We assessed ‘the @storical basis for ,: th,e current Library organ~zatkn: We 
,reviewed past’and, current organizational structures,, and identified fcqnal 
reorganizations, organjzational realiements,, and personnel, shifts. .;. i .., 

l We identified areas of this study where organizational issues were a major T1 
factor affecting the Library’s ability to, ach&ve its goals. Through ‘this 

,. analysis, we distilled critical aspects of organizational structure that, if ,-,,si 
changed, would better support the Library. 

_. 1 “ 

l We considered trends in Federal government organizations and best 
management practices to identify opportunities for increased leverage in 
the Library organization. These trends are reflected in our 
recommendations. 

Research and analyses based on documentation available from the Library was 
supplemented by interviews with Library managers and staff about the impact of 
organizational issues on Library performance, 

2.4.3 Findings and Conclusions 

The following section addresses Library organizational structure in three 
parts: past, present and future. 

1. The recent past (from 1988 to 1996) is marked by three major 
Library reorganizations and numerous shifts in personnel 
assignments. 

Three major reorganizations of the Library of Congress have occurred since 
1987. First, a substantial, Library-wide restructuring followed the Management and 
Planning (MAP) report and transition- teams. This reorganization created the 
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management team structure,,,established Collections and Constituent Services as 
separate services, and ! realigned, ++port.&+vices to,:,report to the management team 
and. the Associate Librarian for -Management.. At this time, the planning and 
development ‘of%fice that reported to the Librari.anwas eliminated. Second, support 
services were: also realigned.. The, Asso~ciateLibrarian for Management position was 
eliminated (1993); Financial”Services and ITS subsequently reported to, the Office ‘of 
the Librarian; Integrated Support Services was assigned to Constituent S&vice& and 
Human Resources was organized as a separate service, unit; Third, this structure 
was changed in late 1995, asdescribed in more detail below. ‘+ . ,..,:’ .: : ,:a 1 : i ., , _, ,.: 

In addition, numerous changes have taken ‘&ace in senior management 
positions. This lack, of.. stability in senior. management posts raises, questions about 
the Library’s)ability to follow through on. organizational realignments: In addition, 
several mana,gers interviewed stated, that $ndividuals and positions are. not always 
well matched, thereby creating$mother reason for the frequentlchanges. An ” ’ 
historical summary of. significant, organizational an~:.,se~or-,:rnanagement,chang~~ 
included in Appendix, D, “Selected Major Organizational Realignments and 

is 

Personnel Shifts, 1988. to 1996.” “. 
-i 

2: The present L&f&-y organizatidnal structure is based on a 
reorganization in late 1?97, and early 1996 to address repeated 
concerns @out ability to make decisions and hold people 
ac&m~able,~ :: 

,. ..,_/ ,. 
., ‘,,i, ., I 

The Library reorganized in September l995 asfolio<& ,,+’ 
, * 1 ..‘,/ -: ,,_ 

..’ ,. . 
l It realigned Library-wide support services and merged two principal 

operating units; Collections Services and Constituent Services, into one 
organization,,.., Library Services ‘i j, .; ? \, . ..‘. 

l It realigned resI&ibilities in the Librarian’s office and created a senior 
Executive Committee to improve top managementdecision making 
processes. <; 

Four main infrastructure support services-Financial- Services, Human 
Resources, ITS, ,and, Integrated Support Services (including protective-services and 
facilities)-were realigned in September 1995 to report for a brief period to the Chief 
of Staff who later assumed the position of Associate Librarian for Support Services 
responsible for these functions. A new Chief of ‘Staff was appointed in February 
1996. ‘This realignment of support services reestablishes an organizational structure 
similar to that,,of,,thE Office of Associate Librarian for Management, eliminated in 1gg3. I...*. ./., . . ..;.. &_. ,..(I ‘,,. I... . . . (,I, “), .: ” ..- _*s 

The recent Library reorganization, and the structure it replaces, is depicted in 
Exhibit 2-23. 
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Information Technology Services (196) 
,... : I ,. _. .‘.. ‘. ,, ;‘,, ,,., :” ‘_ “’ ./ “‘,,(, ‘.j, 

., , :.,i I ,” ,‘,” I,, i /’ , ,, , ( : ,. ~ .’ 
I .I, I I I I I 

Chief of Staff Librarian of Con’gress l cd’ngr&ei~iA ‘Relations Office 

and Senior Advisor for Diversity l Development Office - 

. 

i I ,. 

.- 

- l Office of Communications 
,’ !’ Deputy bibrarian ’ “: :A Offi& of the G&erkl Counsel 

1 
l Office of the Inspector General 
l Personnel Security Office 

: < 
I:: : .’ (+I).. “‘; 

l Human Resources 
l lnformatlon Technology Servicea 

! .-, 1 Copyright 2 
. Pm 

:;. T. I./ .- .-. - ‘. 

, .  
+L -----s- A  “ “ “ ,  

I Executive Committee 
.__ _ i Senjor Management 

I 
I 

I. Reportihg Gioup ; 

l lntegrqtsd Support Seiiicea 

( ) Approximate Full lime Equivalent Staff 
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_: ,;, . . . . .j ‘.: ‘. .’ :, > : 

l Human:resources and training, as discussed in Section 4.0, .“Human ” 
Resources ,‘, . .i, 

l Information technology planning, systems development and, 
maintenance, as discussed in Section 3.3, Technology Usage ,: 

‘_ 

l Facilities management, as %discussed in Section 3.1, ,Facilities -’ <’ / ,.: , ,,; ,_ 
‘_ 

l Security, as discussed in Section 3.2, Security. “- 
‘. 

’ _ .I ._, ‘_ 
‘. . :  .  .  .  

‘_ 

.  .  5 ‘, , . (  
. ,  

6. Transfer of the Copyright Office frbm’the LitiiGy to ariother ‘: 
organizatiqn may not have major operational impacts,>md the b.enefits 
of su& ‘zi move aie utikncgvn. 

^ ; ok 
.” .i..’ I, 

In this review, we considered the organizational relationship of the, Copyright 
Office to the Library, and the potential for transferring Copyright from the Library to 
another organization. In addition, Booz.Allen analyzed the Copyright Office from a 
perspective of operational process and revenue contribution to determine potential 
synergies between Copyright and other Library processes. We did not assess the 
operations, efficiency or effectiveness of organizations outside the Library’ of 
Congress that might be considered potential targets, for the copyright function. 

We considered four ‘elements of the’ Copyright Office ‘op<erationsi including: . .,. 

l The long-standing relationship between the Library and copyright 

l Copyright as a .source of material for the Library collections 

l Linkages between cataloging for copyright purposes and for Library 
collections 

l Revenue potential from copyright receipts. 

From this review, we concluded that there is little operational reason for 
housing the copyright function at the Library of Congress. However, the benefits 
from transferring it elsewhere are unknown. 

Since its creation 130 years ago, the Copyright Office has operated as an’ -“.: 
independent arm of the Library of Congress. One of the major benefits of this 
relationship is that copyright deposits are a significant ‘source of material for the 
Library’s collections. Selections officials with knowledge of Library collections 
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affected by significantly different responsibilities, constraints, and performance 
requirements, than those of the rest of the Librgry Consequently,, the CRS obtains 
much of its information from sources other than the Library, and it organizes its 
operations differently. 

CRS does not generally rely on or make extensive use of the. Library’s 
collection materials. We found that most reports’ CRS created are contmuous, living 
documents that require timely information and updates., In general, CRS .does not 
rely on the Library collections, as books ‘do ‘not containthe ‘most current information 
for the research CRS performs. The ,research. divisions of CRS use, mostly journals, 
serials, association and professional networks, sister-agency p’ubhcations,* ‘and on- 
line services for their analysis and research materials. The Law Library is an 
exception, as CRS does utilize its collection but still maintains its own collection of 
legal resources necessary for research., ., : :, : 

“~~~ecausk’ciis’m~~ta~~ ‘the’;efer&ick .j$ies b ;he $-;ssional ~~~~~~ 

Rooms and Reference Centers and has had difficulty locating the ‘Library serial 
materials in a timely .fashion3, it maintains its own subscriptions and collection. 
Overall,: CRS res,earchers do not rely heavily on Library collections. .) 

2.4.4 Reco&mendations .’ 

To address the Library-wide issues of integration and management’. 
- 

accountability and to’;respond to overall review findings, $ooz.Ahen recommends 
the following’ organizational changes. 

1. Focys, ,plarygement atteqtioq on @nplementing the current 
organiki~ion~l structure with certain enhancements. 

Throughout this report, we identify problems with follow-through at the 
Library. These problems are evident in deficiencies in executing plans, 
implementing high-‘priority initiatives, integrating ‘efforts across ‘organizational 
lines, measuring progress, and learning from past experience. We found the same 
concerns across the Library .organizational umts that we examined, although to a 
lesser extent at ‘CRS. 

’ The Education and Public Welfare Division recently found that materials collected through Exchange 
and Gifts from state governments will be of value as CR5 performs more work on the devolution of 
responsibiJities ,from Federal. to. state governments. ,. , ; .I, : ” 

3 The October 1994 study comparing Public Policy Literature File (PPLT) and commercial databases 
found a success rate of only 42 percent when locating serials in the Library of Congress. Recent 
discussions between CR5 and Collections have yielded a better understanding of CRS’s timely needs for 
serials and have unproved CRSs access to the Library serials. 
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Too often, managers attribute problems such as those identified’ at the Library 
of Congress to organizational structure and! subsequently redesign the 
organizational chart. The new Library structure has been in place too short a time 
for anyone to fully evaluate its success in improving Library productivity and 
service delivery. : - 

The new .Library Services organization may, in part, help the Library adopt a 
more integrated process approach .by merging components+of the collections 
management process into one organizhtion.~ ” Tliis,‘provides a framework for moving 
to the team-based approach described below. However, the size of Library Services 
organization,‘.multiple”re~ortii?gFlayers and Ijotential for loss of focus may impede 
Library ability to improve its performance and accomplish its mission. The Library 
should, therefore, assess the functioning of--the,:Library Services organization on a 
regular basis to determines if ‘it is an example of over-consohdation and should be 
structured differently. . . . : .* 

In implementing its organizational structure, the Library should also consider 
more actively pursuing outsourcing arrangements and alternative sources of 
expertise. In addition, shared services arrangements are another implementation 
approach that would help improve Library service provision, particularly for 
support services like human resources. ,,A shared services approach distinguishes 
between corporate planning and policy functions and operational service delivery. 
A centralized corporate policy ,and.,planning function provides, direction, and 
guidance from a single source. Service dehvery is physically decentralized to 

i 

customer organizations but maintains its reporting relationship to the shared 
service. organization. _ I’ I ,, * .:. ; 

. ,., 
The organizat.@nal structure upon which our. recommendations, are based is 

depicted *in <Exhibit 2-26. The main changes include designation of a Chief 
Informatron Officer (see Sectjon, 3.3) and Chief I;Imancial Officer, and realignment of, 
reporting reiations~hipstoaffirm the Peputy Librarian role as Chief Operating 
Officer. In addition, it calls for designation of leadership positions for institutional, 
cross-cutting concerns, such as facilities (Section 3.1), security (Section 3.2), and 
planning and program execution processes (Section 2.2). .; :, 

>’ 1 
, . . . .’ : ‘. 
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EXHIBIT 2-26 ,. ‘, j 
Recommend&i Organization 

: ” 

Librarian of Congress 

,“‘-,““““‘--“” ‘---, 
’ i aExecutive Corirmittee, Senior 

-y;, Management Reporting Group, 
; 

ning B Program Execution Pnxess Ohicer 

l Hui& Resbrces 
. in+g+i Support +vices 

- Dsiiignsfsd Facilities Officer 
- Dssignnfsd sscurny omsr 

Personnel Sewriiy Office 

Operational Shard Sarvloqa 
l lnfomwition Techfiology ttyatsms 

We do recommend that the Library take proactive steps to focusmanagement 
attention on making the newly established organizational structure work.’ These 
steps’ should include clarifying roles and responsibiiities and improving 
management and operational process and service delivery across the institution. 
The main elements of an approach to improve the functioning, of the Library from 
an organizational structure perspective are -discussed ‘in the recommendations that 
follow. !.( ‘_ -:+ 

., ,’ 
Although our analysis showed few strong operational links between 

Copyright and Library Services and between the CRS and Library Services, we.did 
not find substantial evidence to support moving those functions from the Library. 
Rather, until a complete assessment is made of the costs and benefits, for both the 
Library and a potential receiving organization, of moving CRS and Copyright, any 
organizational shift should be pursued with extreme caution and considered 
premature. Restructuring those functions to other organizations is likely to cause 
severe disruption and damage to their service delivery. 
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/.i. 
2. Establish a p&manent Deputy Librarian’& the Libi%u$‘s ‘Chiif 

Oper@ing OffiSer and .cl,a$@ the role of that position by, 
icv&ting.‘it with LibrGy-wide op,erational decision-making 

” authority. ;‘-,.. 

Our analysis of the Library’s institutional management, processes identified 
the need for improved integration of pla+ng and executioni ‘The. Library has : ,: 
made’ several efforts to esuiblish ,plan.rimg-processes .over the past ‘several years’ that 
link strategic,~ ofierational, and functional ‘planning and implementation. I&wever, 
the shifting roles, inadequate: ,acco&abilii methods, and insufficient information ~ 
for decision making have ‘resulted in a lack of integration *and follow+hrough. :,,, : 
Clarification of the role of this position so that the occupant, will have Library-wide 
operational decision:making,authority ,as well ,as resources to perform+as a Coo 
should bea. critical Library priority. ,A$ part of the:stiengthenmg of the Deputy: ‘role; 
the’ Executive Committee, and., service unit senior ,management currently: reporting 
to the Librarian should report to the. Deputy. A recommendation: pertainmg to. the. 
functioning of the‘ Executive Committee is included’, in Section 2.2, Ass,essment .of,. ., 
Management Processes. .’ ., ., ,., 

/. 
3. :, Elevate tl$ Chief F” 

i .: ,,,: ” f:’ 
inancial ‘Qffic@rT6 @os@on tp f~c@:#te&& 

on improving ihe Librery’s finar&l, ~ysi@, atid c&r&. 
., 

,!: .,’ ; .: 
A comprehensive discussion ‘of’ the financial operations, of the Library and 

specific weaknesses, found is contained in the Price Waterhouse report that was 
prepared concurrent with this. report. I _. 

,... !, 

4.. ,. E@&&h’a ChiFf Ififorniatibn officer position to provcde 
1, ’ leadershij ‘in ‘technology across the ‘oi-&&&~n; h’ :’ i 

The Library should establish a Chief Information Officer (CIO) position 
to help-, implement ‘an effective IRM strategy that integrates the’requirements of the 
Library’s,,broad commitments to internal and external customers. The CIO should 
be; an integral’member of the decision-making management tetim and ‘should be 
included as a,member of the Library Executive Committee. Information technology 
support infrastructure is the most fundamental enabling capability for the Library to 
effectively function in the information age. Technological innovations currently 
provide methods for increasing efficiency and productivity of selected functions but 
are now essential”for performing neariy all the basic Library functions. : 

The most fundamental.Library-wide infrastructure is the information 
infrastructure. Library operations are information and transaction intensive. A 
significant weakness of the Lib$ary of Congressis its current IT infrasuucture as 
identified in Section’3.3, Technology Usage. Addressing this issue to position the 
Library for the rapidly evolving IT environment, as well as transformation of the 
role of the Library to, an information broker, requires leadership and Library-wide J . ./ 
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,.I 
focus. The CIO role might also include serving asra catalyst and integrator of Library 
research and ,deve!opment processes. a’ ., “,, .’ ., : L. t. >’ _, ,( ‘, ,‘: ,I . :. ,:* : 

‘,’ I 
5. Assign.leadCYs~ip ,gnd resp~~s&jy & hijAr prdcksiib to 

“piokess owners” of “proce& &&&ions” F&O have &@ority to 
provide leadership across organizational lines. +L ’ 

Ensuring ‘that, the Library’s management and operauonal processes are 
effective and continually improvmg re&i&esF,specific assignment of responsib@y 
for “procesS:~teward~~~.~~~ we recommend, thatexplicit process ‘owners’.be ’ 1 
established in three a&as. ,, The probl’ems iin these areas are discussed’! throughout the report: ;‘: i[lhe, Lib,&+ $hotild %si&er ‘;pp;l,$b& ‘$?; ~?&&~ {@+ $bb-;“+ ; 

institutionai’ concerns as well. ’ .1., s_ b+‘;“’ 2. ,“I\ ‘. ,‘., ,” :, ./, 
me pi’,& h& 

d ire1 ‘I ‘*tint .&,$i”, le 

prozram execution vroces 
re$.tiring stewardship is 
Whereas there is some o 
because of a sense of lack of integration, follow-through, and accountabilityj’the 
Deputy Librarian should be tasked with. establishingeffective, Library-wide planning 
processes executed to ensure accountabiLity and implementation. This, effort should 
include designating staff fordevelopmg and coordinating the implementation of an 
integrated planning and program execution process, with explicit ,attention to 
performance ‘measurement and tracking. : J . : .’ c ,: 

The Librarv shouid desiznate senior leader&iv and resuonsibilitv for ‘Librarv 
security. Process- oynership, concerns also, have. b,een<raised .in the security area, as 
Library-wide security is no& the .responsibility of a single ,mdivid,ual; 
security is the responsibilityof’the division chiefs, 

1’ ,. 2.3. Collections 
co&&on managers, and Library 

officers who have custody of the materials. The Protective Seq+es,,organization 
has, the respqnsibihty to, assist, in maintaining a, security controlled envjronment. : : 
The ,guard, force and security systems for Library facilities or collections located ‘off of,, 
Capitol Fill are. not .the responsibility of Protect&e Serv&s. ,The collectjons security 
officer, or similarly designated leadership position, would be charged)-with ,, 
protecting the Library’s collections from all .forms, of risk. ; .j i’ ,-j, .l, 1 ,,, 

” 1 -. .>_. ‘.. 
The Librarv should assizn a ‘se nior executive with’ the lead rok’ and ” ” 

resvohsibilitv for facilities manazement. I Resident in .the support se&& 
organization, strengthening this position Will help the’ Library plan and execute 
facilities decision in a more proactive, efficient and integrated manner. 

6. 
.  I  ;  . . I .  I . ,  _. . -  .  . ,  . - ”  - -  -  , :  -  I  c . -  , , - .  ,  , ,  , , ,  .  L 1 /  ,  * i ( .  ^, . I  .  

Implement a pro&- and team-based br&&ti&al strt&r$‘,~ I. 
.within Library SersGesj’and potentially, other ,services. ’ ‘,- 

The current Library Services organization’& a large.(approximately’ 2,100 
employee), hierarchical,’ functionally based brganizational ‘structure with more than 
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200 organizational units (6 directorates; approximately’50 &vi&r& offices and .” 
projects;:and:more,,than 150 sections). Whereas, this organiza.t@n, was recently 
established to achievegreater cqordination and integrat+n, without a sig.&icant 
organizational thrust toward mtegration, the barriers and. junctions identified 
throughout this report ,vill continue to persist. Library Services should move to 
extend team organization pilots, whi‘ch have been ,in place for many years 
throughout the collection management, process., The success! of this team approach 
‘is~ a funct@n of strong ieaders~hip and development of team .&ills toensure follow 
through’ and m&ovation. Overall, Library Services needs to. identify the appropriate 
team/organizational relationships and levels to assist in &era11 collection 
management processes. _. ., 

.;. 1 \: .a , : ; ~ ._j .‘, ; _-. .’ .: 

Currently: the ‘Librar”ji does not manage the relationship between the demands 
for and requirements of processing ,incoming material. As noted in the Section 2., 
Assessment of ~Operatioiial Processes, the systems and infrastructure support tools 
are not integrated to facilitate and track work from the’begmning’of the”major 
process through to the end (for example, acquiring, processing, and servicing 
collection materials and receiving, researching, and replying to congressional 
inquiries). The Library should.expand and implement the whole-team ,approach 
piloted in acquisitions and cataloging and adopt an organization of process and 
support teams aligned with the major process: This type of structure and alignment 
would enable and facilitate both a process management.focus and the development 
of integrated tools. 

; 
.> 

A process- and team-based structure would assist in removing barriers 
between sections and divisions throughout the processes, assist in ‘formulating .’ 
indicators for brocess-wide measurement and performance strategies for planning 
and measuring improvement. Process-based structures also provide greater 
flexibility to staff for identifying and addressing process bottlenecks. ( 
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2.5 REVENUE OPPORTUNITIES ., :  

As part of the ‘overall assessment of the Library of Congress, Booi;Allen 
explored the potential revenue stemming from existmg~lbr additional fee-based 
services. In order to frame.-the,discussion and ,understand the issues’ involved, we 
selected, to explore in detail four services that the Library provides: ’ I, ! 

l ,. Full recovery of copyright regis:tration costs 
,.’ 

+& analysis ‘of all costs related. 
to registering a cGm with the Copyright Office and a’determina~on of, the 
unit cost’ derived from the ‘full cost 7 : : 

” d ,’ .I ‘: ,. .,Y / .. .’ 
.\; .” i 

l Charging publishers a fee for cataloging-an analysis ‘of the’full ‘cost to I 
catalog a ,book and a determination of the unit costto be charged i 

., ,’ 
l Chargmg, commercial researchers a fee for using Library&&es ,and 

facilities&an analysis of the, cost of supporting commercial researchers 
and their requests ,; 

., 
l Charging fees for interlibrary loans- an ‘assessment of the costs associated 

with fulfilling loan requests from other, domestic!libraries. 

The major purpose of the review of the four service areas is to determine the 
potential for additional revenue and to explore the issues reiated to increasing 
existing fees or implementing ‘additional fee-based services. 

. . 

2.5.1 Background 

The Library began assessing potentiai fee-based services in 1988 m the 
Management and Planning (MAP) report; the Arthur Young report of 1989 further 
explored potential fee-based services. Whereas these studies identified services that 
could provide additional sources of revenue, they did not fully investigate, 
evaluate, and recommend the opportunities and the revenue potential. This 
analysis investigates more fully the opportunities and issues related to the four 
service areas. The specific objectives include the following: 

l Determination of the revenue potential 

l Assessment of Library’s cost accounting data and support structures 
required to implement fee-based services 

l Analysis of legislative/stakeholder issues, which affect implementations 

l Analysis of other options for providing the services, such as outsourcing 

l Comparisons with benchmarks/best practices .from similar organizations. 

\ 
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The four services selected: for analysis can be considered representative of the typ es o . :‘:ff :b s ee- a ed services the Library inight pursue.to increase its revenue base. As 
such, the analysis of the selected services i$.&ates the Library’s concerns ‘in ,- ’ 
implementmg fee,-based services and provides a framework for quai‘ifying and 
assessing revenue, opportunities. . ‘,i -. ‘.- 
2.5.2 Metlibdology ’ : ; .::: .: 

‘. .’ \: ,I : 
To assess ,the revenue,opportunities represented by #the four service areas, . 

Booz.Allen developed an approach that focused on the key data and assumptions -- ., 
behind the delivery of the services. Our methodology followed two major tracks: 
financial cost analysis; legislative and stakeholder analysis - focused, .on possible * 
reactions to fee-based services and the effects on revenue. ‘{I. 21 . ,’ :: ‘. L’ ‘Y ; 

We used three major sources of financial and cost ,data: budgets for the 
service units or’ divisions involved; ‘General Z & Administrative ,overhead rates, 
calculated by Price’ Waterhouse in 1994; and estimated facilities costs, based ‘on. the 
work done by the Facilities’Team in this study. 8 

/’ : > ,j. , 
Inevaluating opportunities for revenue-generating services, we did the S 

following: : 
. . ,‘_. ..I ‘,, 

L Weighed ,the ‘benefit .of,‘additional’revenue against the- risk of ,a decline in 
demand’ for ‘these services’& fees ‘increase I. 

l Considered the arguments of constituents who would oppose the charging 
of fees for services that have been historically, subsidized by taxpayer 
dollars 

I 
l Reviewed the legal, a&ho&y., to charge or change fees and,. reviewed draft 

and proposed legislation related to the charging of fees 

l Evaluated each revenue opportunity within the broader context of the 
Library’s .overall mission, -to mitigate the risk of recommending .a change 
in fee: structure that could fundamentally undermine a separate but critical 
element of the Library’s mission 

l Assessed some practical components of introducing or changing fees, such 
as the following: 

, . : .  .  .’ :  ‘,~_ 

- Training staff to adopt more .of. a.business ment@ty as opposed to the 
se.rvice mentality that exists today 

e Enforcing new feeAbased services; especially taking- into consideration 
the large definitional issues around some of the areas proposed for 
review. 
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Financial and Cost Analyses 
., ‘. 

I” ’ ” Ear each of the services’studied, we conducted-interviews in-the rsevant , 
organizational units to obtain information Booz.Allen ,needed to allocate ,costs for 
an effecti,ve analysis, Using the data available and the .assumptions we established, 
we developed cost models for each of the areas. We developed an overall’cost’ 
model based on full allocation of costs and then conducted sensitivity analyses to 
determine the ranges of costs and their potential impact. on the Libra,q and the 
affected users. In addition to examining the financial data, we also ‘examined the 
supporting financial mechanisms- that allow effective maintenance,. of.. fee-based 
services. , ‘. -\ . . .‘, / r:, :-‘ i j : r , ._ 

,’ r,. 
Legislative/ Stakeholdey Analysis 

~ ‘8 i ‘.’ 
,:: c ,, .L ,,, _ ,- ,, , ;,, i ‘. 

.,” 
Similarly, we assessed. the legislative environmerit’in whichthe Library 

would be introducing the.potential, fees. We reviewed draftlegislation related to 
fee-based services for the last 5 years to understand the concerns that have led to 
changes in the proposed legislation, We also reviewed the testimony key ). 
stakeholders gave during the hearings. We :,supplemented the testimony with 
targeted interviews and with the Mission Focus Groups; which directly addressed 
services and fees as-part of their review. 

‘: 
Based on the financial and cost analyses, we developed individual cost and 

revenue models, for ea.& of the: products studied., .From -these models, we, developed : 
the analysis of the revenue potential and the issues the Library faces ‘m 
implementing fee-based services. These analyses form the basis for the findings and 
conclusions outlined below. : . * : 

2.5.3 Findings and Conclusions 
:, 

1. Opportunities to increase the revenue stream of the Library of 
Congress do exist and vary significantly, in’the level of additional 
funding they may +rovide. ./’ ” 

Exhibit 2-27 summarizes the overall revenue potential associated with 
recovering full costs in each of the four areas we a”nalyzed. As the exhibit indicates, 
we provide a range of potential revenue for some areas. This range reflects the fact 
that different assumptions lead to different results for full cost recovery. 

As the table indicates, we have not estimated the revenue potential from 
charging commercial researchers. Because the Library service units or divisions do 
not maintain any records regarding the,number of commercial researchers who 
exist or the amount. of staff time ‘committed& ‘supporting &em, it is extremely 
difficult to estimate revenue for this service. We did, however, estimate an hourly 
rate that could be charged to commercial researchers. This hourly rate is discussed 
as part of the unit cost analysis, which :follows. : :‘ ; 

‘_ 
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C&ing Publishers for Cataloging 0 ,;;;, .., .I $;&O to 7,600 ‘.; ‘, 
i, . 

Interlibrary Loans ,’ 0 ,, ,, ‘_ .-576 to 67@ :.;I’, 

Charging Comtiercial Researchers ._ 0 2: ,:‘..“:. Y Fjot&il&ie ;’ ,,,: .i ., “: 

TOTAL, .. I.. ‘; -. I, .,,/ I ,_ 12,600 : 
‘,.$g&j78 to 3i;&f& cd? : f, 

_.“, , 
To derive the.,potential revenue, we developed a cost model to analyze the 

full cost. of the services. “This cost model is shown in &l&it 2& ” 
1 

I:, : 

To evaluate the total :cost of the ‘resources’ required for’ each service, tie used 
budget appropriations for FY 1995,for each of the service areas. Based on our 
interviews with key ‘representatives of the relevant service areas, we developed 
assumptions on how services were provided. From the assumptions, we developed’ 
allocation rules and distributed the costs across the products and services. i ,. 

I .  ”  
, .  

:  , .  1 

l The analysis of potential revenue specifically excludes Acquisitions, Licensing, and the Copyright 
Arbitration Panels (CARP), but includes all other aspects of Copyright. While some Copyright 
activities may perhaps be excluded from cost recovery, tie were unable to refine the estimates to ’ 
exclude these activities due to the limitations in the data available.? The potentia!,revenue. from full 
cost recovery, therefore, could be somewhat smaller than the figures cited here. 

* This figure excludes fee receipts for Special Handling and Expedited Services and reflects only fee 
receipts from registrations. ,, 

3 This range in potential revenue under full-cost recovery is predicated on comparing actual Fy 1995 fee 
receipts to the full cost of the copyright registration process. In order to highlight the difference 
between current receipts and full cost recovery, the analysis does not take into account possible changes 
stemming from a fee increase, such as the potential drop’in the number of registrations. 

4 This analysis excludes the revenue that could be generated through international loans. The Library 
announced it would resume international lending for a fee in February 1996. 
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EXHIBIT,’ 2728 ,’ 

Travel’ ,Usage A. ‘*’ 87. 66 Not Available ! &t hm/l& 
Postage/ Number of’ ” I’ : 795 c .86 ! ‘.’ 11’0 .’ ! Not Available” 
Telephone .’ ’ ~,E!-@?Y??S ( i’: “., 1, -;’ ” 

Print$rg/ 
Photoduplication 

‘Number of 175 j 58 Not Available; L ‘. “Not Available 
_. ” Employees * ” ^ *’ ,<: ,. s .., :, h’.. ,..i. 

< I? 
0th Services ‘i N&j,ber of 1,’ .:.294. . . . ,. ‘170 * ,Not Available Not Available 

,’ ,Employees ,* ,. _ : ~ 1 ‘j’ .. #. ‘_ I- 

Off ice Supplies ~Number of 208 s 0 Not Available Not Available 
Employees 

Books & Materials/ “‘Number of’ 122 :’ 21 Not .;Available Not,Available 
ADP Equipment Employees .:: . 
Subtotal ‘, ; *, ;. I,_.. 1 23,644 ’ .’ 34;722 578 Not Available 
(M.1995 Budget) /; .,: ” ,, ‘. 

Overhead Percentage <of 4,743 7,340 100 :. Not Availabfe 
Compensation/ 
Benefits 

Facilities 

(On-site Cost) 

Subtotal 

Total Cost 

Cost per FTE 0 0 

4,743 7,340 

26,587 42,062 

0 Not Available 

. 

100 Not Available 

678 

Two key findings came out of our analysis of FY 1995 appropriations. First, 
we learned that the Library budget does not allocate overhead costs fully to each of 
its service units. As a result, the budgeted amounts do not incorporate a significant 
portion of the actual costs of the service, such as overhead costs associated with. 
paying for custodial services, protective services, and utilities, Nor do budgeted 
amounts provide for lease payments by any of the ‘services ‘(the Library occupies 
buildings that are fully paid for and maintained,:by the Architect of the Capitol)., 
Therefore, to account for all costs and assess the cost impact of potentially moving 
certain services off-site, we added the following indirect costs: 

l Overheadibased on the rates computed by Price Waterhouse for the 
Library in March 1994 1 

. . . .’ .’ .“, : : ‘- 
l Facilities-based on estimates provided by a commercial real estate agency 

for leasing spa&if Library functions were moved off site. 
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Second, we learned that ,theCopyright *Office derives its total budget figure 

from a functional breakdown of ~ the office: In other words, separate budget figures 
exist for the divisions that support the basic registration, the acquisitions, the 
licensing, and the arbitration functions. By ‘contrast; the Cataloging in Publication 
(CIPj division, the. loan division; and the ,various divisions that. support commercial 
researchers do not receive. detailed budget figures from their service units. 
Accordingly, for interlibrary loans and commercial researchers, we broke :down the 
service unit budget to.estimate costs associated with the individual divisions we 
studied. i 

(.. I, ..I ,,.: . . . 

After developing the full-cost model for each service area studied, we 
performed, sensitivity. analyses against the model to demonstrate. hoychanges in 
the way services are provided would affect,.both potential revenue ,,and the. potential 
fee. Exhibit 2-29 provides descriptions of the sensitivity variables tie used for each 
service. 

8@$air& ,. ‘: 

Copyright 
Registration6 

Charging 
Publishers for 
Cataioging 

Interlibrary 
-0ans 

/ 

:;I::~~&, , ; .‘Vadabb ’ :,: :I ,:g: ;Y.;;: 1: ,i .: &; ..~tj; $$:iA$~; ~~~~~~~~~:,~~~~~~~~~ri~~~, ,;,:~z;Jj r-i .::i$ :& ~;~~$~~~~$~+ j~+.$+~;~~, 

FullCost 
” 

a Allocatesfull cost based on number of claims; assumes servict 
On.Site’ unftrema~inson Capitol Hill ,‘I 

& 
7 

Pull cost, 
Off Site 

Allocates’iull .cost based on number of.claims; assumes serv!ct 
un/t.moves off site 

Productivity j Copyright Office estimates current staff operates at 80% 
Improvements productivity; reduces laborcost by 20%; assumes service unit 
On Site remains on C,apitol’Hill _ . 

-. ,.- , 

Productivity : 
Improvements Off 

=$ Copyright Off ice estimates current staff operates at 80% 
productivity; reduces labor cost by 20%; assumes service unit 

Site moves off-site , 
Claim Type =$ Allocates full costs based on resources consumed by claim 
On Site .: type; assumes service unit remains on Capitol Hill 

Claim Type j Allocates full costs based on resources consumed ,by claim 
Off Site tvpe: assumes service unit moves off site 

Full Cost =$, Allocates full’cost by-divisions within service unit; assumes 
service unit remains on Capitol Hill ., ,, 

Off, Site 
:  

/  . ) .  

=$ Modifies facilities cost assuming service unit moves offsite 

Unsubsidized =$ Assumes libraries pay only for their own filled loans; 
Congressional reouests paid through appropriated funds 

Unsubsidized =r. Same as unsubsidized: excludes indirect costs 
Without Jndirects , 
I. , II-. ., .^ .’ 

5 One of our sensitivity analyses is based on the Copyright Office’s relocating off-site. The off-site cost 
analysis does not suggest that the Copyright Office should become a separate government agency. 
Rather, it is intended to explore only the effect of an off-site location on-costs and potential fees. 
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&@~‘@a :’ ‘:I ” “S+tivity Variable ,, :,, ’ ,j:.’ : ,,, ,, &&@~qn,,“ I, .-I ~. i?f .,. :.i’.“;?.: :, -. ,, ,” 

Subsidized j ‘Ass&es that iilled requests Jo libraries subsidize filled 
I’ requests to Congress 

~,,‘,. 

Subsidized’Without =$ &tie’ as sub‘sidized; excludes indirect costs 
Indirects * i 

Charging Loaded Hour!y Rate j Includes overhead ‘costs in deriving hourly’rate ’ 
Comm&cial I 
Researchers .’ 

I, Unloaded Hourly * Excludes oveihead costs in deriving hourly rate , 
Rate 

.  ..’ . :  

Exhibit 2-30 summarjzes the impact on potential revenue’ when analyzing 
full, cost against one of ,these sensitivity vari.ables, , ! : i: j .., F : 

‘. 
EXHIBIT 2-30 

Potential Revenue l@ing, Sensitivity Analyses 

Charging 
Publishers 
for 
Cataloging 

Interlibrary 

Charging 
Commercial 
Researchers 

1. .)’ 

0 ,.,I\ 7w 7,600 
Unsubsidized Unsubsidized Subsidized 

0 w/o Indirects w/o lndirscts 

0 

I I 
678 Jim .I l,soO I lpoo 

Loaded Hourly Rate Unloaded Hourly Rate 

828-r $23.541hour 

In many instances, the Library receives benefits in kind from‘ the customers of 
the services we evaluated, such as copyright registration and cataloging. The value. 
of these benefits in kind should be considered when deciding to set fees that recover 
full cost. Exhibit 2-31 takes into’account offsets for the value of the items obtained 
for the Library through each service and provides revised estimates of potential 
revenue, assuming offsets: 

-. 

i -For copyright registration;- this ,value consists-of ~materials-, kept by the. - ~ : ’ 
Library for its collections. While different figures exist within the Library 
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“. 

for this value,: the best estimate appears to be $13296,000 annually.6 This 
figure is lower than, the $20,X$,59? cited,,in the annual rep,ort of the 
Copyright Office. This difference is due to the fact that Copyright,, for its 

, 

,annual, report, counts .items using the definitions of the copyright system. 
Additions to the’ collections are counted using conventional library 
definitions of materials, which reduces the quantity and’ the unit price 
used’ to value the items.’ 

~. s 
.’ : : 

‘0 With respect to interlibrary loans, .the Library borrows less than 2 percent 
of what’it’lends.. -Jtems’bdrrowed. s:ervice the Congress and mternaL&brary 
uses exclusively. We assumed a quid pro quo reaction from: the library 
community when..calculating the offsetting value.for this service;:... hi.:., ’ 
,Fy 1’995,353 loans’ were made to the Library. Assuming the same’ : , ‘*. 

interlibraryloan rate we estimated, the value of loans to the Library.!. ‘. ., 
approximates $l,l,OOO. ’ 

l Using the average price p&book in calculating part, of the,copyhght 
” registration figure, we estimated-that the,:value publishers provide for 

cataloging through the Library amounts to $1,670,000 annually. 

8 

6 This figure is based on a Working Draft of a report entitled “Acquisition of Material for the 
Collections of the Library of Congress,” dated February 28,1996 for the period 1993 through 1995. This 
report was written by, the Senior Advisor to the Librarian of Congress and concludes that “.. the entire 
valuation process needs systematic study and attention.” 

:. ~ 

’ The Working l&aft of the report “Acquisition of Material for the Collections of the Library of 
Congress” states, “Copyright Office reports that it turns over an average of 816,000 items a year, with 
an average dollar values of $17.1 million [1993-19951. However, a review of these figures clearly 
indicates that the quantity is too high, and the unit pricing method is not reliable..;” 

’ . . 
I 
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Registrations 
;I : I,.,- 2. ; > .’ 12,6(JO ,:z,- 4:,: 24,000 to ‘29,400. .’ 13,296 f.;i ‘.;“,: , .lO,i&to 16,104 

; Ch&ing (‘. “- “_ ; “1:. 6 .,,, iI’ ..,!-J! ;I :T,$Od ts7,600”##. ,I _ ,, -1,. 1;670 ; -- ‘. ’ ” ‘:‘5830 ts$,g30 
Pub!ish,ers,for, : : : 
Cataloging ‘-ri ., ,, ‘. , ;: 

.: .. ! .‘A i ; : i -,,;,I .1 ,,, ,_, ,, 
:I ; , ? .,, .;,. : .,, .‘, : , 1 ,,. I -s ,‘.‘1’ .y, 

interlibrary : .. ;,: 0 576 to 676 :,. , .! l;, ‘, 1’ ‘.,I’ 567 td; 667 
Loans ., ,, .:, : .i 1 . .,. r ; ,, “, .’ s,.. .-, 
Charging 0 Not Available Not ,&$laple :. : .Not Available 
Commercial 
Researchers 

TOTAL,,’ d’ 12,600 ‘&,07+ to 37,678 :: i4,$77 ‘.l7,1.61 td 22,701 I <.* :/ I .’ ,. 
I  , :  

,i 

. $ I  ; .  

To evaluate the effect of increasing fees or introducing fees for services that 
are currently provided g&is, we looked at the change in unit costs from a 
customer’s perspective. Under this analysis we developed a proposed hourly rate to 
charge commercial researchers. Calculation of this hourly rate is based on the 
following assumptions: 

l The average grade of a reference librarian is .GS-12 
: 

l Benefits and overhead costs are incorporated in the rate 

l Reference librarian demands on their management staff are minimal, 
resulting in no allocation of division management costs to the hourly rate 

./ , <.+;1, 

l Equipment. deereciation costs cannot be estimated for individual “’ 
divisions. They are not included as the’y are bo”rne by the service unit ” 

l Since commercial researchers are likely to use more than one reading 
room, we derived a single hourly rate. ‘. 

* The first row assumes the Copyright Office would continue to receive copies of registration material at 
no cost as currently legislated. The second row assumes theLibrary would purchase $13,296,000 of 
materials for the collections which it receives today at no cost. We predicate the latter assumption on 
the fact that Copyright Law, as currently written, provides copyright protection regardless of whether 
or not the creator submits a registration. 
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l&hibit 2-32 outlkte;” current fees and pot&ial unit ,&&/fees under fu&cost 
recovery. Fdr’the folio s&ices we studied, this &d&it comb@@ $x@%e,d~~tit c&ts 
to the costs tif, related.;seqkes provided’ by other institutions atid iresearch libyqies. 
The propotikd unit, qostkfeeassumes ,fulJ cost recovery. 

:“: 

EXHIBITS 2-32 
; Potential Revenue Unit Costs 

.., ,<:. 7 

Serials 
GrouD Serials 
GrouD Dailv NewsDaDers 
Textual Material. .’ -* ‘. 
Motion Pictuhs : 
Petformina Arts 
Sound Recoidinas 
Renewals L 
Visual Arts ,. 
sUDbkil&ita’ivi~id. 

Mask Works’ ‘_ 
‘.Cha;g~~~~~/i~~~‘:~~i,c 

Fee @pCIp ;‘. 
I 

Filled Peqyests 
..,, I,.,, ,’ 

I 

: _. ‘.,.. ., .. 

, : 
.! , 

.’ 

..a ., 
,‘.‘. 

h  
‘_ ‘i. ’ 

.: .::: . . : 
.:.::,:, ‘.,’ ,, .‘.‘.,_‘.. 

::.y ..:. 
,. .:,, .,, ; .: ..,,:. ..:, :::, ?:;I. “:F.: .‘Y .y.,, :“I ‘, ,,, ”  I :.;.,., 

cj:.“.: ;,, 
,.~...:,:.. y: :, :..‘~..‘:‘?‘. I. 

,(i, :x..,i;v .,.:..... .: : :,.I .;r ‘i.. ,. I.. .,, : ‘, ”  
;’ ”  ., 

l ,.ln 1993, OCLC *W&d a feeof $38hook b&ed on an houlfy 
rate; they t@eve,they coujd now offer these&e for.less. 

l Cballl8ooks 6ffers a gr&duat&i fee’&h&ule as fellows: 
- 8odaytlJmalwngl -.$30 ‘5:; .’ 
- lO-daytunxqou~,-$50 ‘, 
- Expr~&hr~rndr.$7~ .J :.,. 
They currently 

I’, ‘., 
sorb those publications the Ltbraty will not take, 

like those of self-publishers, but probably could not handle the 
Library’s’CIP volume. -: -. 

,,:.. ., ,..,: .;.. y .,!.,. ,,..,, .: ,,y;:. .y.,::,, :;:. ,, “,I ,; ,,.,,. i. / ~ :: ‘>: ‘,.. ‘! ,,‘. .::.y>: .: ..:: “,..’ : :. ‘. ,,:; ,+:, .,,: :,,. .,,... ,a.: :.. ;’ : 
.,, ,‘:’ ‘,, :;,: ..,.. :y. “’ /::: .,.., :‘.j ! : ;..,., ;‘,,..i .“? ,c’: ,:::,, ::_ ,,:, ‘,i “.::, 3:’ :. ? ,, 

l The following Fernbe? of the A+ociation of Research Libraries 
chhr@d fe& rangirig from $10 to $43, for int~tiibmfy IoaKs in 
1989; Adjusting +22,90/o for changes in the Copsumer Price 
Indbx, in 1996’estimaWfees rang&frcm $12 to $53;, 
ColowtoTechnical Reference Center ,, .. 
.Georgia lnsfliute of Technclogy 
Univeisii of MidiiQan 
Utiiversily of Minnesota 
University of Wtihingtdri ” ” * ~ 

, .  

.,’ i ‘, . , .  
.’ 

.  .  -  li.. .  _ _ . . ,  . ,  . ,  I ,  

‘. 
. . ;  _/ 

9 The high unit cost range for Supplementary Information and Mask Works results from the 
proportionally high number of personnel in the Cataloging Division who are dedicated to cataloging 
these proportionally small number of registrations. 
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.‘!‘,y‘;: ,.;‘O ,,,‘; ;: ‘< .I ; ; ,. ,,n_ ::* !,‘,, ~,.$ 1. i ‘( < ,*’ ‘,: ., .,,,. I: ::. :I : .i,” 

$$t$j?,?@k&$ S@wiCe,,:b :G:Clrrkn.t .;- :lPr.iS~,+%l,~; p:!,,.:, j:, ~~~~,i.:~q,~~,~~Sirnil~rlAltern~~~~~ ?S$.y/~es,.: : .:. 
., , ,:” ;; : .., ,, I. * 

: \,. ‘<$,<< v,,.; “,, .:c i :,i. :,,;,:;:.‘,]c ,‘.; ,,: “;‘A? z,, r.,y;;. :;+ ~ .:i; :,;,_ ;p;:‘$~, A,,:-: , . . :, ‘1 ‘! ,,,i ; I 

:; i,,?:?,~~,,;~:&,~‘~!’ *,*;7‘.a:‘, ;:“i.!:i-,.,::,~.ar~~~~ ,,, ,, + (1,;. ,\‘,‘. $,<S II “: r! ” ,.,:.- I ” :> :, 2, : ,I’ ‘: ‘. 
: :: :,“fc;-.‘?“~:;:,~~~i~~;:r”r ,.*..<. “,,> ..,* >,-: ,,,, “.‘..;I c y$jn jt ; IFee, ;I ,;ufl jj; f&e ,;‘; di~:‘~~~~~~~~:,~~~~.~,~~ &&; ,~~~~~~~;~~:l”~~~:i:‘~,~~,~~:,ij~~~~~~~4 $: +;,;,:: :‘*:1 :I”’ : ;‘,‘vi $‘, _, l., .I ;‘.,?:,<:,$;t: .“.‘. :’ :.. ,.a* .y,c- ,, .: :‘j ,, 

~h~ig~~;~~~~s~isl,R~~s~~~e;;s; ’ “:“‘. ::“’ :, : :.,y ” * ! ,,,, ‘:,;:‘.~;.ij:;::~;~i~’ ::‘::,. ,!:‘i’:;,‘:” :‘:,.: :;i,:. AC.:: :,.:i:,:,:.: :;I; :: ;,:); :’ (’ , .‘, ‘; ‘,:, ::/ .; : ::... . . ‘:, ‘Li :: :. ,.,. ;, ~ ,, 

Cost per Hour- 
: .’ 

‘$0 $24429. l Fees for free4arke’ieseakbers ~&~cdtisidhably~b~divi&n and ’ 

fmii a s&mljle of re&ar&er% polledz 
by researcher. For exam le,.we ,received.the followifig quotes .I. 
Newspaper and Current Periodicals: 

- Fee set by customer 
-‘:$ltir 
- %5A3curor$32Way 
L $35hourwithaibhour minimuin 
- $6Ohour;$1OOhcurforlsttwohours . . Motion Picture, Broadcasting; and Recorded Sound: 

,: “ ,I ,‘; li : ,I .) .‘,. ‘ 

,,, ,, ,i/ ,;:. ‘ 1’ . ,,,. _I. 

I4 :/ ._ 1”1 ..,. 
~’ _, 

,,. 
! /_ I, ‘, ‘, ,./ : 1,/. 3. ‘,.. ,. ‘5. ,,.., s.;‘ .T./, ,. / I,‘/, , 

:,j ‘A !‘\ ” “,I . r.” (‘, ., , . .’ 
-2: TWO df the,ser&ei studi.~d~~nterl~i~~lry, loans +d .as&$tii$ ,_i ’ ; 

,’ / I 

com?ercial ,reseayche*s-have a ;lo&::v,blume, thtia limiting their : .i, 

revenue poieniial. +:’ : .- : ,;, .‘L, 
/,’ 

,’ ,’ ., ‘. : 
As the”Library’ of last resort, the Library of Congress lends relatively few’items . 

1 

to other libraries and lends mostly to Congress; ,$.i~ BY 1995; & ,Library f#ed:.32,00~ 
of 40,000 requests made from Congress, compar,ed to fill@g 2liOOO of 46,000 requests 
made from other US government or US research libraries. The Library &i~ve~d~.~’ ,:.. 
38,000 requests for ‘material fiom*US research l~brar~esj~and g&IO0 requests’from,.US 1:. “‘i 
governme,nt librar& ‘Unless the ‘fee’,for.,loans to other libraries would subsidize the 
cost of loans to Congress, the revenue from 21,000 loans (filled requests) to libraries 
remains quite small-under $700,000. ,’ i . . 

In serving commercial resetirchers, most divisions, in the Library have _. 
limited themselves to requests that can be handled quickly,. usually within a 2-h& ,;’ 
time frame. Any request demanding greater attention is generallyreferred to a list 
of outside researchers, resulting in+ facts outsourcing pf commercial research. 
Accordingly, charging commercjal researchers a fee for research would most likely ’ 
not offset current appropriations. Rat&&the additional revenue would be offset by 
additional costs for performing .researchthat currently is not performed. 

3. Significant revenue potential exists for the other two services 
studied-+copyright registration and cataloging-but pursuing this 
revenue potential must be examined in light. of precedent and the 
Library’s mission., 

We believe the revenue potential from recovering full costs for copyright 
registrations and charging publishers for cataloging should be addressed within the 
broader context of the Library’s mission. Because the copyright registration and 

‘) 

Cataloging In Publication (CII?) programs provide considerable contributions to the 
Library’s collection (Exhibit 2-33), the effect of increasing or introducing fees for these 

,_ :,, 
> . ’ 
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those with the greatest potential for realization and to.establish effective strategies 
for implementation. 

,... .’ ,, :, : I,_ 
6. The Libiary does not have the pricing mechanisms in place to the 

extent necessary to support additional fee-based services. 
..) : :,, , 

For comparative iurposes, Booz.Arien also interviewed Rersonnel in several. 
of the areas in the .Library that currently charge fees for their services., We found no< 
consistent pricing methodology for establishing those fees, particularly where 
calculating hourly rates is concerned. 

. . ;, !; , . : _, .‘. : .:,;: 
l In .the Cataloging Distribution Service; fees are, established through price ‘. 

recommendations developed by the Fiscal Officer. These price 
recommendations, are ba.sed on a manual calculation. of the, marketmg and 

. distribution costs for a particular product and~inchrde. an estimate of future 
sales volumes. 

l The Photoduplication Service uses an activity-based costing -approach to 
develop more than 40 separate fees for the copying services it provides. 
Photoduplication calculates hourly rates assuming 1,177 annual direct 
Jabor hours per, employee, The. difference between total annual ,hours of 
2,080 hours and annual direct labor, hours of 1,177 (903 hours) was 
assumed to account for holidays, annual leave, sick leave, lunch, breaks 
and ,l.5 hours per day ‘?maccounted for.” ^ / 

.: 
l The ,Motion ,l%ture, Broadcasting, and Recorded Sound Division.- 

calculates hourly rates assuming 80 percent productivity and 1,675 
c “available hours per year.” The 20 percent reduct@n:of available hours 
allows ,for -training I and other contingencies. The. resulting hourlyrate, is 
effectively. based on 1,340 annual direct labor hours. 

~ ~ .‘I’, 
l The .Copyright *Law provides the Re@ster of Copyrights with, the authority ., 

I. to fix fees. for special services (i.e., services other ‘than basic copyright 
registrations) on the basis of the cost of.providing the service; The 
Copyright Office calculates hourly rates for these fees assuming 2,087 direct 
labor hours per employee. A multiplier of 73.29 percent is added to this 
hourly ‘rate to account for other direct and indirect costs. 

7. Outsourcing could significantly affect the Library’s operatiiig costs, 
unit cost qfservices, potential revenue, and alsoi mission. I, : 
, ,, ,. II% ‘- .i ,, /. . . , .: t 

Alternative methods of prod&on, ‘such as outs&using; ,are‘ possible if they ~ 
are found to be in keeping with the Library’s mission. While we’ did not evaluate 
the cost savings that could be realized through outsourcing, we did consider which 
of the four services we studied warrant an outsourcing analysis. We believe , 
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charging publishers for cataloging and certain work related to the, copyright 
registration. process provide the greatest‘potential for outsourcing. 

” : i 
The Loan Division does not really lend itself to alternative methods of 

production, because processing loan requests requires admittance to the stacks. 
With respect to commercial research, various’ units at the Library ,have essentially 
outsourced ,a11 but a minimum level of research for commercial and other users. 
Numerous divisions perform only a’ prescribed minimum of research before 
providing requesters with a list of outside researchers who can -continue a search for 
a fee. .’ .:. . (,” 

I I ‘.,, SLi( _’ 
Cataloging could be accomplished through possible outsourcing or 

cooperativ:e agreements, subject to, the interpretation of the. Library’s mission: 
,’ ,. ., ,:, ‘. r -., .” ; I 

; 0 l , In 1993, OCLC proposed to perform cataloging for the Library at an 
estimated price,of $36 per book ” ,.* #;.’ ’ 4 r 

l The Library does have one cooperative cataloging agreement with the 
National Institutes of Health for cataloging medical material 

. ,. ,) 
l ‘The Library has not pursued additional cooperative agreements because 

Library senior management is concerned about maintaining standards and 
quality ,in a dispersed cataloging operation ; -, ;, : 

: 
,,, 

I, .” 
l The Library senior management considers cataloging a core service of the 

Library and one that should not be outsourced to firms like OCLC if the 
Library is to ,maintain the level of quality and comRleteness in its, catalogs. “7 ^ .I >’ .’ i : “( 

Parts.of the copyright registration process are also candidates for outsourcing, 
for example,, examining ‘and. cataloging. The’ ‘determination of .potential activities 
for outsourcing should be,based on’the need for knowledge of copyright law, the 
complexity of the process and the associated learning curve. It appears that the 
learning curve. associated with examining and cataloging is fairly lengthy, indicating 
a long time before an outside source could handle current claim volumes efficiently. 
An associated risk of outsourcing might therefore be an increase in arrearages or a 
reduction in quality. 

Alternatively, the Copyright Office could outsource ,the Licensing and 
Copyright Arbitration Royalty Panels (CARP) divisions, which do not get directly 
involved with the’ copyright registration process. The Licensing ‘division 
administers compulsory and statutory licenses. for retransmitting television and 
radio broadcasts. ‘Ihe CARP division makes determinations concerning reasonable 
terms and rates of royalty payments. However, given that both of’these divisions 
currently offset their entire appropriations with fees, the benefit of outsourcmg is’ 
primarily administrative. . 

/’ ., 
: 
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The greatest potential for outs&r&g ?nCopyright comes from areas where a . working knowledgeof copyright,law is not:~recjuiied and where., p,oliciesV,and,S,practices 
are notfrecluently changed. A number of activities in the Copyright Office’s! 
Receiving and Processing ‘division and some functions in the Information and 
Reference division represent, candidates for outsour.cing. “,Combined, these I&O 
divisions’ IW 1995 appropriations for coml$nsation, and benefits a$proximated $7.2 
million.,;., -: I.-~ j _ . . 

_>. ;T: 
ix <‘-- 

.’ _ 
,’ ‘8. ’ ,~p:;kl~tii,“c ongT+s h@ .prdiridecl,;th$ ‘Library y$&ii,%ite$ ~q#~$ve 

Iji .,l::zautho&y to expand, f&based se&es. -\ :I -!~ 
; 

,, i ::. : ,’ : ,.j i 1 ,, :, ,i ;y,: ,i. , ,;. , : ? “/. .‘ 
Of’ the four services studied,! only ‘the’ Copyright Office currently, has the 

appropriate su$hort struc$ire’ in l+ce to’ recover icost; : Thebase fee %r co&right 
registra~~~~~I~~~~:o~y be modi@l by law; h&ever, theC$yright. La$+loes :provide 
the -author@ ‘to .adjust base, feesat 5-year ir&e,~als to refle,ct ,changesin the 
Consumer Price Index (CPI);. Despite the’authority to adjust fees by regulation, the 
Copyright Office has elected not’to ,do so. As a result, fees have not increased, as 
often as changes in cost would, demand or current la$tiould allow. _* I , I 

Charging publishers .for cataloging and charging libraries for loans, would 
require legislative action, to relieve.the Library from ,resti;ictions. Whereas the 
Library does not currently have the authority to charge commercial ‘researchers fees 
for services, large research projects [could be accommodated through the ,Publications 
office. The Publications Office has, a revolving fund, which permits the Publications 
Office to,;establish projectsfor fees or for shared revenue with outside publishers and 
researchers.. :r 

” I,< 

fie fact that five different pieces of legislation,have been drafted’andior 
introduced in each of the last 5 years, without any of! them having been enacted, 
however, demonstrates the. difficulty and complexity of introducing additional fee- 
based services. Exhibit 2-34, below, pr0vides.a summary of legislation drafted or 
introduced over the last 5 years. ; ,.. %,, L 
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; EXHIB!T 2-34 : 

General 
fee-based 
library 
research and 
information 
products and 
services that 
are outside 
the scope of 
the Library’s 
core services 

l States ‘core 
Library 
services as 
organizing, 
cataloging, 
preserving 
collections; 
reference: 
domestic 
interlibrary 
loan 

p States core 
services are 
to be provided: 
at no cost 

1. Provides - 
administrative 
mechanisms 
for fee-based 
services 

types of 
services: 

- Core Library 
Products & 
Services: 
dorhestic’ 
interlibrary ” 
loan, , 
information 
products & 
services 
customarily 
provided by 
libraries to 
us&p at no 
charge 

- National 
Library 
Products & 
Services: 
products & 
services used 
by libraries; 
play role in 
library 
services 

- Specialized 
Library 
Products & 
Services: 
customized 
information, 
products, and 
services that 
exceed core 
services, are 
not national, 
and are 
designed for 
individuals or 
discrete 
groups 

. maintains 
thfee’... 
categories of 
products/ 
services:, 
- &$ 

- National 
- Specialized 

.,. ‘. 

, 
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based,: or .fund; 
activities as the 
follovvingi ,- ,,, 
l Reeearch 

reports for 
-Federal ’ 

.’ agencies 
l Central, * 
,acquisition for 
Feciyd 
agencies 

l Decimal 
classification 
development 

l Gift shop 
?Document 

copying 
services and 
intematisnal 
lending 

l Central 
acquisition for 
overseas 
programs 

l Special events 
and programs 

or ,fuhd,, activities as 
l Research reports 

for P,ederal. : 
agencies ,,, 

l : ,lnternational’ 

i 
lending’; 
‘Central acquisitidr 
for Federal 
agencies 

l Decimal 
classification 
development 

. Gift stibp 

. Document copying 
services and 
international 
lending 

l Central acquisition 
for overseas ’ 
programs 

b Special events 
and programs 

,‘/ 

..: 
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, 

ksearch 

lterlibrary 
oans 
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in 
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C( 
P’ 
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?;:,j&;?~ ;gg,g 1.. ,A ;-; 
$72~ ;,“Ai,pi, ,: ‘yy ::, ‘: ,I,\ .,., “,i 
. c&&rs- 2 

cataloging as 
.acorF ; ,~,. 
service, $k 
continues’ to 
be provided a 
no cost 

b Library no ,, 
longer, 
recovers iC&i 
PIUS i 0%; but 

rather 
recovers 
distribution 
costs only 
w,,,.& I 

furnishing ,_ 
products and 
Gvicis 

States ,only 
reference 
services as 
core, not 
researFh 
States,. 
customized 
research : 
reports & 
ansilytidal ’ 
studies are 
fei-based 
EstablisheS 
revolving fund 
efines 
Dmestic 
tterlibrary 
‘ans as core. 
srvice, 
>ntinued to be 
*ovided at no 
1st 

‘. 
.., ,’ 

; : ‘;: ‘, ,, .., ‘: ,‘. 

It 

4 

t 

cakiloging as 
‘a core> ; : 
se’&& which .sijntinues i& 

be provided ai 
no cost 

) Libraiy no 
longer 
recovers ‘cost 

-‘plui lo%, but 
rather 
recovers 
distribution 
cysts only 
whiziii 
furnishing 
products and . _.,’ 
serwces 

. 

. 

Specifies 
research 
reports &,,. 
analytical 
studies as 
speqi,al&d 
prodlicts and 
as a fee-based 
service .. 
Establishes 
revolving fund 

.D 
dl 
in 
a! 
C( 

P’ 
C( 

lefines 
omestic 
lterlibraty loans 
s core service, 
sntinued to be 
rovided at~no, ie. 
Elst 

- 

:. 

1 

t 

4 

’ : 

. 

. 

0 

dl 
in 
lc 
SC 
Cl 
P’ 
Cl - 

cataloging zis 
a core : ,$ .,.’ ,,: 
&et&e, #; : 
‘tihich ; fL <~;;ii.&es ti, 

be provided a 
i n,?.cost, ,I:: 
) Litrary no :, 

lowe,: ,, :; 
rxovers.‘coSi 
plus lo%, bui 
rather 
recpvers :, 
disfribution 
costs only 
when , 
furnishing 
products and 
services 
Authoriies 
fees ,for j 
production & 
distribution of 
spyciaked 
p~oc+cts, 
Establishes 
revolvirig fund 

lefines 
omestic 
lterlibrary 
lansas core 
Brvice, 
3ntinued to be 1 
rovided at no’ 
mt 

I  :  

* .  

t  

I  

( . :  :’ 

! 

. 

c 
ir 
It 
fc 

con&d& : :. : :,; 
,~+alpg/ng.,$ ; j 

..,> if$yxi or 
fund Scti\i&i &niiii&j; to 

provide 
cat&oging at nc 
cof$;t; .L,’ 

l Library n&’ ‘. 
longer r&over5 
cost plus’~io%, 
but rather 
recovers 
distribution , i 
6ostS only whei 
furnishing 
product! and 
services : 

: 
1 Allows charging. 
of, fees’ for 
research only to 1 
Federal:agt3xies 
1 Establishes 
revolving fund 

Iomestic 
iterlibrary 
3nding is not a 
se-based service 
Ind .continues to 
e providgd$ no 
ost 

The initial impetus for the cited legislation was to provide thy Library with 
statutory authority and financial mechanisms (example, revolving funds) to 
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support activities in which it was-already involved. The initial legislation proposed 
by the Library-the Library of Congress Fund Act of 1991 (S.1416)) and Library of 
Congress Fund Act of 1992 @2748)--jnc@ded fee-based ,products and services, 
however, as well as providing for the financial mechanisms. The expansion of fee- 
based;services drew strongconcerns from Library stakeholders, and as a result the 
legislation was revised to accommodate their concerns: ’ ,,..,,-., ” 

‘a 

Ihe hroposed Library of. Congress Financial I?eforrn Act of 1994 and Library of 
Congress Financial Management Act of 1995 authorized specific fund’service 
activities that could take, advantage of+. revolving ‘f@d~slcost recovery mechanisms. >L 
For both ,pie,ces of legislation,, the list of Fund service, :activities is thec.same. The : 
activities iincluded in the proposed legislation ,are all ones ‘that the Library is 
currently performing under ‘other, authorities; no new fcjGbas,ed or:i,fund, activities ;‘:- .*c I. :;~;: 
are author@d under thq,qro~osed legislatron. ,,, ,, j;,,.:: .;, ,, .: . 

1’ :; / ,;,. ,I, 1 
Stakehiders responded strongly to the Library of Congress Fund:Act of 1992 

(S. 2748), whichiled to the revision of fee-based services in the ,993,19941’and 1995 
proposals.” Exhibit 2-35 summa&es the tiritten te&,imony provided at ‘the hearings 
on the Library of Congress Fund Act of i992 (S. 2748)’ .\ 

“,,, ., 
: EXHbBlT .2-k : :. i .: 

Testinky “on the @miry of &ngress Fund A$@ of 1992 ‘..@.’ 2748) 

~~,r)e~a~:~~~~~,‘~~, l ,Puts the Library in competition with 
‘Co$rnqH$ ‘1 the private sector j 

: ~ I’,’ ,: ‘. : : .~ 
.:,.i ” .: ,‘, 1 l May diminish ~intellectual property 

,:’ .‘: ‘: :. . ...,’ :’ ,_, ,*; ‘, ,, ,_ rights :‘. 
,,, .’ ;. ‘,i’ :, ;, _,“,I, ‘.‘I .,:. 

~ ,, ,, ,,;, ‘.“& > ; :> l Establishes information policies 
I ; ‘.... <‘, ;.: ,,*, “-i , ‘,. / ., ~, 2: :, ; for the Library that are 
‘. ;, > \’ _L +? -ii ,x ‘,‘,’ inconsistent with general 

~ “,:; ,, : < ‘~,, ,. ;:,. government information policies, 
: : , ::,‘. )_ ,i,: ,: ” ,, _ :l.;,,~ -;:. ‘.,Z, ,,:;p l May shift the Library’s focus from 

<I, :, 

I 

c, y;., :‘,:P ‘I non-fee-based services to fee- 
,’ .’ ,>’ : ., I’ ,?., 

:‘, ” ‘,, ;, I - ( based services 
:., <;‘ ,‘, * .,; “’ .,;. ” ~‘k ,_, l Changes mission of the Library 

: ‘,‘,:: I ,_ from focus on Conaress 

1, Catajog’hg :, 1 l Gov’t information principle: no one 
should pay more than a marginal 
fee’ for dissemination. 

l Gov’t information should’be funded 
through appr;bpSioh~ agencies 
should not sell information to fund 
Government activities. 

l Library might seek copyright 
protection and licensing fees on 
materials it produces. 

l . Ensure that fees-do 
from ,a barrier to access 
and ‘service 

l Maintain core services 
of the library as free 

‘. 
l Charge marginal 

distribution costs only 
for national services 

l National library 
products/services 
should be provided at 
no more than ! 
distribution cost,: 

b Concern about the 
range of cost 
categories is included 
in the definition of 
distribution costs. 

l Takesaway from the Library’s 
overarching traditional mission 
‘as the library to Congress 

l AllowsthheLibrary to compete 
unfairly; the Library should not 
be in competition with the 
private sector 

l Library should focus on 
problems identified by GAO, 
rather than on expanding its 
mission 

b Define core services of the 
Library as organizing, 
cataloging, and preserving its 
collections. 
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l Focus && &ifi’to fe&&ed 

services at expense of non-fee- 
based services. 

. . ,’ 

B Consider Library of 
Congress as the library 
of last resort for free 
domestic interlibrary 

,.._ loans ,... 

l .Private sector organizations ’ 
provide these services;. ‘,:I ,‘I 
proposed legislation allows the 
Library, a taxpayer-subsidized 
entity, to engage in commercial 

.’ activitvi ’ ’ 
; Eir~~d c~~e~ooiization ~~,id 

“‘.peimit’the Library to do,just 
about,anything. ,_” -.- ” (, 

*<No direct comments 

(,.’ 

As further evidence of the divergent opinions around charging fees for 
services, stakeholders’ responses from the Mission focus group demonstrate that 
the views on these three ,areas of potential fee-based services diverge greatly. 
Exhibit 2-36 gives a summary of the IVf+sion focus group responses for 
Congressional staff and Library Executives. ‘. 

.1, 

EXHIBIT 2-36 
Mission Focus Group ResiJlts 

Congressional Staff I 1 I.. I 5 I 
Library Executives 

Charging commercial 
researchers a fee _ 

Cmgressional Staff 

Library Executives 

Charging ior interlibrary 
loans : 

4 

1 5 

4 1* 

Congressional Staff 5 1 .,. :. 
Librar$.Ejtecuti\ies : 3 ,,./. . .;, ., 4 :. 

*One respondent in the Library Executive fobs group checked “Disagree” for core research and “Agree” for ‘. 
customizedresearch. 

Congressional staff and Library executivesin the focus groups have opposite 
views on each of the three proposed fee-based services. Congressional staff 

‘:. 

:i 
1’ 
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responses indicated that charging fees, to publishers for cataloging or to commercial 
researchers should be, pursued, whereas Library executives indicated these should 
not be pursued. On the other hand, Library executives, indicate that interlibrary 
lending should be a fee-based service, which is contrary to ,both the Congressional 

:. 

staff’s view and to the treatment of interlibrary lending in ,the proposed bills since 
1992., 

,’ .’ 
The determination and implementation of potential fee-based services will 

require significant ‘work Tamong the Library staff, Congress, and other stakeholders 
and,,i$erested parties, because no clear consensus on potential new fee-based 
products and’seivjces ,for the Library exists. Vocal stakeholders, such as IIA, ALA, 
and AAP, ha.ve been& favor of the Library’s not expanding its fee-based services 
beyond ,.what,‘it offers ,today, na,mely, catalog distribution and pliotoduplication.. . .’ 

.,: ‘,, 
2.5.4 R&commendations / :. 

-, .l. Pursue Full. Recovery of Cop’$right Costs ,” 

We believe that fully 
opportunities both in terms 

recovering copyright registration, costs offers ,s&nificant 
of additional revenue to be captured and relative ease of 

im$ementation, The additional revenue to the Library is substantial-on the order 
of approximately $1.1 to -$17 million annually. As the. Copyright Office has been 
subject to full cost recovery in the past, ‘a precedent has been set for the Library. This 
precedent could be an argument to pursue full cost recovery. 

In order for the Library to recover .full costs successfully, though, it will need 
to refine its cost data and cost assumptions for the Copyright Office. Additional 
analysis done to understand, more fully the ‘cost drivers and the associated 
assumptions on .how to allocate costs-more completely will give the Library better 
information to determine what the fee levels should be and will help -make a 
stronger argument for obtaining the legislative relief needed for full cost recovery. 

. . Because the Copyright Office does not fully recover, costs, and has not fully 
recovered costs since the 194Os, the Library will need to develop a legislative strategy 
and seek Congressional approval for full recovery of copyright registration costs. 

In addition, if the Copyright Office is to maintain full cost recovery, it needs to 
establish the capability and mechanisms to. handle fee changes and, possibly, 
multiple fees. In recovering full costs, we recommend that the Copyright Office also 
establish a differentiated fee structure that better matches the fee to the processing 
cost. In order for the Copyright Office to implement this approach successfully, it 
must be able to update, maintain, and communicate a more complex fee sc,hedu!e 
that will change more frequently. The introduction of the online Copyright Office 

, Electronic Registration, Recordation and Deposit System (CORDS) in the near future 
should facilitate fee changes through the use of electronic data interchange and 
electronic commerce for fee recovery. Coupling the changes, in fees with the .I 
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implementation of CORDS,should simplify the change and reduce concerns about a 
fee structure that changes fairly frequently. ‘,’ > . 4,” .s._ ,?I. .,, < 

The Copyright Office therefore meets two key criteria for pursuing a fee-based 
service: significant revenue, which makes put,ting the necessary structures, in place 
worthwhile, and ,a strong argument and precedent; ,which can’ help diffuse possible 
‘negative reactions from the customer and stakeholder base. .,, 

,- ,. .._ , ,,. ,/ .’ * . . /,‘,, 1’. -. 
2. I Develop ,a’ comprehensiire:plan to.ejtplore in detail the potential , 

revenue from charging publishers a fee or cataloging. ‘I. : : ! ” 

r  : ,  

following :elements: 

l A thorough assessment of the corollary relationships between publishers 
and the Library-the Library’s relationship with publishers and the 
publishing community exists on many levels, such as ‘receiving new 
publications into the collections and cooperative agreements, and the 
Library needs to examine whether charging publishers fees for cataloging 
would significantly damage other important relationships. The plan 
therefore should address the range of .these relationships and identify steps 
to mitigate the concern or risk. 

We have estimated that, the potential. revenue. to the. ,Library :from’charging 
publishers a fee for cataloging represents a significant amount of money-on the 
order of $7,500,000 annually-as shown in the detailed analysis above. Recovering ” 
this potential’ revenue, however, may be complex. ‘Both Library of :Congress : ~ 
management and many of those outside theLibrary perceive cataloging, as a core 
service of the Library. We believe that the Library should carefully +co&truct and 
execute a plan that specifies how it will realize the potential revenue- and how it: will 
address stakeholders’ interests and concerns. j I ,;. .‘.I 

,.,, :: . 
We recommend that the plan for charging for cataloging incorporate the 

l Addressing the concerns of other stakeholders-the Library has many 
other stakeholders, such as Congress, libraries, and associations, that may 
be concerned about how charging a fee for cataloging will affect the’ 
Library’s cataloging and collections. The Library should bring these 
stakeholders into the discussion and design of the proposed approach to 
fees for cataloging. The Library should plan out the’ steps required to 
ensure the continued high quality of both cataloging and the collections 
and to reduce or mitigate the stakeholders’ concerns. , I . . ,. ,,. ,.” 

6 Development of a method for setting the fee structure-in charging 
publishers a ,fee for cataloging, ,the Library will have to determinethe basis : 
for the fee-whether to -base the fee on’ full cost recovery or to use 
something less than full cost recovery. The Library must address how to 
handle the value of items deposited with it for cataloging, and whether or 
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not this value plays a role in determining the level of the fees. “The 
Library needs to evaluate the price, elasticity.of demand with respect to 
cataloging to determine the appropriate level ‘at which to set price and 
maximize potential revenue.. 

, ‘. _: ,./ .^ ,’ 
Similarly, the Library :will, have to assess if publishers’ alternatives for 

cataloging information are acceptable to the wider community. ,If so, the effect on 
demand for Library cataloging services will clearly have tbearing on the level of fees 
the Library can ultimately charge. It will also have to determine if charging a fee for 
cataloging will- reduce the number ,of items submitt& for cataloging,. which would 
reduce both the inflqw to. the collections and the potential revenue. 

‘, :3. : Develop a-strategy zifid approach.for qualifying pbtenti;il fee-based 
’ services. t:. ;‘, /r ,: , i’: “’ ‘, ; : 

.., ,~ ‘Ti’ ,_/ i 
The analysis of the‘four se&c&areas studied makes clear that some,possible ’ 

fee-based services offer substantially greater potential revenue than ‘others; In order 
to deploy its efforts most effectively and- ,maximize revenue potential, .the Library 
should develop, an analytical approach that allows ,it to; determine both the level of 
potential revenue and the possible issues related to pursuing .the fee-based service, 
including stakeholder and legislative issues. 

/ .’ . 
Exhibit 2-37 shows the conceptual approach we have developed for the : 

Library to use in qualifying opportunities. 

.Exhibit 2-37 
Proposed ,Apprqach for Qualifying Opportunities 

,I 

calliulate 
*. 

lhlltcost/ - 
Totd Revsnue 

Undwstand _ 
cost Drlven 

Develop 
t Recommtnclatlon to t 

W-log~tcgY 

Pursue or Not Implementation 
” 

.’ 

Ana@e Customer, 
L Sakhokter Rssponee 

endLegislatkaIssues 

This approach mirrors the analytical approach we used for this study.’ It takes 
into account not only the financial data, but also the environment for the .potential 
fee-based services. Key elements of the approach include the :following: 

’ ,I 
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. *  

l Understand cost ‘drivers-Defines how the service is @ovided-“and :what 
resources are involved. in providing it. This information,, ,which can be 
gathered, through focused interviews. and volume statistics, ,provides the 
basis for assumptions on allocating the costs of the service. : 

l &i&ate budget data-Breaks down budget data!, including overhead, 
according to’ the assumptions determmed in the previous step. This is the .~ 
‘fjrst ste$ toward the allocation of total. costs to the service under study: ‘. ,I.,, : : ^, .j! ‘, , I”,’ ,s 

6 d&i&& .umt cost ‘and t&i! revenu~Determines the. cost per se&e to 
’ ‘each customer. The unit cost provides nnp’ortant mput as to how the 

service may be perceived by potential customers. ” : ’ ’ I. ’ 
. . : r‘,’ , , ,.. /’ \ ,.,.. ‘,. 

l Analyze ‘cust.omer and stakeholder responses.‘and legislative issues-- 
Provides the’context in tihich the fee-based service would be 
implemented. This analysis can be accomplished through selected 2 
interviews and through: comparisons< with similar ‘services and the 
reactions to those services in the past. Realizing additional revenue : 
potential requires that the Library have the authority and support to 
implement the fees. The stakeholder and legislative analyses are key to 
determining what it may take for the Library to get such authority and 
support. 

l Develop recommendation to pursue or not-Provides context for moving 
forward. Based on the quantitative and qualitative data, the Library can 
determine whether or not an opportunity really offers revenue potential. 
The quantitative data will demonstrate whether or not the potential 
revenue is at a level that is worth pursuing; the qualitative data will help 
the Library make the decision on whether implementing the fee-based 
service is in its best interest. 

l Develop strategy for implementation-Creates a comprehensive approach 
for implementing qualified opportunities. The analytical ‘steps outlined 
above will help ensure that the Library will pursue only services that offer 
real potential. Using the preliminary analysis as a starting point, the 
Library should then establish a plan for ensuring that the opportunity 
becomes a reality. 

The application of the analytical approach will assist the Library in qualifying 
opportunities based- on a realistic assessment of their potential, both financial and 
strategic. Through the assessment, the Library can determine the high-priority, 
high-probability services to pursue for fee authority. 

In order to fully realize the revenue potential from the Library’s services, the 
Library needs to move along two tracks. First, Library management should charge 
each service unit with identifying potential fee-based services and off-sets to 
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.-,. 
appropriated funds. Second;’ the Library should develop ‘specific plans and assign /’ 
responsibility for developing the feesBand fee, authority. ” , ,, : . . 

4. DeVelbp legislative stiategy :to brovide the ‘Libraj;,with the’ ’ ‘. 
‘financial mechanisnis and authority needed, tb iinplkmetit ‘fee- 
based setiices. -’ 

One of the,most critical elements needed for the Library’s implementation 
and management of fee-based services, is the appropriate financiai structure. Fee- 
based services,, in order to run effectively, require a different financial,’ structure from ‘, 
that presented in the annual budget and appropriation process, which restricts 
pl,aming and perfo~~nce tqthe sMg!z &Cal year h$zo~!, .,L $~~:@sg$ seryices 
demand, mechanisms that allow the organi&&% to provide serv;ces across budget 
and appropriation ‘years. ; +,.: ,- ,.: c ’ ,,*. 4’ ,.;i.;,, 

To date, Congress has not provided the Library with legislation authorizing 
a!1 the different financial mechanisms needed to pursue,:a .range ,of.fee:based service 
opportunities. The Library should,:,develop, a legislative strategy that* takesinto 
account potential stakeholder reactions and objections to the fee-based .services and 
determines how it will deal with these objections innegotiating the needed 
legislation. ‘. _ ., 
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3.0 INFRAS,TRUCTURE ; :, 
(” 

j_ Infra&&ure focuses on.tly ar+s..of facilities, security and t@nology usage. 
The Library {a&s some unique and time-urgent issues in$l~ese areas which are 
treated in detail in the following sections. 

‘. 3 
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3.1 FACILITIES 
(’ : 

The Library’s operations are inherently facility intensive. W&out, adequate 
facilities, there would be nowhere to store and review the Library’s collection of 
printed materials; films, and recordings. More importantly, the Library’s need for 
adequate space is constantly growing. The ,recognition of the inter-relationship 
between mission and the facilities required to support the’mission is critical to the 
Library’s future success. ” 

3.1.1 Background 

The Library of Congress is primarily housed in three buildings on Capitol 
Hill. The Jefferson Building, a turn-of-the-century facility built in the Neo-classical 
style, is the centerpiece-of the Library and houses the Main Reading Room and a 
variety of collection items. The Adams Building is a Federal-style building housing 
the science and technology collections. And the Madison Building, built in the late 
20th century Modern style, houses most of the Library’s operations and service 
units, its Law Library, the National Digital Library, and several classifications of 
collections. The Library bears no rental or maintenance costs for these facilities as 
those costs are borne by the Architect of the Capitol. The Jefferson and Adams 
Buildings are nearing the completion of a lo-year, $80 million renovation. The 
Madison Building is nearing the end of its 20-year economic life. The Library does 
receive appropriated funds to pay $2.6 million for Capitol Hill janitorial services and 
$4.7 milhon for the General Services Administration (GSA) Rent System (RS) rates 
for the use of off-site facilities (Landover Center Annex, Taylor Street Annex, 
Market Street Annex, and Buzzard Point). The Suitland and Wright-Patterson Air 
Force Base facilities are used by the Library for nitrate film storage and preservation. 
These outlying facilities house a mix of collections storage and Library operational 
functions. The planning, design, construction, maintenance and management of 
these facilities is performed by a combination of the Library, and the Architect of the 
Capitol, the GSA, and the U.S. Air Force. 

Collections storage space availability is a Library-wide issue, one that has a 
clear impact on the Library of Congress’ ability to carry out its mission.of collecting, 
storing, and preserving general and special collections. Available space to store the 
Library’s continuously growing collections has nearly run out. In 1992, the Library 
predicted that the General Collections would reach “gridlock” in 1994 in the 
Jefferson Building and soon thereafter in the Adams Building. Space for motion 
picture film was expected to be exhausted in 1993 and recorded sound collections 
would be out of space in 1994. In addition, it was predicted that several million 
items would.need to be relocated to off-site storage to accommodate the Manuscript 
Division staff for arrearage reduction. The Prints and Photographs Division 
collections, scheduled to move to off-site storage to make room for processing staff 
in 1993, are still awaiting space. And the Rare Book and Special Collections Division 
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shelf space is currently filled to capacity.’ Many of the predictions made in 1992 
shave now been realized and the space shortage is projected to intensify as collections 
continue to grow at ,a:rate of 3OOjOOO items per year. : At that rat&the lLibrary+ 
collections twill exceed. the‘ predicted storage capacity of the’only construction project 
currently approved by Congress, the’ Fort Meade Storage facility, before it is 
completed in ‘1999. ‘.,>’ 

;., ._ ‘., , ‘, ,,.: “.. .I .) 
In spiteof this fragmented environment, facilities planning- has improved hits 

efforts toward the identification. and evaluation :of short and long term collection . . 
storage requirements.:’ These planning activities; however; 1 have been., heavily b ;. 
influenced .by-Congressand :program funding forcadditional storage space was,not, 
granted, u& FY1993.2:. The-Library has also completed several detailed planning 
analyses for relocating some Capitol Hill ‘collections into high, de’nsity off-site storage 
facilities as part of their planning process for the primary storage needs of the 
Library’s collection. !, ,I /:.:, ” ,,I : ;’ .*. ’ ‘Y’ 

,. : I 
It is important to understand. where facilities planning and management ,i 

activities fit. into the overall Library organization. The Library’s Integrated Support 
Services (ISS), Office is,responsible for all functions relating to -procurement, 
contracting, and material activities; space planning and space utilization;. facility : 
management, and custodial, oversight of Library buildings and leased space; interior 
design; environmental health, safety, and fire protection; occupational ,health; ; 2 j 
management of mail, freight,. and,‘transportation ,services; physical and electronic 
security of Library buildings, collections, and information; and emergency 
preparedness; These activities are organized into seven divisions. Each of the 
seven ‘Division Chiefs serves on? the ISS management teams and is -under the general 
policy direction of the ISS Director? The ISSDirector reports directly to an Associate i 
Librarian of Congress and’ serves on the. Senior Management Reporting Group; 
Exhibit 3-l identifies all of the components of ISS that are involved in :facilities .. 
planning and management for. the Library. ” I I: .:. 

,I’ .- 

,  :  

. ,  . ,  0 

l Data frdm the December 1, ‘i9!%;&b&y of Co&r& Colle&ons &ora& Plan. 
: 

‘FY 1993 Legislative Branch Appropriations Bill. 

3Data from the March 28,1994, Library of Congress Regulation 214-3, Functions and Organization of 
Integrated Support Services, Constituent Services. 
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3.1.3 Findings and Conclusions 1 ” ; 
.-* ,. , 

The facilities planning and :management s&tions +@hm~E&lity~ &vices 
: 

provide a,.full range of service-oriented functions designed, around the -user’s needs. 
They implement the majority of. these functions in an environment ,where, 
direction, ,which is often conflicting, is received from several sources and where key I 
resources (especially space and personnel) are severely restricted. Operating in this 
environment dsirectly affects their ability to respond efficiently and ‘effectively. to 
customer’s requests for services. Inspite of ,this situation,cthey have consistently 
been. able to $ quickly ,.mobilize available resources to accommodate .user: changes, or 
new directions, accommodating special events and rapidly emerging programs such 
as the. NDL. All this, however, is often at ,the cost -of other .requirements that were ‘:. 
quickly reprioritized. ! I ‘;. : : 4 

3 .‘. ,, : 
The critical shortage of space that has been identified ‘and documented by the ’ 

Library several times in recent years is symptomatic of a larger problem: the Library 
does not treat facilities planning and management as’ an integral part of its ‘mission. 
As a result, it is restrictmg,its own ability to locate materials’for readers and the 
collection materials are subject to damage and deteriorationbecause they do not’ 
have the:proper storage environment,;’ Furthermore, the demand. for additional 
space and the needi to remedy quality and environmental ‘problems’ in .older leased 
facilities, such ‘as the nitrate-based film storage facilities’ in Suitland; Maryland, are 
increasingly impacting all collections programs at the libmry. 1. ’ ‘. 

,, 
Related to this problem is, the ‘inability of the Library to obtam the necessary 

Congressional program approval _ and subsequent funding .for..its ..ever-increasing 
storage space requirements. ,Multiple planning .scenarios ‘have been developed by 
the Library to satisfy partial storage space requirements; however, these *scenarios 
have never been tie,d ,together in .a comprehensive plan and consequently have not 
been approved, in spite of the fact that the Librarian, has testified before Congress 
attesting to the criticality of space needs. Efforts at securing program approval have 
largely failed; the one exception being the Fort Meade Storage Facility project. 

Booz.Allen’s facilities management assessment revealed the following 
significant findings and conclusions: 

1. The Library does not have a Strategic Facilities Plan that includes a 
comprehensive plan for the efficient and economic management 
of the facilities which house collections. 

Although there have been some isolated planning studies and reports that 
define short and long-term collection storage needs, there is no comprehensive, ,. 
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integrated Library-wide strategic Jfacilities. .plan. 
completed the following studies and reports: 

For instance, the Library has 
., I. 

, i. 
0, 1989 Statistical Survey of Current and Projected Collections Space Needs 

for the year 5000 ’ 
. ,. I,,. 

‘0’ 1990 A Plan for the Library of Congress Collections Storage Fac&ty . ., :.~? , , 
,. . 

. l 1991 Special ,Co$ections Sp,ace Needs ‘Assessment 
,. 

’ ‘. :, ^ ,‘, ,. ..I . ...” ., ., i_ li ./ .’ ., 
l 1992 ,Eeport on High Density Storage Eacil~ties .!-, 

: . ,  ,’ 

,  

l 1‘992 Collections Storage Plan 
I  ’ . ,  ., ’ 

:31’,.. I_ .:: .(. ._ .- ,. . 1.1 , 

l 1992 Committee on the.‘Study~of’Futitre Space Needs for Book Collections 
Re$oiq. .::.’ .., . . x /,,, II ., 

: 
: 

mese ,documents collectively describe the Library’s collectionsstorage problems in 
both the general and special collections;forecast the growth of collections, and. 
identify both long and short term solutions for locating addit$nal ‘space. Although 
these planning studies and reports are impor.tant, a -clear and comprehensive 
facilities strategy which provides’ a solid .foundation for making decisions and 
obtaining project approvals and funding is missing. *Exhibit 3-2 assessesthe current 
availability of essential strategic planning components. ,’ ./ 
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EXHIBIT 3-2 
Strategic Facilities Plan ‘Chthponetit- Matrix, --’ ,-. ):. ,., ‘.r.. ,‘.,: .,!I r’, /I .>.. “’ 
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,. 

: ,.I;‘ ,.. . ,_/I( I ? : -: ., -6% ! : .-.. : .: ! ,.” .: ,. : j 
‘-+ &ieg>;,ok a c,;&preh&;siie i$Gcess to guide ficiijti& pl&hg. “& 

management deci&o,ns is further ‘highlighted by-the-fact that,:,+e Library has no’ ‘. 
short orlong term strateti ‘to: ‘transiuon out’-of the Suitlandfilm vaults facility. $‘he 
Library -has cleiarly stated that nitrate film storage has’been uoublesome over the ‘last 
15.years and:$e GSA’has requested. that the Library vacate ‘the Suitland h&$@t$ 
The Library’s ,Saf&y Se&$&s .Di$sion sai$ that ,the Suitland and, the Wright- 
Pattersqn Air Force j3ase,. facilities should be,, vacated- due to deteriorating conditions. 
Even with the serious “facility ‘$roblem d&iy ut$lerst,ood,’ one’ of~Coll&tions ; ! serviib$:’ to;6 ,.jo* p$jocifies is, to, gzitiiii’ L&iGC~$<,$~~&ts ,&~di~i~fi~l ‘hi&ie f$.& 
wi&out‘ a: ;fp, wq+&4gg.p& afig :&~~s;$he.hi$~: a~$!oa-~;pg~$i&& ,gf 

the associated facility pro&&’ 
=. ;eff6rts &+ol&hg~.‘th~ ~~~d~~~~~.~.~~~~~~~~~~~~.~~~~~~~ 

culpepper, ybgiriia, are only investigatory at his poht and noty$&tt>Gi a;:$i&&d” Il. 

effort to address this issue. .:* ,/ .,d , I 8. g ) . i . ..-P ,, ‘” ‘{k !. -.“y’, 

Without a comprehensive strategic facilities plan, there is no f&&al process 
h-k place to: . ,.. Y., ,. ;.,: ,-., ,+, .,. ‘. ._ ) ,..,, , _ ,..: ,,, i ~. ,.?,, 

(1) 
., 

.‘Describe the mter-relation&$ between the mission of the ‘Library ‘and 
the facilities 9operations’that are required to.lupp6rt’,~~~‘missio,n; ,. ,,, ,,. . . . :,, ” :‘: 1.1” .’ 

(2) Define Library-wide space management. standards to apply’to ’ ’ ’ ‘. 
individual facilities and function types ,. .) :. L 

;(3;) Identify ‘facilities options for meeting space requirements ‘. ,’ - _’ “. ; ’ 1 ,s, ‘. .._’ ,I. 

(4) ‘Fully develop feasible alternatives. 
‘, : 

- : 

Additionally, the placement of Facilities in the. Library% .organizational structure 
does not support a. strategic facilities decision-making process (see finding. number, I 
7.) which. is impacting the Library’s ability to provide a coordinated strategic facilities 
planning ,framework. ‘. 

1’ , 
2. Data sharing, -project planning, communication, and’&ordi&on 

among ,organizatiotial groups is,insufficient. ” ” 

Within ISS, Facility Services, ISS Directorate, Safety Services; ,and Security 
components work independently rather than as a team. For instance, the.. 1% 
Directorate’s facility database, composed of Computer-Aided Design (CAD) files and 
space utilization data, was not made available to Facilities Services during the 
lengthy down time which occurred when their only system crashed during our 
study. Nor .do Facility Services,. ISS Directorate, .‘and Security exchange facilities data 

,..’ , ’ 

4Data from July 13,1995, Library of Congress memorandum from +e Director of ISS to the Deputy 
Librarian of Congress. 
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As further evidence of a segmented and disjointed workflow, we found that 
there is no integrated Tork req.uest or project tracking system, within the Library or 
across %S. Facility Services does track work requests, maintain proj,ect schedules, 
and monitor the progress, of $rojects; however, the tracking syst&$ is not lob’ ’ 
percent automated and is not ‘accessible outside of Facility: Services. ‘lhey produce a 
quarterly $ork request status report for the ISS Director to use and disseminate; 
however,. there”is..no formal channel of. dissemination’ or, managementt rev+& 
across -organizations.-. Safety Services’ (a facilities function $thiri:&)has no, ray of 
tracking project status ‘to identify planned moves in order to, comm’ence fire ,’ 
protection evaluations or to identify when they should get ,i;lvolved’,with.,a’project: 
This, disj,omte.d, work flo% lends itself! to bypassing established +&xlures. ,., Some 
$vice $$its+ ,even::call the AGC directly to initiate-a work request: or obtain ‘* ’ 
.mf~rmat?o’~.~~~,pSojects.,,~;;’ j 

.:_: 
, . ‘. * ,: !’ .‘;(’ “: ..’ “:, .) ,:,,. ,,,, ..i’.:. ,, .I. 

4. The Library lacks a comprehensive and integra&d’facilities 
+tabase. i. ” ‘. ‘,! 

Due to the absence of a comprehensive and integrated facilities database, 
facility personnel do not have quick and easy access to a single, integrated, or, 
technically’ accurate facilities information data set. As a result, facility’ personnel are 
basing decisic&.on information that is outdated ‘and that varies across divisions. 
Facilities @lamring and space management,,decisions are not being optimized. 

At least’ five separate, incompatible, duplicative, and in one ‘instance, 
inaccessible, facilities databases,, all in various degrees of accuracy,,are being<used to 
make facilities decisions. ne Facilities Design and Construction Division’s drawing 
database includes architectural drawings for the three ,Capitol Hill bwildings ,detailed 
to the partition level. The ISS Directorate’s drawing database includes the 
architectural, structural, mechanical, and electrical drawings ,of the same three 
Capitol Hill buildings along with the ,GSA leased facilities. Design and Construction 
Divisions’. drawings are current for partition .mformation; however, the ISS 
Directorates drawings have not been.updated since 1989. The Security Division also 
has a complete drawing database of all Library facilities that was downloaded from 
ISS Directorate’s system. These drawings have never been updated. The AOC has a 
standalone drawing database that is the most current data set for’ the architectural, 
structural, mechanical, and electrical drawings of the Capitol Hill facilities. Finally, 
various service units have unique versions of drawing databases that are used in 
space management. All of these databases have duplicate data sets in various stages 
of accuracy (floorplans, occupant information, wall/partition locations), and ,run on 
different operating systems and/or platforms. 

,. _~ Critical facilities information that exists in isolation at all levels Within the .’ 
Library - strategic, facilities planning, and facilities operations, is not being integrated 
into a centralized database for organization-wide sharing: 



BoozAllen & Hamilton 

0 ISS Directorate’s optimization of facility assets and strategic planning 
for future needs through fundamental “what-if” scenarios could be 
accomplished more efficiently and effectively with a comprehensive 
and integrated facilities database. 

l Facility Services and Facility Design and Construction Divisions. It is 
especially critical that these designers and project managers have up-to- 
date information because their day-to-day operations depend on it. 
Because they do not control whether vital facilities information is 
shared Library-wide, they are unable to quickly and, easily develop 
detailed and accurate inventories of space and assets, develop 
occupancy plans, quickly locate vacant space and ,other available 
resources. Design and Construction needs to work from a common set 
of data with the AOC, Safety, and Human Resources as the Library 
assesses, quantifies, and deals with the improvements that are needed 
to conform to the provisions and requirements of the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act of 1970 (29 U.S.C. 651 et seq.) and with the 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101 et seq.). 

0 Facility Operations and other facility managers. Coordination across 
the organization is negatively affected because facility managers do not 

1 

share scheduled or unscheduled space modification information 
through electronic work requests and job plans across the organization. 

The mainframe-based Computer-Aided Design system that is currently used 
by Facility Services is the only repository of space related, graphic information that 
includes individual office or work spaces. The architectural floor plan drawings that 
have been developed with this CAD system are critical to Facility Service’ operations 
and are intended to be maintained and made available to users of facility 
information. For various reasons, the drawings in the system have not been 
maintained and are not readily accessible. Booz.Allen made several unsuccessful 
attempts over a two-month period to obtain essential CAD drawings which depict 
space utilization of Library facilities in a format suitable for use with a Personal 
Computer (PC) platform. These fundamental problems have been further 
exacerbated by the fact that the mainframe platform is obsolete, and due to the small 
customer base remaining in the industry, it is difficult and costly to obtain system 
support and maintenance. 1 

In an effort to remedy the situation, the Facility Service’ systems 
administrator has initiated a contract to transition the entire system to a PC-based, 
Windows NT platform. Once this becomes fully operational, and drawings have 
been updated and validated, a limited group’of authorized facility users within the 
Facilities Design and Construction Division will be able to easily and conveniently 
access these drawings through networked IT’S. 
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‘,, /’ : - 
Although this effort r&resents la. s&ific& step in ,the right direction, the, 

Capitol Hill buildings account for only part of the overall, Library of,:Congress ,.’ 
infrastructure, and their use by Facility Service represents only a. partial segment of 
,users that require access to this type of ,data. ISS Directorate, the Security i 
department,, as well as some service units, and even the AOC, all need access to this 
information. Unfortunately, these different groups all use different tools and 
systems to: maintain and manage assigned areas of responsibility, each utilizmg 
redundant CAD .drawing files invarying degrees ,of completeness and “accuracy. +:. 

::; i ,,i’.- , ., /” “’ _ ,./ I 
* 5. The Library does not have an integrated project prioritization ‘. ;.. 

,’ I_ process.,, ‘, -, ;. 
:. ,I’;,. .,; , 

. An &tegrated, Libra&&de ~prior&%ion process has not .been’ established. 
‘Tl&‘issue ,$&IS- u&ally addressed ,in the 1989 Arthur Young Mana&ment~s+dy., 
The ..purpose of a project priornization process, is to. establish. organ&atior@de. 
priorities, assign mdividuals. to high priority work, and manage work backlog. me 
Arthur Young Management study recommended the establishment of such a 
project prioritization process. The study also recommended that all ISS 
departments, service units, and Library. management. be, included in the process of 
assigning priorities and allocating resourcesbased on those priorities;! I_ 

,: . 
Library of Congress managers, p,arucuiarly those w&Gn Facihty Services, 

commented” that $lanning and executing work assignments i,s difficult .and 
disorganized:, New projects are’contmuously forced, mto thequeue ahead of other :,_ 
projects ,already. in :the pipeline which results in project delays. .According to Facjlity 
Services, initial, steps.> were taken to introduce a prioritization. process; however, 
procedures were never fully developed. or implemented due to organizational ~,, 
changes within, ES,. that left, the issue of implementation responsibilities in,, 
question. r ., . . 1 I 

The fai!ure to. appropriately set priorities~is increasing the time and cost 
required to plan,‘design, and execute user requests for space designand modification 
because resources are not being. effi&ently allocated based. on priorities. 
Continuously shifting priorities is causing designers to stop work on a particular 
project for weeks on end in order to work on a new, higher-priority project. This 
frequently causes AOC shop work to come.,@ a halt and the reassignment of 
resources to other projects which causes costly delays of all facilities design and 
construction projects. 

Facility Services has specifically identified numerous examples of work 
stoppages, lengthy delays, and reassignment of resources, including a daycare center ‘” 
project that took priority and nearly stopped AOC shop activities on other projects. 
Another example cited was the completion .of a’room in the poetry area which 

‘I .(,. 

4 .^ 
6Data from, the January 26,1989, Arthur Young Library of Congress Management Review. 
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, I  , . h , , , ~ ,  . / , .  I .  . ,  . . ,  . /  ,  I  , , “ _  _ . .  . _ .  

caused work stoppages on other projects. These examples illustrate the loss of work 
management ,control resulting from ‘the inability to set priorities’ ,and deal w&h 
them h afi or-a&&d f&&.’ :: ,,, ‘- :. : J ‘.I ,‘. ‘:,” 

6.‘-” 
,i;:. ,. _d. t: * . I “” 

The .Libkary doesnot have kompre&ive @ace manage&& 
_I : 

1” 
,standards. :,,/ .*. ,,’ ” 
..’ .- ,,. ; .* ‘2, ’ 

,. Space utilization for each facihty ‘varies $zross ‘service units and functions.’ 
The lack .of c,approved,:.and promulgated.. corporate ‘space standards, inhibits .the I 
establishment of a realistic baseline to assess th$s variance. The lack of such 
standards also, preventsthe development of defensible, space requirements that can 
be used to evaluate facility options, address identified needs for increased capacity, 
develop short and long range planning options for additiona! facilities, and assess the budgetalr iin~acf’~f space.o’n’~e’ Library;. ‘,~~ a r~s~ilit, ~~.,~ffic~~~~~~~~d”~~uit~ble 
distribut‘ion,6f C~~r~iit slice ~~~,:ca~ot b’c! d~~~rm~~d; ‘and ‘th~~~fo~e~~~~~ol~~~, 
and a:su~~o~~~g,:'a~ditabl~ prdje~~o;~'bfladdit"ional~space'r~~~~~~m~nts c&&&b+ 

made. Space mana’gement standards would help to control increased space. ’ 
requirements and costs. * ., ” ‘1. “,I : .” ,, : _’ (9’, ,:. ; ; j 1 .:~ _,- ! ,‘, ‘,& 

The Facility Services’ ‘Division has developed facilities space management 
standards for the, Madison Building admmi’strative offices and ‘conference rooms 
and furniture, standards, for the Madison, Jefferson, and Adams buildings.’ 
However, there are ‘no uniform space standards, for Library4rnique~ functions such as 
stack space; ‘media storage; general storage areas; %eadmg rooms; ‘and processing ) 
areas. This lack of comprehensive space,management standards. is demonstrated ‘in 
the’ Libraryfs 23 reading rooms tihich ;are all conf$$rred to use space differently. An 
example of a good space.management standard for ‘a textual; research room is:.. “A 
600 square foot area‘% necessary: Qualitatively; the room must be climate ’ ’ ’ 
controlled, with :appro@%ate air filtration. Special .security, lighting, ,and acoustics 
considerations are required, and the furniture must be suitable.“” : 

Although the, Library has developed detailed stack space analyses for the Fort 
Meade Storage Facility project, they are not being further develo$d into 
comprehensive space standards that can be used for existing facilities.” 

.I ,,i. 
7. ‘The ISS Facility Services Deparkent has assumed a reactive role : 

in terms of facilities operations. A !! 
” \ 

Facilities decisions come from multiple, uncoordinated sources such as the 
numerous committees that are frequently formed to evaluate and establish facilities 

;.. b 
, : ‘Y” ‘/ 3 ( :- .’ ‘. 

8Data from the July 31,1995, National Archives and Records Administration, Report of the NARA 
Space brining Team. 

!’ ,_ ..d 
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requirements. ,+ addition,, the, various se&$ :,&its establish their own ,facility 
space requirements and:?make their demands knotin to’ ISS.., ‘This’ mult$licity of 
decision-making authorities greatly complicates the coordination and execution of 
planning efforts across the organization. The .Fort Meade case study in Volume 2 of 
this report further demonstrates reactive planning involving a new off-site storage 
facility. Instead of ISS taking the leadon providing technical expertise for these 
facilities decisions and assuming ,accountability, they have assumed a reactive 
management role.: ,> ., : ‘, 

! .‘. 
s. !>’ .,.. ; A &mplexdivi&~n of respon$ibilik ,creates p&bl&hs. fci;$ m&ii$ 

timely facility decisions and divides tlie respbnsibilitv for space, , 

Facility Services’?oordmates $th three separate organizations: Library ’ 
Management, Service Unit Mana,gers, andthe, AOC, who often ‘have $@licting 
priorities. In addition, ISS Directorate interfaces with these same, organizations as 
well as with Congressional oversight and appropriations committees for planning 
and executing facilities projects. ., 

,?. ., .,_ 

,$. 

‘\, 

ISs’s horizontal organization contrasts with the Library’s,; vertical decision 
making process. This structure requires a highlevel of communication, 1 
coordination, and data sharing across divisional groups. in order, to ao&rate 
efficiently and effectively. Unfortunately, this coordination is not happening, 
resulting in voids, overlaps, and suboptimizations - a counter-productive effect on 
the facilities planning and management process. Exhibit 3-3 identifies all of the 
groups involved in facilities planning, management, and oversight for the Library. 
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Congressional, Committees 
l Compliance oversight 
l Program oversight 
l Budget oversight 

^ :. Fort, f@acje guidance in ” ,, . aetemining p&$&+‘“““’ j ! - 
requirements :, ::: ;,,i : ,, 

I 

Management Team ’ 

GSA l Space utilization 

l ‘Lease management- ‘, : l Space management 

:, Lease acquisition 
l Suilding maintenance 

“. ‘,~ 
for,assignad spaces’ ! : 

.“” _. 

‘:,‘, . I 

I AOC c \ 
l Space modification 

l Building renovation 
l Building construction 
l . Buildings maintenance I,\ 

Project Support 
Services Services 

l Space management 
l Space planning and 

design 
l Relocation services 
l Custodial services 
l Moving services 
l Liaison to AOC for 

space modifications and 
facilities maintenance 

l Liaison to Landlord for 
building maintenance 

l Project management 
l Project planning ’ 
l Space analyses 
l Liaison to AOC for 

project planning and 
program requirements 

l Liaison to 
Congressional 
Committees for project 
program requirements 

., 

i 

. . 

3.i.4 Recommendations 

The Library’s greatest challenge is to think more strategically about its 
facilities due to the inherent inter-relationship between the Library’s mission and its 
facilities. Treating facilities as an important strategic element for accomplishing the 
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Library’s mission will address the most <pressing needs the Library is currently facing: 
severe space resource constraints, degradation of the quality of collections 
environments, and no> comprehensive long-term facilities requirements plan. 

: : ,,, : , .’ 
As the Library develops a comprehensive strategic plan that ,integrates its 

mission and technology, facilities planning and management operations must 
continue to ‘be service-oriented and ‘designe’d .around the needs of Library users. 
Facility resources should’be managed ,abpropriately in support of ‘those needs.. This 
shift should,be ‘accomplished’ through the effective and efficient,coordination of 
facilityplanning and ,,.$nplementation activities. :. .: ..,b’ 

., ‘. : i ,.: ‘._,,, ‘,.T :::“...’ ; * ‘. ..Y . >. ,A), 
i’ The following are recommendations forimproving the Library’s facilities 

planning and management decision making and facilities utilization strategies. 
c 

1. Develop a Library-wide. Strattigic FMlities .Plan. 
., I,.’ T”” ,/‘I ;; ;_ f: .s. .,j, ,.. : 

The Library’s organizational decision making structure directly impacts its 
ability to strategically plan and execute an effectiveland comprehensive planning 
program in order to satisfy its collections storage ,needs. Authority and coherent 
direction should originate from uIjper.r&nagement in the Library’s hierarchy, at the 
Associate Librarian of Congress, level, and be, channeled directly along vertical and 
horizontal reporting lines. The’:direction given-to’ facilities must be strategic and 
based upon a thorough understanding of the inherent inter-relationship between 
the Library’s mission and its facilities in orderto provide an attainable and 
coordinated strategic facilities planning. framework for staff execution. ‘./ 

Therefore, it is recommended that the restionsibility for strategic facilities 
planning be formally assigned to “an uPper, m,ai&gement position that places a clear 
focus on facilities operational requirements., :I This position must carry with it clear 
authority and accountability to Idevelop the strategic plan for the facilities divisions 
and all Library liaisons. . 

,.:A strategic facilities plan will enable the Library to determine and control 
their role in the planning and managem.ent of key’factors affecting sp’ace and facility 
use. It will also help them? define the inter-relationships between facilities and how 
they support’ the collections~through the utilization of a comprehensive ,process to 
guidedevelopment. Exhibit 3-4: models a strategic facilities plan that may be used in 
developing a Library-wide plan, 

2. The Library of Congress should design, develop, and implement a 
data sharing methodology. 

The ISS Director must create the appropriate mechanisms to ensure 
coordination between facilities departments and facilitate decision making and 
project planning across the ISS team. One such mechanism could be the 
establishment of mandatory and routine space management reviews with 
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representation from all facilities divisions. Another mechanism would involve the 
design and implementation of ,a data sharing system. *, : ,, 

3. I$S should be given I’ownership” of the Library .facilities to &sure I 
both the optimal use of Library space and tq ensure proper support 
for, the collections.. 

“.: _ ‘_ 
Facility Services .needs to operate as &owner of the spaces, a role. the service 

units currently assume. This change yill help Facility Services operatemore, pro- 
actively and efficiently.,, >It will also. insert them into the collections, management: 
process, ensuring that the availability of appropriate space ,is. addressed, in ,a.timely ,, .,, 
manner in the case of special collections, such as the wTA/PBS tape archives that 
were ,awaiting the arrival of storage shelves :intheI,andover Annex during our site _’ 
visits. :.. ” 

:“, ‘_ \’ I , $L._ ,. I 

.,’ 

8 ; EXHI&J= 3-;4:., :. i ;’ 
Model Strategic Facilities Plan ,. 5 :. ., 

: 

- is&s airrent conditibns 
- measure spece deficiencies 
-forecast specs requirements 

l Define budgetary impact of space 
requirement.9 
- wovide sutxwteble soece 

I l Meet the forecasted soece 

-I requirements, 
- renovete J 
- relocate 

l f+inefieceloptions 
l Identify ophional opticns 

-~r$mbureeblese&es <.’ ; 
-userfees 
- othen 

”  

i 

/ .  

, .  _.m 

I  

.’ 
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_~ 

4. Develop and implement an integrated; shared,kid technic.ally 
accurate set of facilities-specific CAD dra&ings andassociated 
databases. ;, ,_ ., ,-. I. .’ 

In order to implement and manage an integrated; shared, and accurate 
database, a computer aided facilities management, (CAFM)“system should’be ’ 
developed to provide the necessary. tools ,‘for-long-term’ planning and infrastructure 
management. i These tools willTprTovi,de, Library personnel:, %ith, quick and easy access 
to accurate mformation on each functional comp‘onentl,’ Param,ourit to this 
accomplishment is the issue of standardizing’ liardware’l&itforms and ‘software tools 
in a CAFlvi system. This standardized environment.& ,a prerequisite for local or 
wide area networks that utilize client server technology to connect the various user 
locations. The Library’s Facilty Design. and Construction ,.gec,tion, has already 
purchased some of the major hardwa& and software co&%nents that would be 
needed to implement an integrated CAFM system. A ,. ,. I :. f’i” ” 1. 

An integral component of developing a CAFM system is the .definition of a 
functional data sharing process and a concel+of operation ‘that promotes maximum 
efficiency across .facility management divisions in te,rms of resources,. operational 
capabilities! and,,coot: This concept .of operations should provide% capability for bi7 
directional flow of. facilities, planning and space’ management information b&een 
usersi’ultimately ‘su&,jort ‘the ‘decision-making $&ess ‘ivith accurate’and .timely ,data, 
and their consolidation into a strategic level executive information system. ,.F / 

It is important ‘that the integrated facilities planning and: space&management 
system database, become the primary repository of information for the Library’s 
infrastructure. ‘Y ,, I )i 

., 

J, 

,. 

I 

I 

,. 

5. 
.; 

Fully ~iniplement the Arthur Young,Library of Congress 
Management study finding and Facility Services’ subsequent drafi 
Process for Determining and Implementing Space Planning 
Priorities. 

< 

The Library obviously recognizes the importance of establishing and 
implementing procedures for space project prioritization because procedures were 
developed in 1995; service unit liaisons were assigned, and initial service unit 
priorities were identified in order to integrate these priorities into a master 
schedule. It is time to move forward with the implementation. 

6. Develop comprehensive, uniform, qualitative, and quantitative 
space standards for all Library facilities and for each type of 
functional space; use GSA government-wide standards where 
applicable. 

It is critical that the space standards include both qualitative and quantitative 
characteristics. Qualitative narrative would describe in detail the requirements for 
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,_ ,. . 
such necessities as climate control, air filtration, security, lighting, fire protection, 
and’ adjacency. Quantitative narrative would prescribe the amount Of square footage ._ 
for each functional type of. Space. ,, _, : : 

Once these standards are developed, they can be applied to all existing spaces 
by functional ,wpe in order to assess the efficiency of cprrent @ace use. In,addition, 
when pkojecting future space r&$rements, these standards. will serve as a 
defensible database to support the projected requirements. 

.- .’ ., 
.,, 

7. Assign forn&r&pcuyibility an+ +co~$&i@y to JSS for’ 
,’ fundamental iagilitkg r*o!es. :, ./\_’ I ,‘. .*,,’ 

ISS should develdp ‘and maintain progratis, ‘.. )_ ‘., 
policie$‘a&/?~ $ocedu&s for: 

T’ ‘. <~’ 

l Stabdardizatio%of ‘space utili<@oh .“” 1. ,. ” 
‘.. ‘, 1 ::. I,, 

‘., 
‘0 Compliance ‘with the recomm&ded/proposed space’ standards, and 

l Appropriateness of the usage of the space., ,,_ .’ 

?‘hk ISS l+ector, as’,an active participating member of the Library Senior 
Management Reporting @oupl. ,a@o should stres? t0 the, bther rnkGb&rs; of ,,tiat te&n 
the critical importance of th&,, inter4el$k&-ii@ ge*een facilities $n$ the Libqry’S 
mission. 

8. Require the Library to develop a Space Utili,zation ProgF?m. .: 

The Library should ‘design the program to iadilitate the &ekrnefit of how 
efficiently they utilize all three Capitol Hill facilities. This Space Utilization 
Program should also be designed tq help the Library maximize thy efficient use of 
space in coordinatiofi with the Lib&y’s strategic vision. 2 ‘. I: 
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3.2 SECURITY j’ ; ;. 
i: 

3.2.1 Background ‘/‘. 

With more, than 4,000 employees, three large buildings on Capitol Hill that are 
open to the public, more than 100 million items of stored ,property(the Collections),. and 
their own police force, the Library has a unique blend of, security concerns. These 
concerns arise from the potential for environmental emergencies, for example, fire or 
water damage in the stacks; the theft or. destruction of invaluable,material in the. ‘. 
collections;,or other forms of. natural causes and criminal acts ‘committed- in .Library ,. 
buildings or surrounding streets: I ._ A. .: 

Security at the Library encompasses the protection of Library buildings, systems, 
employees and visitors,sensitive information in both paper and electronic form,: and the 
Library’s collections. At the Library, security is organized and implemented through 
three distinct programs: physical security, information (computer) security;and 
personnel security. ). 

The physical security program, ,including electronic se,curity and the Library 
police, are organized centrally under the Protective S.ervices Division (ED) within the 
Integrated Support Services (ISS) Unit. The physical security Program provides for the 
badging of Library employees and visitors and ensures, the integrity of all physical 
barriers and locks used to control access to work and storage areas. The electronic 
security program repetitions is responsible for the specification, installation, and 
maintenance of existing and new eJectronic access controls, intrusion detection systems, 
and closed-circuit television systems. The Library’s electronic security program 
currently focuses on the implementation of electronic security equipment to protect 
collection storage areas, (book stacks) and, reading rooms, and to facilitate the 
installation of.security equipment tosupport temporary exhibitions. The day-to--day 
operations of Library security are implemented by the Library police. With a staff !of 
over 104 full-time uniformed armed officers, the Library police provide control of 
building exteriors, entry, a&exit points. They also guard highly valuable exhibits, 
patrol internal space, and respond to emergencies as needed. . 

The Library has a responsibility to protect information. To accomplish this, the 
Library has instituted an information security program operated by the Information 
Technology Service (ITS) Unit. Although in a formative stage, ,the Library has 
published a computer security policy that assigns roles and responsibilities for the 
protection of both sensitive, proprietary; and publicly held information. 

The Library also has the responsibility of handling and storing classified ’ 
information received ,from Congress and other sources. To facilitate this activity, the 
Library has established a personnel security program operated by the Personnel I 
Security Office (PSO) with the authority to grant security clearances. 
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Sustaining, and hence protecting the Collections, are central to the Library’s 
operations under its current mission. The establishment and maintenance of.collections 
security has been a topic of intense discussion and debate within the Library over the 
past two decades. From the mid-1970’s through 1995, workgroups have studied the 
effectiveness of both Library and collections security. A number of different security 
experts and consultants have been hired to analyze security. Lnternal.committees were 
formed to develop collections security plans, and funding has been requested and spent 
to improve the protection of Library materials. 

Although the Library has taken steps to improve security of the Collections over 
this period, there continue to be allegations of, book theft and mutilations. These 
allegations have prompted Congress to question the status and condition of thesecurity 
at the Library. ., ‘. 
3.2.2 Methodology ,’ 

Our assessment of this portion of the study centered around the following 
objectives: 

l Determine whether the Library organizes and manages its physical, 
information, and personnel security program effectively 

l Address whether the’library has spent the money allocated for security in a 
cost efficient and useful manner 

l Determine whether the Library is handling its security functions in 
accordance with generally accepted security practices. 

: ,’ 
Our security evaluation team completed this task using a variety of methods, to 

include: external research and analysis; face-to-face,,and telephone interviews, technical 
site surveys, and site visits. ! 

Research and Analvsis. We conducted literature searches on Library and collections 
security both specific to the Library of Congress, and to the library community in 
general. We researched trends .in book and art thefts and mutilations to develop an 
understanding of the problems associated with this form of crime. We also identified 
and contacted library associations to find available~documentation as to “best practices” 
for library security. Since the protection of Library materials is a relatively new topic 
for library associations, the American Library Association (ALA) and the Association of 
College and Research Libraries (ACRL) indicated that the development of protective 
standards has not been a high priority. ‘-., . ./ ‘f’ --.. _I _ . . .._ 

Interviews. We conducted a series of interviews both within and outside the Library. 
We also conducted telephone interviews with several national and international 
libraries to assess best practices for security available from the professional library 
community and lessons learned available from other libraries. 

3-22 



Booz-Allen & Hamilton 
I ‘. Sit;‘Surve ‘t : , ,:;:,i \. 

vs and Visits.. We co$,ducted eiten& site surveys and assessment ~f’h$&$ 
buildings,$torage fac&tiesi and work areas. We viewed ‘the placement! and location of 
physical security equipment within the buildings, eva@‘ated ,tl!te security control and 
security monitoring, locations, and assessed the operation of ‘entry/exit points! ‘and 
Library Police posts. We conducted tours with ,Library @lice and Protective Services 
personnel to. review operating procedures. We conducted site visits to. comparable 
Federal archive and state library facilities, and visited several large academic libraries 
on the East Coast to compare their securjty measures with those of the Library of = congress. ‘: .: ‘I .‘.’ ,:,.,,. ,, :‘ ..I’ 

,; .f I 
3.2.3 ‘&din@ and koixlukions :, , 3 :’ : ‘_ i ,‘i .’ 

,, /\ ‘.;.,:: ,. ‘, . ..._” 
The Library has a number of .security related problems resulting froma “‘8’ 

fragmented organization, ineffective management procedures; lack of aclear security i * 
policy, ill-defined requirements for Collections security, incomplete risk management 
processes, and~no comprehensive secur$y plan.. .These findings a,resupportedi m the 
following sections. A case study .focused specifically on the history and ,management~,of 
collections security is provided ,m Volume 2. ., : : .’ i 

A. The Library does not organize and manage jts security fvncti,,, in-an : .,. -, effective miner., ‘i ’ i _. ‘,_,. 
:. ,, , - / ,. ., ,,._., ‘. 

The Library suffers’from a number of management problemsthat im+act’the 
security program. Inaddition to a fragmented security”organization, unqualified PSD : 
manager, and a b;udget structure that does,not provide adequate cost information, little 
emphasis is placed on security related training or awareness. ‘In response: to some of 
these issues; PSD recently retained Computer Sciences”Cor+oration (C!X) to.conduct 
several assessments of the #Library’s ‘protectiveprograms: Although the< CSC effort is * 
not designed to provide a comprehensive overview of Library functions, CSC is under 
contract to the Library to survey security operations under four tasks: a physical ’ 
security survey of occupied buildings; a study of Library Police operations with regard 
to collection protection; :the design of a security awareness program; and an inventory 
study of selected collection items. : “, .’ 

,*’ 
Specific issues in the security management area include the foll,owing: 

I 

1. The Library has not appointed a single point of authority to 
manage all of its security programs. 

There is no single individual responsible and accountable for overall security of 
the Library. Current security resp,onsibihtfes are fragmented across the,Protective 
Services IX&ion ($$&a1 securrty), Information Technology Services (comfiuter ’ ’ 

. .“. “. L 

security), and the Personnel Security Office (personnel security). Collections security is 
assigned to collection managers as supported by Protective Services.> Focusing on the 
security of the Collections as part of the Physical Security Program, LCI$610-2 also 
places a “custodial” responsibility for Library materials on the division chiefs and 
Library officers who have custody of Library materials, the Library personnel who 
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make use of Library materials as part of their jobs, and the researchers, who are granted 
access to Library materials under specific readership,rulesi.’ Each of- these’groups has -; ,: 
separate and ;distinct programs~with its own policies and g&delmes: “‘Assi$nir$g ‘+ ‘. 
responsibility for overall :security to a’single individual would allow t&Library to’: 
move toward a more integrated approach to its security programs. For example, at 
Harvard University, a Library Security Officer has been appointed to’oversee all 
security functions. ‘, 

.’ 
., 

* 

Within the physical security arena, organikational confusion exists regarding’ 
electronic security. The management and implementation of electronic security is 
currently divided between Protective Services and the Architect of the, Capitol (AOC), 
The Library is responsible for temporary installations, i.e., to support exhibits, while the 
AOC purchases; installs; tests; and maintains permanent intrusion detection and zatcess 

“’ :. 
controlequipment~forthe, Adams, Jefferson): and Madison buildings. ’ 1,. . . 

j ; .i I ; ,,^ ,,, ,, :‘r;, I I, ‘A, -, ,, ,4’S .., .: L * ,( ) ;;, ; ,” : .f ,, j 

A similar situation exists withrespect to computer, security. For applicationsand 
data residing on the mainframes, responsibility and authority for security has been ’ (/. 
designated to the Director, Information Technology Section? ” ’ “’ 1” ‘,, 

i 2 
The Library does have &effective Personnel Security organization managed by 

the Personnel Security Office. The PSO grants security clearances to about’$OO Library 
of Congress staff who,,require, access to classified information. The PSO also manages 
the determination ,of suitabilityfor..employment at the Library. In,lvIay 1995, OPM 
reviewed the PSO and concluded that the ,Library’s--personnel,!security and, suitability 
programs,are being operated in an effectivemanner, with only minor adjustments ‘~ 
needed. In September 1995, the Library OIG conducted a review ofthe PSO and . 
determined that “the Personnel Security Program effectively ensures,, that appropriate 
suitabihty and clearance investigations are initiated and issues, uncovered by OPM are 
adjudicated.!‘, , ._ 

,. ,c 
2. ( The permanent manager of Protective Services Divi&ow(PSD) 

should have the security background needed to lead the technical 
and operational implementation of Library physical security 
prograds. ’ .’ 

Within the Library’s Integrated Support Services Service Unit, PSD operates the 
physical and electronic security sections and manages the Library police,force. 
Protective Services is responsible for the development of physical and information 
security policies and has the largest staff dedicated to Library security. PSD provides 
the technical capability to identify security’problems and to’develop solution options. If 
long-term security planning and coo,rdination are to oc&.&,‘this position requiresa ’ ~ 
security professional with extensive management experience on large security ’ 
programs.. Although the acting, PSD manager gained an appreciation for Library 
security programs as the Chairman of the Collection’s Security Oversight Committee, 
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Many of the Library’s vulnerabilities are due to the’age ‘and ‘nature. of its facilities 
and its current operations. For example: a’ .., .,,I .,, ,’ ‘:\ ..:‘?- ,.,‘. I :; :., ” 

,., : ,! ,. “, - i -” , ._. 
6 The Adams,and Jefferson facilities are vulnerable t,of&e damage b&au&of 

the construction of the buildings and the amount of paper materials (fueli] 
stored withinthese~buildings. . . . ?.: ,I-. /’ . . . . ‘;::;/, 

i _ . . . . , 
.F ‘ire, surveillance and control systems are implemented. only ;to t&extent that ,: 
.: : they donot,degrade historic value. ,,, : ; ._ ;, :‘,., :. -; ” i i ’ .,’ , ,’ j .,; : :i . . _ 

1,” ;,,.’ .‘.’ ’ i ., : _. ;’ 1 ;., ..I I ‘;:.’ ,, ‘.;,“l,, :rl ,. 
l , The Library’buildings have,a,h&tory of water. &&sand otherproblems that+ 

cannot be, fullyresolved. without: degradmg cthe:historical character. of the ‘. 
facilities or without large renovation expenditures. .;:’ “’ > i ~ ., 

W$h respect ,to computer security, .the Library ,,has not performed a risk, 
assessment,of its info,rmation systems.’ LCR’i62(r’st$ulates that, the ;‘Lib&y shall. 
ensure that audits,.reviews; cert&at&s, andlor risk analyses be$erfo&ned at least 
every 3 to 5. years wh& evaluate the adequacy’ and ‘proper functio@g of computer 
security safeguards and identi\fy vul.nerab+ties that could .heighten%hrea~ toedsting,, 
or prospective’automate.d~ data or resources.‘! Until this is completed, there is no <Lear .I 
understanding of the risl;cs,‘threats, or v$&&lities”,that exist for automated resources, 
at the Library. ,. 

,+ _‘. ’ . 
“, ;.. *: i .,~ j :: ‘;’ :‘t ‘,l,.. 

4. The Library lacks ,a comprehensive plan that 8ddr&ses phjwical~” 
computer, collections, and personnel security. p ” . ‘: \ j : ‘.., , L ,:. ._ 

As noted above, the Library did. develop a Plan for Enhanche Collections 
Security in 1992 and has implemented a numberof measuresin accor’dance+with that 
plan. These measures include; inspections at building entrances and exits; reduced 
access to the stacks;Rolice patrols in the stacks, installation of. video surveillance 
cameras. and anti-theft gates, personal belongings disallowed in reading rooms, and the 
installation of an automated Collections Control Facility that provides inventory control 
for books. The plan, however, did not call for regulations covering all aspects of 
security. For example, the Library plan does not cover .each phase of the collections 
process from acquisition and storage to availability for use. LCR 610 is focused only,on 
the use of Library materials. It does not set forth objectives for &protection of 
materials ,while they are in storge. _’ 

A more comprehensive security plan would allow the Library to improve its 
decision-making, psocess .py weighing fh’ pqeds of. p!&tk!!yt, progc,yq.~t .g$ pi-ovidhg 

the Librarian with a single point of reference for allocat@g ‘resources. T&S is, currently 
being done at the New York Public Library and at the Smithsonian Institution. Without 
such a complete plan, security implementation remains reactive, to the latest :prob!ems 
or “wants’t.of the collections’ managers and ,fundmg is reallocated against near term 
needs, e.g.; to protect an exhibition. At the Smithsonian, there is a formal &nni.ng ’ 

I ; 
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process that requires a representative from every division to approve changes to the 
facility and, to. the security system. :I : ! i , 

,.I, ./ ., . 
In addition to having no comprehensive Library security plan, the Library lacks ’ 

derivative plans in a number of key areas. For example, PSD has no systematic 
approach for planning-b? implementing physical security; TheLibrary uses : 
overlapRing and.multiple security hardware and procedures to achieve what it 
considers to be an effective level of physical protection., This approach has evolved 
more from the limitations to installation of security equipment in the buildings, than 
from a planned approach to security. Security for, each specific:collection depends, to a 
great extent, on the desires of the collection manager, prev’iousconsultant reports, and 
the experience of the Physical Security Section personnel. The Physical Security Section 
Manager-works ,with individual. collections managers to determine ,the level of 
protection to be afforded to the reading rooms aand bookstacks assigned to that, 
collection. -...i 1 ), ,: ;; I. .,; ..v. .,.i, ” ., “/’ 

1., in ~~‘info~a~on teckinology’area; the Libras Gen~rai’Counsel’airect~li 

Information Technology Se’rvices m 1989 to develop a. comRuter security l&icy for the 
Library. The written policy isin compliance with the Computer Security Act of 1987 
that requires “all Federal agencies to identify each computer system that contains 
sensitive’information and prepare plans for thesecurity and;R&vacy of such’systems.” 
Library of Congress ~Re&&t$l620 tias drafted in 1989 to$rovide a framework for’ 
compliance tvith the Computer Security Act of l987. Because ofrequired input and’ 
coordination from each service unit and division within the Library, the LCR 1620 
policy was not finalized until t995. : ,.’ : _. 

!,.‘. __ ,‘, 
In addition, the Library has not developed a contingency plan for its computer 

operations. LCR .162? stipulates. that ;the “Library shall require appropriate contingency 
and continuity,:of operations plans be. developed, maintained, andcoordinated.” wle 
the ITS organization has an ‘understanding of emergency operating procedures, the 
Library has no written and approved,contingency plan documenting procedures to. 
develop, test,: and maintain.emergency response, backup operations; and disaster 
recovery. In lieu of a formal disaster, recovery plan, the Library relies on other 
legislative sites that can be used as an off-site information resource to rebuild ,its 
systems.. The Landover,, Maryland; Library facility serves as ‘the off-site backup location 
for critical Library processes. This back up arrangement does not satisfy all of: t&areas 
that should be ,included.in a contingency plan such as how to deal with a fires in j ; 
computer rooms or how to respond to hackers who attempt to enter into Library 
computer systems. 

,5* -.. “. Irnplernenthtio~l~~~s~~~~~ at &-Library is conduckd in an ’ 
inconsistent and sometime undohmentkd manner. 

The Library does not uniformly implement the physical, computer and 
collections security procedures it has develobed. In some areas there are no procedures 
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at all. This further degrades the security.Rosture of the Library. The following 
implementation issues at the Library were noted. 

a. I\jo ccki$lete set of procedures guides the actions of the, Library 
pblice, atid policies are not uniformly follotied. . . . 

+ . . . . 

The Library police operating guidelines are a collection of procedures that, 
expand in reaction to Library needs. The.Library uses LCR 1810-Z,,“Access to Library 
Buildings and Collections,” to define entry/exit requirements for Library’space;:: “LCR 
414-1, “Marking, of Library Materials,” is used to :define .exit inspection criteria. Library 
police jurisdiction is defined to be ‘within the Library buildings and outside to the curb. 
The Office of the Librarian determines which entry/exit points will be opened and 
closed, and when.-- The Library .police ,have an unwrittenprocedure to patrol:,only. 
public space and the stac,ks. Written procedures on.;detainirigt or arres,ting individuals 
suspected of breaking Library rules are contained in Section AR of the Library of. . 
Congress,Police PolicyManual. ,. : . 

Exit/entry inspections were observed to be inconsistent with published 
guidelines. In the Library Police Manual, Part 1, “Responsibilities and Procedures for 
Police Officers,” itstatestliat the Police should “ask each person before they go through 
the KNOGO if he/she has any Library materials. The answer to this question may be 
used as evidence in court...” We did not observe that this requirement was always ’ 
followed. 

,/ ‘_, 
The Physical Security Section also issues’picture badges to employees that are 

printed on a magnetic stripe access control card. ‘JYhe Library has mandated that all 
employees wear badges. ,pe magnetic stripe card is designed to provide access to the 
closed stacks.. N&all employees are wearing the badges, thus r&k&identification of 
authorized. personnel difficult for the Police and the staff. / ,’ 

’ i 

b. Electronic security systems at the Library have varying levels of 
effectiveness. 

The Library has an assortment of manual and electronically activated, locks and 
door hardware that are fitted into existing doors. The absence of documented 
procedures for the implementation of locking hardware and exit/entry barriers has 
resulted in a “mixed bag” of physical security equipment. This “mixed bag” has created 
maintenance problems and difficulty interfacing with the electronic security system. . 

A card access system controls access to the closed stacks andrestricted areas. The 
design of the system is effective, but operational problems with door exits and alarms 
have been reported. For example, false alarms occur when someone exits using ‘the 
doorknob rather than the push bar. The push bar shunts the alarm of the door. If the 
doorknob is used, an alarm goes off which is noted’in the communication center. Since 
these types of false alarms are continually reported, the police have stopped 
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responding. The KNOGO system, an exit-based detection system, appears to be an 
effective deterrent, but notall Library material has the appropriate sensors or tags. ‘< 

Intrusion detection systems monitor the closed stacks and other restricted areas. 
The AOC stated that the intrusion detection systems, the same as those at the Library, 
perform well in the other Capitol Hill buildings. The Electronic Security Section 
Managers consider the AOC-provided intrusion detection systems to be unreliable, and 
as a result, have installed extra sensors and alarm monitoring equipmemin ,several 
areas; Some doors in the stacks have as many as four’ door contacts. This difference of 
opinion hasbeen a continuing source of conflict and has led to redund.ant expenditures . . 
forsensors. : ; : :’ I ;. 

>. ‘, 

Closed Circuit’ Television (CCTV) cameras and video take recorders are used in 
readingrooms, stack areas, and for general survei&nce and deterrence.” Common area 
and entry/exit point surveillance is momtored ,in ‘the command’centers. Cameras in the 
Rare Book reading rooms are also constantly monitored. Video’surveillance systems in 
the other reading rooms are effective where installed, because of the physical coverage 
of the cameras. The overall effectiveness of those cameras is dimi+shedj ,however, by 
the fact that they are not regularly monitored. .Although the Library has plans to install 
additional CCTV systems, fmding suitable mounting and conduit locations is a 
problem. > 

.’ > 

C. The Library has implemented common commercial practices to 
secure its automated information resources. . .:. 

, 
Although we did not test specific computer security processes’during our 

assessment, we did review available documentation and, interview, Library personnel. 
Because formal procedures and practices do not exist, the Library is using commonly 
acceptable commercial practices to protect their information resources. Such practices 
include: 

l Inspection of log data for obvious trouble signs 

l Inspection of legitimate files available for transfer 

l Investigation of all suspicious e-mail received 
, 

l Close review of the Computer Emergency Response Team (CERT) advisory to 
keep abreast of attacks attempted on other systems and the recommended 

safeguard protections. / (,.- I .: . . 

Access to UI&( systems at the Library is closely controlled by limited 
distribution of system administration privileges within the ITS division. A medium- 
security configuration on IBM mainframes at the Library provides automated security 
features to determine the secure state of the system. Commercial off-the-shelf security 
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,‘ 

products are installed,on the Libraryservers. Access to files is authorized by.data 
owners and iscontrolled by the system administrator. c _. 

._, . 
3.2.5 Recotimendatidns %: 

.’ 
The following recommendations are considered critical to the implementation of 

an effective, successful security program at the Library. 
,, i :. .,,a )1 .: 1 

1. The Lib&y-need& to organ& And&x$nzigti its security functions in 
a les$ frdgdentid mafin&. “1:’ : :‘, . . .’ ’ ’ . _. : 

!. f.‘.‘ ._ 2, 

’ l ” The Library needsto identify a single Library ~Security .Officer (LSO) 
responsible for all security functions in the Library, including physical, 
information and personnel security. The LSO should be responsible for 
providing the leadership and focus for the security organiiation and for 
developing and implementing the Library’s overall security policy.- ‘. 

l The Library should investigate transitioning full responsibility for the design, 
component selection, installation, integration, and operation of all permanent 
and temporary electronic security components and’ systems to the AoC. This 
would eliminate confusion and reduce the need for the Library to maintain 
expertise in electronic security systems. 

l The Library needs to provide management with more detailed information on 
security program costs and performance. This will ensure that adequate and 
complete information is available to determine how security dollars should 
be spent and whether the money is being spent wisely. 

l The Library should establish a robust .training program for its personnel, to 
include general security awareness and computer security. Since the staff 
must help enforce security policies, it needs to understand the value of 
security in protecting the collections for future generations. 

2. The Library needs to change its security program to conform with 
generally accepted security practices. 

l The Library needs to establish a comprehensive and overarching security 
policy based on a single set of requirements. Accordingly, the Librarian 
should pub1ish.a statement of the Library’s objectives for the protection of 
personnel, property, and information. This statement should take the form of 
a top-level Library Regulation from which all other regulations can be 
derived. 

l The Library needs to implement a comprehensive risk management process, 
starting with a Library-wide risk ,assessment, to support ongoing decision 
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,,. . . . ,,...., *., ..,.,,e... ...,.. .I. ,,.,,.... . ,_,, ..,., “.. I ., ‘. - 
making and allocation of protective resources. The understanding of 

; ’ : :. $ecurity-r&ted t&its. 3fid vuher&bilities is ‘& es&&i&~&pon~nt of&+$ j J,. 

effective security program+ The:Library should&!ntifji and understand’ real 
and potential threats, and articulate current weaknesses and vulnerabilities. 
Also, it needs to formulate and prioritize its risks by :pote,ntial severity;. This ‘, 
information should be used to make budget prioritization decisions on 

. . . :. i.* ,. security initiatives. /.’ , ! I .i ‘t. 
1. ” .,‘_ ’ !^ ,’ : j_ ; ,’ ̂ .-,‘, ’ .: _ ., 

l After Library security re&irements and risks are identified and prioritized, a 
c,ornprehensive. securit)l,;plar!,th~~~~~o~9rat~s elerne~t~;from-:thel992 Plan 
for Enhancing Collections Securitv shouldbe developed todirect the 
implementation of security across all Library operating elements and to drive 
theoptimal allocation ,ofpersonnel ,and finanaiaJ,resources: to: @@i&Library 

I. 

security goals and: objectives. , “‘. 5\,“,. y <‘. ‘ :, _,.. : !., :,A 
,I’ .,<;: . ,, g I.. :: .! 

l The Library needs to.implementthe security p&es and, procedures it 
develops in a rigorous manner. .’ .I,~” .’ ,: ‘, :, ., , ,.._ ,. 

‘.. ‘. ,, ” ‘, ‘_ : 
,. ; ,: i . . :. .:, . . ‘ -:,_: . : ” 

1 ~, ., ‘. 1. ! . ,.. .,; - ~ ; i; <;. i, , _J 
: ,, ..‘._ ‘, ,, : :- j /;,> ;: / (_ \ 
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: 

Although information is still delivered in hardcopy form, i.e., newspapers, 
magazines; and books, computer technology is rapidly liberating information from the 
limitations of print. The Internet has become the agent of change that is accelerating 
global, decentralized access to information. In the next decade, the pervascve presence 
of computers and advances,& telecommunic,ations .wi&profo,undly affect the! nature of 
the Library and its mission. People will. no longer, be ,precluded from accessm,g 
information based on geography or time. The digital revolution will enable people to 
access. and create the specific @format&n ,they ne,ed. Mi&ns g&bits of,mformation will 
be stored in computers, rather than just on Library sheives. I+rdcopy ,phy&al 

ff material, normally in a single media, is giving way to a m&media, hyperlmked 
“logical” w.orld where> phys@l hand!mg becomes at, best a, second, order issue, 
Multimedia,processmg has moved us from.a shg$ar thinking world. to a,world where 
information can now be viewed and:,heard, both,at the same time., Technolo& is the 
critical element that is revolutionizing the way people ‘work, learn,’ and live. 

” :. .’ 
The Library is uniquely .positioned totake .a &votal~ro~ein;this information 

revolution. Bold leadership.and ,innovations in cataloging,. ,&rage, and, presenta@on 
.,: 
, 

techniques will ,be.required to meet the needs, of, future information consumers. The, ._ , 
Library has demo.nstrated such leadership in the past. Forexample, m ,the~~~@#OJ~ _. 

; 

timeframe,,the Library developed a capabili.tythat enabled librar.ies around the ,world.: ,” 
to develop automated cataloging systems forefficient information, access. Such 
creativity and innovation will become even, more important.,@ ,the digital -age., 

.,, 
., 

3.3.1 Methodology 
: , . : 3,. c.., : : 

The purpose of this portion of the study was to determine whether the Library is 
properly positioned,in terms of strategy, leadership, organization, business processes, 
data, and technology, to serve Congress and the Nation effectively in this’new 
information revolution. We also assessed the level of strategic planning required to 
enable the Library to take full advantage of today’s technology. During the course of 
this study, we established technology benchmarks based on site visits to large research 
institutions, public libraries, commercial information providers, and technology 
development organizations. 

Our assessment centered around the following specific objectives: 

l Address whether the information technology (IT) strategy is linked to the 
overall Library mission 

l Evaluate whether integrated IT planning, budgeting, and performance ’ 
measurement processes exist 
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l Define the degree to which business unit heads in the Library interact with 
‘Information Technology Services (ITS) to make joint decisions on IT spending 
and direction 

. 

l Evaluate existing Library information systems and their effectiveness in 
supIjorting the ‘current ,mission and -operations i 

I . . ‘I /’ 

l Evaluate the current Library technology organization and its effectiveness in 
delivering te~~ologj; en&ltig s6lutiqm “. ‘, , : .( .‘:. ’ : 

: _, :/: 

l Define relevant enabhng technolo@es and assess their potential impact on 1 , L~&Laryop&Jti&+ ,.I $.. .i ,,, ” ,, ,“.I *., 
‘,, ‘* ; ) : ,( ; 

l Define “‘best practices” .that are employed by similar organi&tionsin 
Government, academia, and industry; ai&assess hovvthese’practices could, 
be used to enhance the Libray’s ,okerations! 

~ 

Using GAG’s Strategic Information Management Self-Assessment Toolkit, we 
first examined the Library’s~information’needs from the perspective of current .’ 
operational needs and the potential for exploiting newtechnologies. As @art of this 
assessment, ‘we focused on acquiring a sound understanding of the factors affecting the 
Library’s mission and goals. These factors’included its organization,’ functions, and 
supporting ,processes:” In addition, tie defined and assessed enabling technologies and 
their potential for improving Library operations; Through a combination of interviews : 
and site visits; we also examined best practices from similar Governmenti industry, and 
academic institutions. The list of site visits is nrovided in Exhibit 3-6. I  

:’ 

,.‘, 

i 
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’ Exhibit 3-6 ’ 
I  ‘. 

/’ Benchmark Site Visits 
,$:‘2: ;:: I,, ,?:,c,‘,.:,<’ ‘i:” ‘:~~,.,‘~:,.:,,,.: ;;;j$~$& ;+;I: <;:; ‘., :. :; ‘1 ‘:,;,f%;l :i, ‘,’ ,,::’ j 1, ,, j,.? ’ ;I;~~‘:‘:‘;:)Ci~~ldN~~~~;~ ‘::,i’- ‘,‘, ~, .;1::1.:1:,;:.‘~~~::;;. ,,, ‘I;: ,. 

Patent and Trademark Office 
(PTO)’ 

To review tessonslearned in the areas of facilities, security, and 
’ technology, including the digitalcapture’of patents a&trademarks 

and the disserhination of information. ’ 
National Archives a’nd’Records To review its approach to’record and.document storage. c’; 
Administration (NARA) ’ . ” ,’ : 

5 

, 
S’mithsonian Institutton ‘. Toreview its large volume of physical mate&l, data catalog 

security, and material access controls. t ),.’ :” : 
New York Public Library .:_ ,. To review, its methods and techniques for managing its vast 

‘,2 r ,.:’ 
holdings and the’rolethat technology plays in day-to-day 
O~eiationCi’” .: .’ ; ‘._,’ ‘: ,;,’ “,!~ ,: ! ‘,,” 

<’ . . 
Chicago Publrc Library __ ‘Toreview’ its”approach’td using technology to meet the needs’of’the 

t.: pub;lic. ‘. I( I 2 ’ ’ : 

iarvard University -’ 
” 

To review its extensive archive’holdings and its approach’to an 
Integrated ‘Library System (ILS)., 

Jassachusetts Institute of To review’its innovation in on-line access, information storage and 
. rechnology (MIT) > retrieval, and information sharing. 

ndiana University To review innovation in the area of digital information handling 

>l 
(sound and vide,o) and, support for the Internet. In addition,to,, 
discuss ,their views ,oh ‘copyright4nformation processing. 

Carnegie Mellon- University To review. innovatioh’in’the area of digitat’information handling and 
;: ,its s(~ppofl f&the Inter&.” 1‘ : ’ t’ 

+&ue University V To’review its innovation in on-line information access, its~Thorf.$us 
.: ’ Web site, and information sharing. ’ 

rhe University of California at 
3erkeley 

To review its information technology infrastructure and the changes 
it has made to the School of Li,brary Science. 

-he University of California at 
.os Angeles 

To’ review its approach to ah Integrated Library System (ILS). 

In-line Computer Library Center 
OCLC) 

To review its leadership in information cataloging and data sharing. 

I 

..,,i 

3.3.2 Findings and Conclusions 

The Library has not recognized the importance of’information technology as an 
investment, nor does it have a strategic information management process linked to 
customer needs and mission objec.tives, . Information technology planning, budgeting! :.- 
and evaluation processes are not tied into the, overall Library strategy. Finally, the 
Library has not built an organization-wide technology infrastructure to address all of its 
current and future needs. Staff technology skills, anchored in old mainframe-based 
(legacy) systems, will3 inl$bit the Library’s’transition into a modern client-server 
environment. These findings are supported in the following sections. 
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A. A greater strategic focus on Information Resources Management (IRM) 
would position the Library to niake better use of technology. 

,’ 
The Library does not view technology in a strategic context, nor has it focused on 

what information is needed to run the organizati,on. This, is evidenced by the fact that 
there is no single system-level architecture in place, complete with a performance 
measurement component, that can facilitate the .organization’s decision making process. 
Through interviews with Libra* staff, we found that,~~.@rioritization decisions are not 
based on a clearly defined strategy and are not directly linked to theLibrary’s ‘mission 
objectives. This situation has inhibited the Library from moving technology fotiard to 
better support the user community. ” 

: 
., 5, .:. ,. ‘,_ !’ ;,.,/ : ,.’ 

The Library’s leaders have n,ot secured ;the.. full support and conimitriient of the 
entire organization and no sense of common ownership has been created at all 
management levels. 

_ ,,- The ‘New,York/Rublic Libra%, :on thelother hand,, is an example of 
an organization that views technology as integral to its mission. .It started a strategic 
planning .process in 1992 and now has an operational focus with buy-in at all levels .of 
the organization. The New York Public Library ‘would serve as an excellent model for 
theLibrary of Congress in this arena. The Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) 
also has an excellent strategic plan that is used as a communications tool for the staff 
and to support staff requests, budget planning, and task prioritization. 

,1, I. 
Lack of a recognized need for a global vision and strategy has resulted in costly 

projects that never achieved their stated ‘goals ‘or had to be canceled, prior to reaching 1 
their objectives. The Resystemization effort, .wh&h was initiated to modernize the 
existing- cataloging environment, failed, in part, as a result of these missing components. 
Project leaders initially recognized the importance of the.process but the commitment to 
seeing this project succeed was not present. I, : , ‘! ., j .) 

1. The ITS organization does not have a global view of t&e Library’s 
information neCds. ‘. 

The current ITS organization views itself as an applications development and 
maintenance organization, largely reactive to the day-to-day operational needs of the 
Library. The Library does not view ITS in a strategic role ‘as the manager of all the 
organization’s information needs. It does not integrate all information requirements 
Library-wide and has no communication strategy for distributing technology decisions, 
soliciting recommendations, and documenting problems and solutions. 

ITS supplies maintenance services for the legacy systems and the network 
infrastructure required to suP;port current library operations.’ It continues to accept new 
tasks that monopolize the development staff, while neglecting.capabilities that would 
better assist the overall organization. For example, the Library has focused on the 
THOMAS ,project, the initiation of the’Nationa1 Digital Library (NDL) project, and the 
creation of a digital video capture environment to record Congressional sessions, while 
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:. 
neglecting enhancements needed in other areas, such as cataloging. Even in new’ 
system development projects, tasks are structured as a “job jar” list. This is evident in 
the way that IT responsibilities.are allocated and managed in the Library. Specifically: 

l There is no clear delineation of responsibilities between ITS and the service 
units with respect to technology implementation. , . 

l The shortage of resources, the perceived need to provide equitable support 
across the service areas, and constant, shifts in priorities. cause technical staff 
to be inefficiently “tirn~shared’~ across numerous projects. 

Information ,required to make key’ technology decisions is not always available 
and, as a result, ITS’decisions are made from incomplete,data. It is,almost impossible 
today to perform a cost benefit trade-off analysis on JT projects because-the necessary :‘ 
information is not tracked and in a usable form. 

., ‘.’ .! I_ , .., 
As a result of not tracking pertinent information concerning project performance 

and expenditures, it is difficult to’determine when tasks will be done or how much they 
will cost. The cost may not just be financial in nature but may include lost 
opportunities to provide better’ service to the organization., :’ 1 ; 

In summary; Exhibit-i-7 compar&the difference between’the current ITS 
approach used by the Library and an IRM organizational approach, that we derived 
from our site visits. 

“. EIWIBIT~~~ 
Contrasting ITS and IRM &ppt@aches - 

‘I-7, 
2. “’ ‘%%siac% of a’&&&; &ssio&driven peispectke results in divergent ;.-, 

systems and a duplication of effort. :I 

The lack of a single IRM focus within the Library has resulted in the introduction 
of competing, often divergent, technology infrastructures. For example, CRS 
implemented its own electronic mail system, network operating system, and Window 
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management system because CRS believed that ITS could not meet its needs. The 
technology environment that CRS implemented is not totallycompatible with the ‘. ’ 
infrastructure in the rest of the Library. ,Moreover,‘CRS has had, to provide its own staff ,_ 
to support the CRS network, and electronic mail:environment. These resources cannot 
be shared with ITS because of the different skills required. 

3. Without a formal strategic plan or an integrated IRM planning process, 
prioritization decisions are not always consistent with mission needs. i / 18 ’ 

‘Because the ITS, organization views ‘itself in a tactical versus’a strategic role, the 
Library does not have an IRM plan that focuses technologyinvestments~and resources 
on Library-wide core mission goals) business proc.esses, and customer needs. jl As a 
result, there is no solid basis for allocating resources and making priority decisions with 
respectto, IT products and services. ‘. I : 

The Library’s current IRM planning process is informal, reactive to short-term 
needs, and not rooted in a comprehensive IT vision. As a result, resource allocation and 
technology decisions are often based on perceived short-term requirements rather than 
on established mission priorities.. Projects are ioften prioritized based on the availability 
of resources rather than on their benefit to the organiiation.and:its mission. ‘The. 
,following specific examples illustrate this point. Although they demonstrate the 
flexibility and responsiveness of~the ITS staff, their undertaking,diverted scarce ‘. 
resources from other priorities. , 1.:. 

‘: +‘, 
l In December 1994, Congress directed the Library to provide a gateway .for 

sharing legislative information on the Internet., The, gqal was to have this 
capability in place by the start of the new Congress on January 5,1995. The 

” Library responded by developing a. capability called THOMAS. .To,satisfy 
‘. thisquick-turnaround task, th’ree,peoQle ‘were redirect& from other:key 

projects suchas the Global Legal Information Net$vork’and the. Bibhogra+ic 
WorkStation (BWS). I ,>,: ’ -* ” :, ; 

l The Technology Assessment Group has not focused on assessing innovations 
which could streamline the Library’s operations’or enhance their product ,: 
delivery capabilities. While some of’their work has been lauded from outside 
the Library, it is not supporting any of the Library’s stated internal strategic 
objectives. 1 

IT priorities for the Library have been described and documented in the ITS 
Strategic Plan, last ,revised in Septemb.er.1995, .This planexem.I$fres the planning. : __ I. 
process used by ITS in establishing tactical priorities for the, Library. This process 
consists of the following steps: ,., 

+ ITS customers and constituencies are identified. ‘. _ 
.‘. 
. : 

, 

I, 

3-41 





BoozeAllen & Hamilton 
:. :’ ,T’ I’ / 

caused ‘work stoppages on other @rejects: 
_ 

These examples illustrate the ioss ‘of &ork .b 

management control. resulting: from the: inability to. set priorities and deal’ with : ” 
them in an’organized fashion;. ,, .: .;. ‘, ~ 

.,,, ‘.’ ” 
6. The Li+yy hoes noi have cor&rehensiv& spaceJ’mk&emkt i: ‘. , .: 

standards,. * . 
,. 

Space u&at& for each facihty varies across service units .and functions. 
The lack of, approved. and, promulgated corporate space standards. inhibits ,the 
establishment of a~‘re”ahstic baseline to assess’ this var&& The lack of such “’ ‘. ., 
standards a&so .prevents ,the, development, of defensible space requirements that can 
be used to evaluate facility o@ions, address identified needs for increased capacity, 
develop short and long range planning options for additional facilities, and assess 
the budgetary impactof space on the Library. Asa. result; the’ efficiency and equitable 
distribution. of current space use .cannot be, determined, 1 and therefore controlled;; 
and a supporting, auditable .projection ,of additional space requirements .cannot be 
made.. Space management standards would help ;to control ,increased space : 
requirements and costs. (.i ‘r: ;. : I . ‘. .’ _: 

‘. ., 

_’ 
.: 

The ,Facihtyr Services Division has developed facilities. space management 
standards for the,\ Madison Building administrative offices and conference rooms 
‘and furniture standards for the Madison, Jefferson, and Adams buildings.’ 
However, there are no. uniform .space ,standards for Library-unique functions such as 
stack space, media storage, general storage, areas, .readmg rooms, and ,processing 
areas. This lack of, comprehensive space management standards is demonstrated in 
the Library’s 23 reading rooms which are all. configured, to use space’ differently. An 
example’ of a igood’space management standard for a textual research room is;, “A ,I 
600 square foot area ,is, necessary. Qualitatively, the room must .,be climate 
controlled, ‘with appropriate air filtration. Special security, lighting, ‘and, acoustics 
considerations are required, and the furniture must be suitable.“8 

A: 

Although the Library has -developed .detailed ,stack space analyses for the Fort 
Meade Storage JYacility project, they are not being further. developed into : 
comprehensive space standards that can be used for existing facilities. 

7. The ISS Facility Services Department ‘has assumed’:a reactive role 
in terms of. facilities operations. : ‘j 

Facilities decisions come from multiple, uncoordinated sources such as the 
numerous committees that are frequently formed to evaluate and establish facilities 

. . 
J __ ‘._. it. .., ,” “! i .-I , I ._, 

7 Data f&n the December, 1989, Madison Building Offices and Conference Rooms Revised &r&rds 
Document, 

8Data from the July 31,1995, National Archives and Records Administration, Report of the NARA 
Space Planning Team. 
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requirements, In addition, the, various service units establish their own, facility 
space requirements and make .their demands known’ to ISS. This multiplicity of 
decision-making authorities greatly complicates the coordination and execution of 
planning efforts across the organization. The Fort Meade case study. ir -Volume 2 of 
this report further demonstrates reactive planning involving a new off-site storage 
facility. Instead’ of ISS taking the lead on providing technical expertise for these 
facilities decisions and assuming accountability, they have assumed a reactive 
management role,.. .,. 

‘. ,’ 
;. ._I: 
8. :A c&mpfex&vision of responsibility g-eatesprotilems fokmtikipg 

timely facility decisions and divides the respbnsibility for space: 
; planning atid p~oject.~impl&mentz$ion. ‘. : ,, ,,^, i /_ ..I 

Facility Services ,coordinates with,.three separate’organizations:s Library 
Management, ServiceUnit Managers, and the Am, who often have conflicting 
priorities. In addition, ISS Directorate interfaces with these same organizations as 
well as with Congressional oversight and appropriations committees for planning 
and executing facilities projects. 

. 

1%‘~ horizontal organization contrasts with the Library’s vertical: decision 
making process. This structure requires a high level of communication, 
coordination, and data sharing across divisional groups,,in order to operate 
efficiently and effectively. Unfortunately; this coordination is not happening, 
resulting in voids, overlaps, and suboptimizations - a counter-productive’ effect on 
the facilities planning and management process. Exhibit 3-3 identifies all of the 
groups involved in facilities’ planning, management, and oversight for the Library. 
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EXHIBIT 3-3 
Facilities Plzihnipg ‘Ahd ,$lah$gernent .Retipon$ibilitie’s 

And C)ecision Making hfluhces 
.’ , 

,, 

Cqngressiqnal Committees 
l Compliance oversight 
l Program oversight 
l Budget oversight 

I.. 
Librarian of Congress 

l Strategic policy goals 

l Space modification 

Integrated Support Services-, .’ 
Facility Project Support 
Services Services 

l Space management l Project management 
l Space planning and l Project planning 

design l Space analyses 
l Relocation services l Liaison to AOC for 
l Custodial services project planning and 

l Moving services program requirements 
l Liaison to AOC for l Liaison to 

space modifications and Congressional 
facilities maintenance Committees for project 

l Liaison to Landlord for program requirements 
building maintenance 

‘3.i.4 Recommendations 

The Library’s greatest challenge is to think more strategically about its 
facilities due to the inherent inter-relationship between the Library’s mission and its 
facilities. Treating facilities as an important strategic element for accomplishing the 

3-16 



Booz.Allen & Hamilt& ” _’ 
,. ,‘.. ,. 1~ ~s’c ,i’ :.,, ..,il^ ,,,,:. o,, : ._ j’ .” ..;, 

Library’s mission will address the most. pressing needs: the.<Library -is currently. facing: 
severe space resource constraints, degradation of the quality of collections 
environments, :and no comprehensive l&&term facilities requirements plan. 

,,i. _ ‘: .: ..; ,,’ .._ .I 
As the Library develops a comprehensive strategic. plan’that *integrates its 

mission and technology, facilities planning and management operations must 
continue to be; service-oriented; and designed around the needs of Library. users. 
Facility ,resources~ should’ be ,managed appropriately in supfiort of, those. needs. This 
shiffshaitld & ~accom.pl’&hed: ;&e&ghc the -&ctive and ~efficient..coo~d,ination’of. 
facility. plahing‘ an~-,,implementation~ a&f&es(q : : a ’ j ‘; !. ‘_. ,-,, Y 2 .i%.. 1, j ,’ ._.,, : 
.: ;. ,I !’ 

/,-, ., . ‘; ,r’ ‘i “’ ‘. ,y ,- j. “. 
.^. , : : ‘y’ ii.. ‘::.-.: ,i.. :. ~. i : , I .,..L .’ > _/ ;. ., 

.:. ,The following l are, re.commendations: forimproving. the ,Librar y’s facilities. :, ,-J 
planning and management decision making and facilities utilization strategies. 

1. Develop a Library-wide. Strategic Facilities .Plan. 
,.. .L / ,i i.‘, , ,. 

The Library’s organizational decision making structure directly impacts its 
ability to strategically plan and, execute an effective -and comprehensive planning 
program in order to satisfy its collections storage needs. Authority and coherent 
direction should originate fromupper management ‘in the Library’s hierarchy, at the 
Associate Librarian of Congress level; and be channeled directly along vertical and 
horizontai reporting lines.c Thedirection .givento~facilities must be strategic and 
based upon a thorough understanding of the. inherent inter-relationship between 
the Library’s mission and its facilities in order to provide an attainable and 
coordinated strategic facilities planning framework for staff execution. 

: :., 
Therefore, it is recommended that’ the, responsibility for strategic facilities 

planning be formally assigned to an upper management position, that places a clear 
focus on facilities operational requirements. This position must carry with it clear 
authority and accountability to develop the strategic*plan for the facilities divisions 
and all Library liaisons. .” .’ :: 

’ 
,;i, 

‘. 
:  

-.a .A’ 
i 

< 

:  

A strategic facilities plan ‘will enable, the Library to determine and control 
their role in the planning and management of key factors affecting space and facility 
use. It will also help them define the inter-relationships between facilities and how 
they support”the collections through the utilization of. .a comprehensive process to 
guide development. Exhibit 3-4,models a strategic facilities plan that‘may be used in 
developing a Library-wide plan. 

.; 
‘, 

2. ‘The Library of-Congress should. design, develop, and implement a 
data sharing methodology. 1 

The ISS Director must create the appropriate mechanisms to ensure 
coordination between facilities departments and facilitate decision making and 
project planning across the ISS team. One such mechanism could be the 
establishment of mandatory and routine space management reviews with 
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representation from all facilities divisions. Another mechanism would involve. the 
design and implementation of- a data sharing system. I- ’ I. I: I’. “: ” ,;;; ‘: 

,: _. *’ ; ‘,.,>’ .” ,; : 
3. ISS should be giv& “owneCgship”bf;l?e Library facilitik to ensure 

both the optimal use of Lib&y space kd to ensure proper support 
for ‘the collections. 1 -^ ‘-. : ‘. : I .-, 

,:. ‘. _I ii :; : ..” ,I . . _, ““,d ;.. : 
Facility Services needs to operate (as t&owner of the spaces, a role the service 

units ! currently’ assume. -‘This change will help Facility Services ,operate more .,pro- ., 
actively and efficiently. It. will, also insert them, into. ‘;the collections:,management 
process, ensuring that the availability of appropriate space is addressed, in a timely 
manner in the case of special collections, such as the WETA/PBS tape archives that 
were awaiting the, arrival of storage shelves in ,the Landover Annex-during our site 
visits.. +; 1 ;: “‘J. , : vi J’.. I, 1 ,. : ,:,, 

:. ,,, 
Model Strategic Facilities Plan . -’ ;. /. i. I.‘. .I.,, ,( : .: ,‘:_ 
I, ., ‘. 

: 

.I )  ./ r, 

., 

‘, ‘,:, _’ ,’ 

2  ‘, ‘; .‘%^‘ 

f ,_I% ! .‘,, 

l Apply faciliiy to inwntory of facilities 
- s&ess c&rent condlfikne 
- measure eoace defidendee 
-forecast sl;ace requirements 

l Define budgetary lmpad‘of &ace 
requirements 
-provide supportable space 

costs 

l ldenlify operational options 
- mlmbumabfe aetvicee ‘: 

I 
- other options 

l ImDrwe clueliw of SoacB [:I. _’ 
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4. Develop and implement an integrated;shared, ‘and technically ” -:. 
accurate set of facilities-specific CAD drawings andkssociated ‘-’ 
databases. .’ ,_ i.... 

’ In order to implement and manage an integrated, sharedi and’accurate 
database, a computer aided facilities management (CAFM) system should ,be 
developed to provide the ,necessary tools for long-term planning ‘and, infrastructure 
management. Ylhese,,tools will,provide Library personnel With quick and easy access 
to accurate information -on,‘each functional comljonent. Paramount to, this 
accomplishment is the issue of standardizing hardware platforms, z&d”software tools 
in a CAFM system. $This standardized environment is a prerequisite for local or 
wide ’ area netGo& that utilize ‘client server technology ‘to ‘connect the various user 
locations. The Library’s Facilty Design and Construction Section has already 
purchased some of the major hardware and software components that’,would be 
needed to, implement an integrated,. CAFM system. ;r \‘!‘- ,’ 

An integral component of developing a CAFM system is the definition of a 
functional data sharing process ,and a concept of operation that promotes maximum 
efficiency across facility management divisions in terms of resources, operational 
capabilities; and cost.; This concept of.operations should provide the.capability for bi- 
directional flow of facilities planning and space’ mana’gement information bet%een 
users; ultimately support the decision-making process With accurate dnd- timely data, 
and their consolidation into a strategic level executive information system. 

It is important’that the integrated facilities planning and space management 
system database become the primary repository of information for the Library:s 
infrastructure. : ” 

‘.: -, :’ 

51 Fully implement the Arthur Young Library of Congress 
Management study finding and Facility Services’ subsequent~draff ,’ 
Process for Determining and Implementing Space Planning 
Priorities. 

The Library obviously recognizes the importance of establishing and 
implementing procedures for space project prioritization because procedures were 
developed in 1995, service unit liaisons were assigned, and initial service unit 
priorities were identified in order to integrate these priorities into a master 
schedule. It is time to move forward with the implement&tion. 

6. Develop comprehensive, uniform, qualitative, and quantitative 
space standards for all Library facilities and for each type of 
functional space; use GSA government-wide standards where 
applicable. 

It is critical that ,the space standards include both qualitative and quantitative 
characteristics. Qualitative narrative would describe in detail the requirements for 
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‘. ,. . . . . . 
such necessities as climate control, air filtration, security, lighting, fire protection, 

iI 

and’ adjacency. Quantitativenarrative would prescribe the amount of, square footage 
for each functional .type*of space.:, “I ,, ,I : . ,: : 

I 

Once these standards are developed, they can be applied to all existing spaces 
by functional ,type in order ,to assess the efficiency ;of current space. use. In addition, 
when projecting future, space requirements, these standards. will serve as a 

:I 

defensible database to support the projected requirements. :, Y 
: 

7. Assign fdrmal responsibility and accou@bility to ISS for 

I! 

fundaplental facilities rgles. ; ,, - : ” 
! 

ISS should develop and maintain p.rograms,,,policies; and/or procedures ,for: ,i : 

I 

,f , ..,, ‘, 
l Standardization of space utilization 

,, 
), i 

II 

i 
i Compliance with the recommended/proposed space standards, and 

l Appropriateness of the usage of the space. ,: 1 

‘I 
‘I 

/’ ., 

The ISS .Director, as an active participating member. of the Library Senior; 
Management Reporting Group, also should stress to the other ,members of that team 
the critical importance of the inter-relationship between facilities and the Library’s ,: 
mission. 

I 
8. Require the Library to develop a Space Utilization Prqgram. 

) 
The Library should design the program to facilitate the assessment of how 

I 

efficiently they utilize all three Capitol Hill facilities. This Space Utilization 
Program should also be designed to’ help the Library maximize the ,efficient use of 
space in coordination With the Library’s, strategic vision. , 

n 

I 
., ,’ 
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3.2 SECURITY ,, 
‘;’ ., ‘: 

3.2.1 Background ” : ,._.<.. :’ xr 
> :‘. ,,. 

Withmore, than 4,000 employees, three large buildings on Capitol Hill that are 
open to the public, more than 100 million items of stored property(the Collections), and 
their own police force, the,Library has a unique blend of security concerns. These ,,.’ 
concerns arise from the potential for environmental emergencies, for example, fire or 
water damage in the stacks; the theft or destruction of invaluable material in the : 
collections; or other: forms of natural causes and criminal.acts committed in Library :, :, 
buildings or surrounding streets. ..i “, ./ ‘_ 

: “8.: 1 i -, 
Security at the Library encompasses the protection of Library buildings, systems, 

employees and visitors, sensitive information in both paper and electronkforin, and the 
Library’s collections. At the Library, security is organized and implemented through 
three distinct programs: physical security, information (computer) security,: and 
personnel security. 

The physical security..program, including electronic security and the Library 
police, are organized centrallyunderthe Protective Services Division (PSD) within the 
Integrated Support Services (ISS) Unit. The physical security program provides for the 
badging. of Library employeesand visitors and ensures the. integrity of ,a-11 physical 
barriers and locks used to control access to work and storage areas. The electronic 
security program repetitions is responsible for the specification, installation, and 
maintenance-of existing and new electronic access controls, int&iondetection systems, 
and closed-circuit television systems. The Library’s electronic security.program 
currently focuses on the implementation of electronic security equipment to protect 
collection storage areas (bookstacks) and reading rooms, and to facilitate the 
installation of security equipment to support temporary exhibitions. The day-toTday 
operations of Library security are implemented by the Library police. With a staff of 
over 104 full-time uniformed armed officers, the Library police provide control of 
building exteriors, entry,.and exit points. They also guard-highly valuable,exhibits, 
patrol internal space; and respond to emergencies as needed. 

The Library has a responsibility to protect information. To accomplish this, the 
Library has, instituted an information security program operated by the.Information 
Technology Service (ITS) Unit. Although in a formative stage, the Library has ‘J 
published a computer security policy that assigns roles and responsibilities for the1 
protection of both sensitive, proprietary, and publicly held information. 

The Library also has the responsibility of handling and storing classified 
information received from Congress and other sources. To facilitate this activity, the 
Library has established a personnel security program operated by the Personnel ” 
Security Office (PSO) with the authority to grant security clearances. : 

’ 

‘, ,  
‘.: 

‘. 

/ 
,-, 
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. . 
Sustaining, and hence protecting the Collections, are central to the Library’s ’ 

operations under its current mission. The establishment and maintenance of: collections 
security has been a topic of intense discussion and debate within the Library.over the 
past two decades. From the mid-1970’s through 1995, workgroups have studied the 
effectiveness of both Library and collections security. A number of different security 
experts and consultants have been hired;. to analyze security. Internal committees were 
formed to develop-collections security plans, and funding’has been requested and spent 
to improve the protection of Library materials. ,’ 

,,’ !I, “1 
Although the Libraryhas taken steps to improve security of the,Collections.over. 

this period,,there continue to be allegations,.of.,book theft and mutilations. These,, : I .,,) ‘. 
allegations have prompted Congress to question the status and conditionof the security 
at the Library. 

3.2.2 ,‘~i4ethtidol& ‘, 
,’ <.- >’ 

, 
./ .I : 

Our assessment of thisportion of the study centered around the following 
objectives: 1.’ 

l Determine whether the Library organizes and managesits physical, 
information, and personnel security program effectively ,. 

’ ‘v ,, ,. 
l Address whether the Library hasspent the money allocated for ,security ina 

cost efficient and useful. manner 
I>‘, 

.* :Determirie.whether the Library is handling its security functions in 
accordance with generally accepted security practices. :!. 

,,’ ; 
Our security evaluation team completed this task using a variety of methods to 

include: external research and’ analysis, face-to-face and, telephone interviews, technical 
site surveys, and site visits. 

I. 
Research and Analvsig We conducted literature searches on Libraryand collections 
security both specific to the Library of Congress, and to the library .community in’ 
general. We researched trends in book and art thefts and mutilations to develop an 
understanding of the problems associated with this form of crime. We also identified 
and contacted library associations to find available documentation as to “best practices” 
for library security. Since the protection of Library materials is a relatively new .topic 
for library associations, the American Library Association (ALA) and the Association of 
College and Research Libraries (ACRL) indicated that the development of protective 
standards has not been a high priority. 

;: _.,, “1.. _.> -. . .-.I: 1. .‘~;. .., I__. /,: . . 
Interviews.’ we conducted a series of interviews both within and outside the Library. 
We also conducted telephone interviews with several national and international 
libraries to assess best practices for ,security available from the professional library 
community and lessons learned available from other libraries. 
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Site Survevs and Visits. We conducted.exte&ve site surveys and assessment,pf Library 
buildings,~storage,,facilities, and work areas,: Weviewed: the. placement and, location of 
physical security equipment, withinthe buildingsi evaluated :the security. control,.and 
security monitormg locations, and.-assessed the operation of entry/exit points, and 
Library Police p:osts.. We. conducted,tours with,Library Policeand Protective Services 
personnel to review operating procedures. We conducted site visits to comparable, : 
Federal archive and state library facilities, and visited several large academic libraries 
on the East Coast to compare their sgcurity.measures with those of the.Library of 
Congress.“,. ’ , ‘.‘,” ;. ,, 

( :.,_ 3,?.3 ,Fladi~~~ ;md ‘conclitsions::, :. . .’ 
: ‘., L.’ ‘I_. ,I ,’ : : I/, \ -, 

The Libraryhas a’number of security related jjroblems r&ultig from a : 
,., “I 

., ‘.I ..‘% .- 
fragmented organization; ‘meffectiveXmanagement procedures, ‘lack of a. clear security : ’ 
policy, ill-defined requirements for Collections security, incomplete risk management 
processes, and no comprehensive security plan. These,findings. are supported in the 
following sections. ,A case study focused specifically:onthe history and management of . . 
collections security is provided ,in Volume: 2; : ; ;.; 

A. The Library does not organize and Tgnage its security functions in an !,,’ i ..- 
effectwe m‘anner. . ,I /’ . : 

The Library suffers from’a’nuinber of mtiagemerit problems &it impact the 
security program. In addition to a fragmented security organization, unqualified ‘PSD 
manager, and a budget‘structure that does not provide adequate cost ‘information, little 
emphasis is placed on security related training ‘or awareness. .In‘ response to some of’ ‘.: 
these issues, PSD recently retained Computer Sciences Corporation (CSC) to conduct 
several assessments’of the Library’s protective programs. Although the CSC effort is’ ” 
not desibed to provide ‘a comprehensive overview of Library ‘functions, CSC is under 
contractjo the Library to survey security operations under four tasks: a physical 
security survey of occupied buildings; a study of Library Police operations with regard 
to collection protection; &design of a securityawareness’program; and an inventory 
study of selected collection items. 

Specific issues in the security management area include the following: 

1. The Library has not appointed a.single point of authority to 
manage all of its security programs. 

There is no single individual responsible and accountable for overall security of 
the Library. Current security responsibilities are fragmented across the Protective. 
Services Division (physical, security), Information Technology Services (computer I 
security), and the Personnel Security Office (personnel security). Collections security is 
assigned to collection managers as supported by Protective Services. Focusing on the 
security of the Collections as part of the Physical Security Program, LCR 610-2 also 
places a “custodial” responsibility for Library materials on the division chiefs and 
Library officers who have custody of Library materials, the Library personnel who 
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The Library does have an effective Personnel Security organiiation manage; by 
the Personnel Security Office. The PSO grants security clearances to about 3bO’,Libhry 
of Congress, staff who require access to classified information. The PSO also manages 
the determination of suitability for employment at the Library., In May 1995, OPM 

-reviewed the PSO and concluded that the Library’s personnel security <and suitability 
programs are being operated in an effective ma@@; with only ,minor ‘adjustments 
needed. In September 1995, the Library OIG conducted:a review of the PSO and 
determined ,that “the Personnel Security Program effecuvely:ensures that, appropriate 
suitability and clearance,investigations are initiated and issues uncovere,d by OPM are 1 
adjudicated.” _ 

, 

Booz-Allen & Hapilton 
i \  /  1: “ .  : , ,  

. ,  .  , ,  . , . . I  . ,  I , ~ . ,  .  .  . . -  ,  , . , ,  .  , ,  , ,  

make use of Library materials as part of their jobs, and the researchers who are granted 
access to Library materials under specific readership rules. :Eaa of these group&has .’ - 
separate and distinct programs ,with its own policies and griidelines; s Assigning 1’. 
responsibility for overall security to a single,individual would allow the Library to 
move toward a more integrated approach to its security programs. :For example, at 
Harvard University, a Library Security Officer has been appointed to oversee all 
security functions. :, ;;:, ‘_ 

\ a. , 
‘/ Gi& *e physical se;urity arenaj.,&$~anizati&~~l co&&~r?x&t~ ggar:tigg :, 

electronic security. The management and implementation of electronic security’% ’ 
currently divided between Protective Services and the Architect of the, Capitol ,(AF).. : 
The Library is responsible for temporary installations, i.e., to support exhibits, while the 
AOC purchases, installs, tests, and mamta:ins permanent intrusion detection and access 
control equipmentfor the Adams, Jefferson, ,and Madison buildings. ,.:.:, ,r , :, ,/ 

‘. .’ ,. : ,,- ,‘. ,, ‘, ‘, : ‘1 

A similar situation exists with respect to, computer security. 
.. ‘( 

For applications and 
data residing on the mainframes; responsibility and authority for security has,been 
designated to the Director, Information Technology Section. . ’ : L ‘. .’ 

2.6 c 2. ‘. The permanent manager of Protective &&ices Division (P$D) 
should have tl& security background needed to-lead the technical 
and operational implementation of Library physical security 
programs; 

Within the Library’s Integrated Support Services Service Unit, PSD operates the 
physical and electronic security sections and manages the Library police force. 
Protective Services is, responsible for the development of physical and information 
security policies and has the largest staff dedicated to:Library security. PSD provides 
the technical capability to identify security problems and to develop solution options. If 
long-term security planning a&coordination are to occur; thispositionrequi a ;I 
security professional with extensive management experience on large security 
programs. Although the acting PSD manager gained an appreciation forLibrary 
security programs as the Chairman of the Collection’s Security Oversight Committee, 

0 
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Many of the Library’s vulnerabilities are due to the age and nature of its ‘facilmes 
and its current operations. For example: ,. : ,, q ,. 

:‘ :.c,~:‘. ~ I, i. ; 
i The Adams and Jefferson facilities are vulnerable to fire damage because of 

theconstruction of- the build.mgs and, the amount of paper materials (fuel) ; ’ 1. 
stored within-these buildings. 

-’ ,, ..‘y y .,..:. c ;1, ,: ” 
* I Fire surveiilance and control systems are im$emented only to theextent that 

they do fibt degrade l-&toy--c vhlue. . . . . I? I ,Y=’ : ‘I !‘: ; ..” C’ .1 ., ..;\-. .’ .., ” .,,-. /. ,, ‘,,, i 
l The ‘Librarybuildings have a history of water leaks and other problems that 1’. 

‘canriot Be‘fUly resolved without degrading the historical ‘character ‘of the. 
facilities or without large renovation expenditures. 

Withrespect,: to computer security, theLibrary has.not performed a risk ; .) 
assessment~of,its information systems. LCR 1620,stipulates that the “Libraryshall 
ensure’th”at audits, reviews, certifications, and/or risk analysesbe performed at least, 
every 3 to 5 years which evaluate,the adequacy and proper functioning of computer 
security safeguards and identify vu,lnerabilities. that could heighten threats to, existing 
or prospective automated data or resources.” until this is completed, there is.no, clear 
understanding of the_risks, threats, or vulnerabihties that exist for automated res.ources 
at the Library. j_ ‘. 

4. The Library lacks a comprehensive plan th& addiessks phy$ical+ ” 
coyputer,, c+ollections, and personnel security., : :. ,: : .“i;i ,/ : 

‘:, : ; I 
As noted abov&the ,Library hid develop ‘a Man-for ‘Rnhancine Collections 

Security in ,1992-and ‘h as’ implemented *a number‘ of measures in accordance with that 
plan. These measures include: inspections at building entrances,and exit&reduced 
access to the stacks, PoliceI5atrols in thestacks,~installation ‘of video surveillance 1 
cameras and anti-theft gates,$ersonal belongings disallowed% reading rooms, andthe 
installation of an automated Collections Control Facility that provides inventory control 
for books. The plan, however, did.not call for regulationscovering ,a11 aspects of 
security. For example, the Library plan does not cover each phase of the collections 
process from acquisition and storage to. availability for us& LCR 610 is focused only on 
the use of Library materials. It does not set forth objectives for the protection of 
materials while they are in storge. ,’ 

A more comprehensive security plan would, allow the Library to improve its 
decision-making ~process by .w,eighing.the needs of allsecurity programs, and providing 
the Librarian with a single, point of reference for allocating.resources. This is currently 
being done at the New York Public Library and at the Smithsonian Institution. Without 
such a complete plan, security implementation remains reactive to the latest problems 
or “wants” of the collections’ managers and funding is reallocated against.near term 
needs, e.g., to protect an exhibition. At the Smithsonian, there is a formal planning 
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‘process that requires a representative from every division to” approve changes’to the 
+ilitj, qd, to th$ security sysfe,m. ,,’ ., :, i, ~ I/: .:, 

In addition to having no comprehensive Library security pian;the Library lacks 
derivative plans in a number of key areas. For example, PSD has no systematic 
approach for planning or implementing physica, security. : The: Library uses’ .: 
overiapping,,and multiple security hardware, and procedures to achieve what ,it 
considers to be an effective level of physical protection. This approach has evolved 
more from the limitations to installation of security equipment in the buildings, than 
from a planned approach .to securi.ty. Security&r ea.& .speci,fic collection; c&ends, to a 
great extent, on the desires of the ;collection,,ma-ager,,pr~vl~,us consultant .reports, and 
the experience of the Physical Security Section personnel. The Physical Security Section 
Manager~wprks.with mdividual collections managers to determine,theJevel of 
protection to be afforded to ,the readmg rooms and bookstacks ass&ned to. that, 
collection. I ,, i”., , ) ..#, ‘,i/ . ..<’ c _ .,i 

In the information technology area,‘the Library General Counsel directed 
Information Technology Services in 19Wto’develop a computer security policyfor the 
Library. The written policy is ‘in compliance with the Computer Security ACt,$f 1987 
that requires “all Federal agencies to identify each computer system that contains’ ” 
sensitive information and’ prepare .plans ,for the’ security and privacy of such systems.” 
Library of Congress Regulation 1626 was, drafted in 1989 to provide a framework for 
compliance with the Coml&ter Security Act of l987. Because of’required input and 
coordination from each service unit and division within the Library, the LCR 1620 
policy was not finalized until 1995. y, /, ,. ‘_. : 

.‘, , 
In addition, the Library has’not developed a contmgency plan for its computer 

operations. LCR 1620 stipulates that the “Library shall require ,appropriat@contingency 
and continuity of operations plans be- developed, maintained, and coordinated,.‘: ele 
the ITS organization has,an understanding of emergency operating procedures, the ; 
Library has no written and approved contingen*Yplan documenting procedures to 
develop, test, and maintain-emergency response, backup operations, and disaster 
recovery. In lieu of a formal disaster recovery plan; the Library relies on other 
legislative sites that can be used as an off-site information resource to rebuild-its 
systems. The Landover, Maryland, Library facility serves asthe off-site backup lpcation, 
for critical Library processes. This back up arrangement does not satisfy all of the .areas 
that should be included in a contingency plan such as how to deal with a fires in 
computer rooms or how to respond to hackers who attempt to enter into Library 
computer systems. 

5. Empkmentation df’sec&ty-at the Library is conducted’in a@’ .’ . 
inconsistent and sdmetime tindocumented matin& 

L ; i I;’ 
i 

: 
The Library does not uniformly implement the physical, computer and 

collections security procedures it has developed. In someareas there are no procedures 
_;_’ ,‘- 

3-31 

‘, 

‘. 

/  
/  



Booz-All& & Hamilton 
./ 

5. ,, I ‘r. : ‘,_ ,. ,. .i .;:<. ,, ;, ., ;, i,. 
at all. ‘Ihis further degrades the security:posture of the.Library. The following 
implementation issues at the Library were noted. 

.a. No compl& set of procedures’g&dek the &ions bf thq, Lilkary 
’ p?lke, ai?, policies are not u&f&niy fqlldwed. ” . , 

The Library police operating guidelines are a collect&of procedures that 
expand in reaction to-Library needs. 
Buildings and Coilections,‘~ I 

The Library uses LCR 18162 ,“Access to ,Library 
to define entry/exit requirements ,for ‘Library space., LCR 

414-1, ‘“Marking of Library Materials,” is used to defineexit insl%ction criterial Library 
police jurisdiction is defined to be within the Library buildings and outside to3he&rrb. 
The Office of the Librarian determines which entry/exit points will be opened and 
closed?and when., TI’he Librarypolice have an unwritten procedure to patrolonly 
public space and the stacks. ,Written procedures:on detaining or arrest&individuals 
suspected of breaking Library rules are contained in Section’AR of the Library of: ,_ 
Congress Police Policy Manual. ,. /, - 

: ;. .,t-:; 

Exit/entry ~insI&tions were observed to be inconsistent ivithfiublished” i 
guideliries.. In the Library Police Manual, Part 1, “Responsibilities and ~Erocedures for ~’ 
Police Officers,” it states that:thePolice-should “ask each person before.they”go through 
the KNOGO if he/she has any Library materials. The answer to this question may.be 
used as evidence in court...” 
followed. 

We did not observe that this requirement was always 

The Physical Security Section also issues picture badges to eniployees ‘that are 
printed on a magnetic, stripe access control card. The, Library has mandated that all 
employees wear badges. The magnetic stripe;card is designed to pr,ovide access to the,, 
closed stacks. Not all employees are wearing the badges, thus making identification,of 
authorized personnel .difficult for, the Police and the staff.. _ ! 

b. Electronic security systems at the Library have varying levels of 
effectiveness. 

The Library has an assortment of manual and electronically activated locks and 
door hardware that are fitted into existing doors. The absence of documented 
procedures for the implementation of locking hardware and exit/entry barriers has 
resulted in a “mixed bag” of physical security equipment. This “mixed bag” has created 
maintenance problems and difficulty interfacing with the electronic security system. 

b 

A card access system controls access to the closed stacks and restricted areas. The 
design of the system is effective, but operational problems with door exits and-alarms 
have been reported. For example, false’alarms occur’when someoneexits usi@the 
doorknob rather than the push bar. The’push bar shunts the alarm of’the door. ‘If the 
doorknob is used, an alarm goes off which is noted in the communication center. Since 
these types of false alarms are continually reported, the police have stopped .’ ’ 
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responding. The KNOGO system, an exit-based detection system, appears to be an 
effective deterrent, but not all Library material has the appropriatesensors or tags. /’ : ’ ,.I- /_ ‘I 

Intrusion detection systems monitor the closed stacks and other restricted areas. 
The AOC stated that ‘the intrusion dete&on systems, the same, as those at the Library, 
perform well in the other Capitol Hill buildings. ‘The Electronic Security Section 
Managers consider the AOCyprovJded .mtrusion detection,systems to,be unreliable, and 
as a.result,.zhave m&al&i extra sensors and alarm momtormg equipment in several ,., 
areas. Somedoors in the..stac@.,have -as many,,as fou.r door contacts,. ,T&s, djfference of 
opinion has been a,contmuing source of conf@‘and has led to redundant. expenditures 
fOr&I@XS., ., ! :,. :..,‘:, 

” 
,.,. :,~: .I,J,Lc,:+, ;; ,... ‘, : , ;, 1 

;.‘h .;., ,.. : .I” -a ‘-,;. ‘:, 

Closed Circuit Tele’vision (C&V) cameras. and video taije recorders are .used ,in 
reading rooms,.stack areas, and 6for ,general surveillance ,and deterrence. Common area’ : 
and entry/exit poimsurveiilance ismonitored in the command-centers: Cameras in the 
Rare Book reading rooms are also constantly monitored. Video surveillance systems in. 
the other reading rooms are effective where installed, because of the physical coverage 
of the cameras., The overall effect$eness of those cameras is d.m-@s,hed, hqever, by 
the fact that they are not reguJarly.monitored. Although the,Libraryhas plansto install 
additional CCTV systems, findmg .suitable mounting and .cond:uit locations is a 
problem, ., / 

;, 
,, I ; “. ,,j 4 II ! 

.i . . .I 

C. The’Library has implemented common commercial practices to 
secure its automated information resources. . 

,., ,’ ., : 
’ Although we’ did not test specific computer security processes, during our 

assessment, we did review available documentation and intenrie~‘~i~rarypersonnel. 
/ 

Because forrrial Rrocedures and practices‘do not,ex@t, the Library is using commonly 
acceptable commercial practices to protect their mformation.resources. Such practices 
include: 

l Inspection of log data for obvious trouble signs ’ ’ 

‘0 Inspection of legitimate files available for transfer 
., ,. ‘. 7 

Investigation of all suspicious e-mail received . / I 

Close review of the Computer Emergency Response Team (CERT) advisory to 
keep abreast of attacks attempted on other systems and the recommended 
safeguard protectjons. ,. -. 

: ,, : ,, / ‘-.B__ / ‘-.B__ 
Access to UNIX systems at the Library is closely controlled by limited Access to UNIX systems at the Library is closely controlled by limited 

distribution of system administration privileges within the ITS division. A medium- distribution of system administration privileges within the ITS division. A medium- 
security configurati~on on IBM mainframes at the Library,provides automated security security configurati~on on IBM mainframes at the Library,provides automated security 
features to determine the secure state of the system. Commercial off-the-sheif security features to determine the secure state of the system. Commercial off-the-sheif security 
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products are installed on.the Library servers; A&s,to..files is authorized by.data 
owners and is .,controlled-by:the systemadm#&rator. I ) I :‘~ ,: 

,: ,;:. ,.” : ,,,: I”.’ ; : _: .; j : I.. 

3.2.5‘ Recomtiendatioils I 9’:. .: 

The following recommendations are considered critical to the implementation of 

responsible for all security functions in the’Library,‘&ludihg physical, 
information and personnel security. The LSO should be responsible for 
providitig’the leadership and focus for ,the security organtiation and for 
developing and implementing the Library’s overall security policy. 

The Library should investigate transitioning full responsibility for the design, 
component selection, installation, integration, and operation of all permanent 
and temporary electronic security components and systems to the AoC. This 
would eliminate confusion and reduce the need for the Library to maintain 
expertise in electronic security systems. 

The Library needs to provide management with more detailed information on 
security program costs and performance. This will ensure that adequate and 
complete information is available to determine how security dollars should 
be spent and whether the money is being spent wisely. 

The Library should establish a robust training program for its personnel, to 
include general security awareness and computer security. Since the staff 
must help enforce security policies, it needs to understand the value of 
security in protecting the collections for future generations. 

The Library needs to change its security program to conform with 
generally accepted security practices. 

The Library needs to establish a comprehensive and overarching security 
policy based on a single set of requirements. Accordingly, the Librarian 
should publish. a statement of the Library’s objectives for the protection of 
personnel, property, and information. This statement should take the form of 
a top-level Library Regulation from which all other regulations can be 
derived. 

The Library needs to implement a comprehensive risk management process, 
starting with a Library-wide risk assessment, to support ongoing decision 

.- 
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I 

: ., ,, ,.,‘.. .,. .1 
making and allocation of protective resources. The understanding of 

1’. security-related threats, and’vumerabilities is an essential comIjonent of an 1 

I 
effective security program.‘. The Library should%Ientifji anduiiderstand ‘real 
and potential threats, and articulate current weaknesses and vulnerabilities. 
Also, it needs to formulate and prioritize its risks by potential severity. This 

;I 
information sho.uld be used to make budget prioritization decisions on 
security initiatives. ,s’ 

,I 

.,i ” i, 3. ,( 
l After Library security requirements and risks are identified and prioritized, a 

comprehens@e securityplanthat incorporates elements from-the 1992 Plan 
for Enhancing: Collections Securitv should be devejoped todirect the I 
implementation of security across all Library operating elements and to drive 
the. optimal allocat@nof personnel and fmancialresources to fulfil! Library ” :j 

I 
security goals and objectives. : : , ;’ ;, ,,‘, I .F~~,x~~ 

_,: : I. ;, ;’ ‘.;‘q’,- 
l The Library needs to implement &security policies and procedures it 

;,,+ :,’ ,- ,;, ,...I ” I -: ” 

I 
develops m a,;rigorous manner. : ; i ,I:, I-J . I h 

i. ., 

I 
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, 
Although information is still delivered in hardcopy form; i.e., newspapers, 

magazines, and.books, computer technology is rapidly liberating information from the 
limitations of print. The Internet has become the agent of change that.is accelerating 
global, decentralized access to information. In the next decade, the pervasive presence 
of computers and advances in,t~~eco~,unications,pi!l profoundly affect the nature of 
the Library and its mission. People will no longer be .prec$ded, from accessing 
information based on geography or time. The digital revolution wiil enable people to 
access and create the specific information they need. Millions of bits of information will 
be stored in computers, rather than just on Library sh&& Hardcopy physical 
material, normally in a single media, is giving way to a multimedia, hyperlmked 
“logical” world where physical*handhng becomes at best a second order issue. 
Multimedia precessmg has moved, us from a singular’thirikmg ‘world to a world where . 
information can now be viewed and heard, both a;the same time. TechnolopY is the 
critical element that is revolutionizing the way‘people work, learn, and live. 

-. \ 
The Library is uniquely positioned to take a pivotal rokz in this mformation 

revolution. Bold leadership and. innovations m, cataloging, storage, and presentat$n 
techniques will be. required to.meet the. needs of future information consumers.,, The 
Library has demonstrated, such leadersh,ip .m the pa& ‘For example, in the 1960-70 

_: 

timeframe, the Library, developed acap’abiiity ,that enabled Libraries around the world 
to develoIj.automated cataloging systems for efficient:informahon access,, Such 
creativity and innovation will ,become even more important ,in the digital age. 

: ,,, 
’ .; ..+ ,’ 

3.3.1 Methodology : :_ 

The purpose of this portion of the study was to determine whether the Library is 
properly positioned in terms of strategy, leadership, organization, business processes, 
data, and technology, to serve Congress and the Nation effectively in this new 
information revolution. We also assessed the level of strategic planning required to 
enable the Library to take full advantage of today’s technology. During,the course of 
this study, we established technology benchmarks based on site visits to large research 
institutions, public libraries, commercial information providers, and technology 
development organizations. 

Our assessment centered around the following specific objectives: 

l Address whether the information technology (IT) strategy is linked to the 
overall Library mission 

l Evaluate whether integrated IT planning, budgeting, and performance 
measurement processes exist 
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l Define the degree to which business unit heads in the Library ,interact with 
\ ,Information Technology Services (ITS) to make joint ‘decisions ‘on IT spending 

and direction .., I, 

l Evaluate existing Library information systems and their effectiveness in 
supporting the’ current mission and operations 

l Evaluate the current Library technology orga&ation and its effectiveness in 
delivering technology enabling, solutions ,’ : 

,‘: ~. I, 

l Define relevant ‘enabling technologies and assess their potential impact on 
Library’operations “” ,; ,, ,‘, .) . . ,,’ 

‘. ., 

l Define “best $actices” that are employed by similar orga&ations iri 
Government, academia; and industry; and ‘assess how these’practices’could’ ’ 
be used to enhance the Library’s operations. ,:’ : 

Using GAO’s Strategic Information Management Self-Assessment Toolkit, we 
first examined the Library’s information needs from the perspective of current ’ 
operational needs and the potential for ex$oiting new technologies~ As part of this 
assessment, tie focused on acquiring a sound understanding of the ,factors affecting the 
Library’s mission and goals. These factors included its organization, functions, and 
supporting @recesses. In addition, Mie defined and assessed enabling technologies and 
their potential for improvmg Library operations. Through a combination of interviews 
and site visits, we also examined best’practices from similar Government, industry, and 
academic institutions. The list of site visits is provided in Exhibit 3-6. 

, 

‘. 

3-37 



BoozeAllen &‘hmilton 

:  
, .  2 < , ,  _. 

;E)(MI.B;T 3-6 ” .!’ 
Benchmark Site Visits 

~q~., ;, ~ ” ,‘.’ “i; ;’ ..,;., 1 1, ,“,*;:,-;; ,,,. ,;_ ,, ;:,&&;;I’:; ‘, ~ ,j’:: f;:. “.; :.’ 1.; : ;; :.: $+,i; ;,, “.I : ,,/, ::‘iy ‘: ,:,‘.;:;:.::~~R:~~l~N~~~~ “1 1 ; “. : ,,;;y ,“,:,;I$y$f i;;),, ,,, ‘:: 

Patent and Trademark Off ice To review lessons learned in’the areas of facilities, security, and 
PW technology, including the digital capture of patents and trademarks’ 

and the dissemihation of information. ” 

Natibnal Archives and Records ” ’ To review its approach to record,and’ document storage. . 
Administration (NA;RA) ,‘a,,. .‘: ‘,“‘: ,.: ,’ .j ! I:, ,’ i “: : : 

Smithsonian Institution To.review;its’large volume”of physicaiinaterial, data catalog; ‘.-:,‘. 
security; and material access controlb;- .;.: : .< : I’_ s 

New York Public Library To review its methods and, techniques for managing its vast 
holdings and the role that technology plays.in day-to-bay 

. operations. ,“; ,- ‘.; ‘. 

Chicago Public Library Toreview itsapproach to using technology to meet.the needs of the 
public. .’ -, .:; 

Harvard University . <To review its extensive archive holdings and its approach to an 
Integrated’Library System (ILS); ,. 

Massachusetts Institute >of 
Technology (MIT) 

To review its innovation, in on-line access, information storage and 
retrieval; and.information sharing;‘. 

Indiana University To review,innovation ih’the’area of digital information handling 
(sound and video) and support for the Internet. In additionJo 
discuss their views on copyright.information processing. 

Carnegie Mellon University 1. To review innovation in the area of digital information handling and 
,its support for the Internet. 

>urdue University To review its innovation ‘in on-line information access, its’Thorplus 
Web site, and:information sharing. 

The University of California at To review its information technology infrastructure and the changes 
3erkeley it has made to the School of Library Science. 
The University of California at To review its approach to an lntegiated Library System (ILS). 
-0s Angeles 
In-line Computer Library Center 
OCLC) 

To review its leadership in information cataloging and data sharing. 

3.3.2 Findings 3-d Conclusihns , 
-. 

The Library has not recognized the importance of information technology as an 
investment, nor does.it have a strategic information management process linked‘to 
customer needs and, mission objectives. Informa,tion techno!ogy @qjng, budget& 
and~evaluation processes are not tied into. the overall Library strategy. Finally, the 
Library has ‘not built an organization-wide technology infrastructure to address all of its 
current and future needs. Staff technology skills, anchored in old mainframe-based 
(legacy) systems, will inhibit the Library’s transition into a modern client-server 
environment. These findings are supported in the following sections. \ 
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A. A greater strategic focus on Information Resources Management (IRM) 
would position the Library to make better use of technology. I 

The Library do&not view technology in a strategic context, nor has it focused on 
what Qiformation’is needed to run the or,ganization.’ This is evidenced by the fact that 
there is no single ,system-level architecture in place, complete with a performance 
measurement component, that can facilitate the organization’s decision making process. 
Through inte@etiswith Library staff, we fo:und that ,lT prioritization decisions are not 
based on a clearly defined strategy and are not directly linked to the Library’s mission 
objectives, This$&ion, has:inhibited, the Library from moving,technology forward to I 
better support the user community. I, 1~. ” ;,:. ,., 

’ ,/ ‘,2, .,,;i, ‘, 1’ ,. 
The Library’s leaders have .not’se~ured,the’~ll support and commitment of the 

entire organization and no sense of common ownership has,‘been created at all 
management levels. The New York Public Library, on theother hand, is an example of 
an organization that views technology as integral to its mission. It started a strategic 
planning process in 1992 and now has an operational focuswith buy-in at all levels of 
the organization. The NeW York Public Library would serve as an excellent model for 
the Library of Congress in this arena. The Massachusetts Jnstitute of Technology (MIT) 
also has an excellent strategic plan that.is used as a communications tool ,for the staff 
and to support staff requests, budget planning, and task prioritization. ( 

Lack of a recognized need for a global vision and strategy has resulted in costly 
projects that never achieved their stated goals-or ‘had to be canceled prior. to reaching 
their objectives. The Resystemization effort, which was initiated to modernize the 
existing cataloging environment, failed, in .part, as a result of these missing components. 
Project leaders initially recognized the importance of the.process but the commitment to 
seeing this project succeed .was not present. 

. ,. I.. ,i. j I 

1. The ITS organization does not have a globi view of the cibrary’s ” ,, 
information needs. , 

The current ITS organization views itself as an applications development and 
maintenance organization, largely reactive to the day-to-day-operational needs of the 
Library. The Library does not view ITS in a strategic role as the manager of all the 
organization’s information needs. It does not integrate all information requirements 
Library-wide and has no communication strategy for distributing technology decisions, ” 
soliciting recommendations, and documenting problems and solutions. 

ITS supplies maintenance services for the legacy systems and the network 
infrastructure required to support current library operations: It continues &accept new tash *at ~onopoia& d’ develijmeni &&, +& n&ilebhg C&$~b&t& &at’ would 

better assist the overall-organization. For example, the Library has focused on the 
THOMAS project, the initiation of the National Digital Library (NDL) project, and the 
creation of a digital video capture environment to record Congressional sessions, while 

., ,, 
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,. ., ., ““‘i -. 
neglecting enhancements neededin other areas, such as cataloging Even in new.. _, 
system development projects, tasks are structured asa’job jar” list. This’is, evident ‘m, 

.~.,, 

the way that IT res@nsibilities ,are allocated and managed, in the Library., Specificallj;: 

l There is no clear delineation of responsibilities between ITS and the service 
units with respect to, technology implementation. I 

i The shortage of resources; the perceived need’ tobrovide equitable support 
acr!3$*9 seyvice( ;?;Feas, and qpp$ shifts.4.jnpriotitifqf q+e techn$alstaff 
‘to be mfic~~~tly.“t~e-shire;l” across ~numerous projects: : i .’ 

Informationrequired tomake:key technology decisions is,notalw.ays available: .j 
’ and, as a result, ITS.decisions are made from incomplete data: It is. almost ,iinpossible 
today to perform a cost benefit trade-off analysis on IT-projects. because the necessary 
information is not tracked and in a usable form. 

.,. ‘. .’ // i,, ” 
As a result of not tracking pertinent information concerning project,performance 

and expenditures, itis difficult-to determine when tasks will be done or’how much they : 
will- cost. The cost may not just, be. ,financial in nature but may include lost f 
opportunities to provide better service to the organization. ’ ’ .:, ‘,, 

In summary, Exhibit 3A7’comparesthe differ2ence between, @current ITS, ” 1 
approach used by the Library and an IRM organizational approach m&we derived 
from our site visits. 

Contr’asting ITS ancfIRM Approaches (.““’ ‘/ ,, _’ ” ,’ -’ .,: 
;:‘;‘: ,,* _i “‘a’v>5, <\,&\ $: >;’ .> # >y& II ,‘./ ‘“;v;‘., I 1  ,>? 

‘, ,! i,, . ,Riiai~~~~~~~s:,~,i~~,:~;~?;~~~~,4 hi $,,;;;;;F$ .\ri’.:.,~;;~,~,.ITS,“~~~i”ijii~~~~~~~~~~~~~,:~‘~ ;;:,,; y;, ;,: ;“Q g&‘#pr&)ch. ‘. ;(: 1, ,‘,,‘L “‘:‘, 

Planning focus 
.?..‘.~..~:~,,~~~~~~~,~, J i 

,, .% l 

Evidence:‘. Tasks are undertaken in a 
Tactlcai In nature-the goal IS to 
maxirhite’ neai &rm benefit 

; . St rategiG n.na?ure - the goal is to 

“job.jar? fashion. Staff:is constantly 
maximize long-term as well as short- 

reshuffled on a weekly basis to meet the 
l : ~~~enaiiy driven ‘tep obj@ives ,, .: 
l 

current priority. . Decisions based on competing 
l ._ ,Mlssiiin driven 

.*‘, ‘Proactivee. . . ,’ ’ ” 
initiatives . Dticisions based on end-to- end, 

integrated capabilities 
Organiqtiy orientatiqn.qnd 
leadership ‘. 
Evidence: Information is not the 

l IT Director . (go, 
. ‘. ‘Infdmiation s&tion~enabied Technology driven ’ ’ ’ 
. 

cornerstone of the organization. Detailed 
Product provider . 
Support organization 

Service provider . 
l . 

stat& reports and proceti metrics are 
Integrated team ., . . I _. 

not gathered, analyzed and used to,make 
cost/benefit analysis decisions 
Information architecture l 

Evidence: The current environment does 
Stovepipe approach based on 
current short-term needs 

l integrated b 

not have an overarching infrastructure. it 
needs 

ased on open long-term 

is difficult to move information easil 
across the envircihment without Bd Wonal ()!. ‘, ., ? 

The lack of a single IRM focus within the Library has resulted in the introduction 
of competing, often divergent, technology infrastructures. For example, CRS 
implemented its own electronic mail system, network operating system, and .Window 
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management system because CRS believed that ITS could not meet its needs. The 
technology environment that&S iml$emented is not totally compatible with the 

: 
” + 

infrastructure in the rest of the Library. Moreover,,, Cl@ has had to provide i&own staff 
to support the CR!%network, and-electronic mail environment. These resources cannot 
be sha;ed with ITS because of the different ski1 1s required. 

3. Without a formal strategic plan or an integrated IRM planning proces$, 
prioritizatiqn decisjok are, not always ;co,n+tent with missi,Qn needs. ,. .’ 

t., ,je;a;i&&‘the ~@@,&+i& ;i&& itielf i& tac&$ ~e~sus”a~~r~~~~~~~ole, the 

Library does not have an IRM plan that focuses te&nolo~ investments and resources 
on ,Library-wide core mission goals, business processes, and customer needs., . As, a 
result, there is, no’solid basis for allocating resources and making prioriq;decisions with 
respect &IT productsand services. ._ ‘;, ,,-,, ‘-I ,,-,: : 

: : ‘. 
The Library’s current IRM planning process is informal, reactive to short-term 

needs; and not rooted in a comprehensive IT vision. As a result, resource allocation and 
technology decisions :are often based on perceived short-term requirements rather than 
on established mission priorities. Projects are often prioritized based on the availability 
of resources rather than on their benefit to the organization, and its mission. The 
following specific examples illustrate this point. Although they demonstrate the 
flexibility and responsiveness of the ITS staff, their undertaking,diverted scarce 
resources from other priorities. 

l ln December 1994, Congress directed the Library to provide a gateway .for 
sharing legislative information on the Internet. .The goal was to have this 
capability m place by the start of the new Congress on January 5,1995. The ., 
Library responded by developing a capability called THOMAS~, To satisfy 
this quick%unaround task; three people were redirected from, other,, key 
projects suchas the Global Legal Information Network and the l3ibliographic 
Workstation (BWS). 

,” 8’ ,, 
l The .Tech.nology Assessment Group has not focused on assessing innovations 

which could streamline the Library’s operations jar enhance their product ‘1,. 
delivery capabilities. While some of their work has beenlauded from outside 
the Library, it is not supporting any of the Library’s stated internal strategic 
objectives. ’ 

., ‘. ‘. 
,’ ). 

IT priorities for the Library have been described and documented in the ITS 
StrategicFlan, last revised in September 1995. This, plan~exemplifies,.the.,planning .,* 
process used by ‘ITS in establishing tactical, priorities for the Library. This process 
consists of the following steps: 

l ’ ITS customers and constituencies are identified. 
. ,  :  

- .  ,  ’ 
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l .User needs ‘are established and defined: ‘i&one&on-one sessions with each 
i,” customer.‘.Priorities~are reviewed in periodic meetings conducted between 

‘; user and ITSrepresentatives. .: ,/. 

l ITS management reconciles conflicts that cross the, Library and attempts to 
address at least one’or more high priority item from each constituency group. 

. . ‘Final de&ions are m”ade by ITS management based on resource ayailabiiity ; ,‘, raker thy brgan~a~~nal p~idrities. ;. j/ . : j ,,, , ,’ 
j ., : :, : .; :.: ., 1 l;Li...;,:” ST,, ,., ,- .~Zl,.., : : .: ;::, ‘:: ! ,_ ,, \ , ..( ,‘: ,:yL,z : .; ‘, 

As evidenced by this process, major initiatives in the Library are usually first 
championed from twithinone of ‘the’user organizations;, then supported, at ,the Executive 
Committee level. Some projects, such as the National Digital. Library (NDL)j -are 
initiated from the top down. Others, such as TI-IOMAS, originate from a Congressional 
request. More .often;,projects.result .from a need advocated by either a ~technical or 
functional-proponent in the Library. ,The Copyright ,Office Registration, Recordation, 
and Deposit System (CORDS), for example; did not take.~onsignificant importance until 
a new manager took over the Copyright Division and pushed the initiative. 

.” 
- because ‘initia&es are, linked to .the Library’smission only ‘to the extent that the 

mission is reflected in the perceived needs of the individual proponent, the planning 
process does, not address all the strategic planning elements that yould better enable 
ITS to allocate resources, define technology expenditures, and establish priorities across 
the Library. These missing elements:include the following: 

0. A;vision for the future that includes IT.as an enabler to the Library’s, mission 
(Where do zbexuant to be?) : ? :.’ . i i. .:’ ;’ 

‘, - . :. ! ?., ,. * ,,’ 
l An integrated IRM architecture (i.e., organization, business processes, and 

support systems) rooted in this vision (what .resouYces:are needed to.gefthere?): . 
; : 

l Performance improvement objectives that are measurable, and linked, to the 
mission (H&u do we kizow when we get there?). . 

Many libraries and institutions we visited during our site surveys,offer excellent. 
,‘j 

examples of how strategic planning can effectively drive technology decisions. The 1 
Library of Congress would benefit from using some of the same IRM planning 
processes that, have been implemented at the National Archives &Records ’ 
Administration, the Patent & Trademark Office,*Carnegie Mellon University, the 
Massachusetts,Institute‘of Technology, and the Chicago PublicLibraji. i ‘- . . 

tit, . . I :, ; . . ,I - . i . 1 ‘. 
B. The existing technology infrastructure is not integrated across the ;- 

Library. ’ 
_. ” 

As the Library increases its use of technology, both to support internal operations 
and to interact with its external customers, the overall infrastructure becomes an 
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increasingly critical factor affecting the ability of the Library to accomplish its mission. 
This infrastructure consists of the architecture,systems, resources, and processes : 
designed to support technology. Z;ibrary systems are currently not-integrated at a level 
appropriate to reduce interfaces between systems, lessen, the need .for maintenance 
resources, and minimize redundant data. 

The Library currently faces a situation associated >with its core information 
systems that is not tmcommon among ,organ@zations that d&+i&d automated tools in 
the 1970’s. ‘At that time, systems were built to focus on &cific, lo&h&d problems or 
processes. Library systems developed using this approach include the fol&&g: 

,: ,” )’ I” ..i ‘,.,I . 
,o ,Multi-UseMARC System (MUMS)~~ A data repository :systemaf& :,. 

,a: 
: ,, :: !’ fV 

bibliographicdata,-: ,. .;. ,,:. : :.,:i,:.i. .,’ ‘: ,t,l.f ‘,,. L I ; ..;I .j’ ‘. ,. .: 
l Subject-Content-Oriented, Retrieval for, Processing Information Online I’ 

(SCORPIO)B - A ‘data repository system containing indexed information : 
pertaining to‘material,available ,in the Library. ‘. p i 

,’ ‘I ,,. 
l Copyright Office Publication and Interactive Cataloging System (C&KS) - A 

data repository ‘system’containing copyright registration information ‘. 
_‘. ,, .‘. .)’ : “’ ‘. :r- i I. I 

l Copyright Office JN-process System (.COINS) i A,data repository-‘arid: a ,,.” ‘: ” ‘, 
tracking system for managing ‘deposit accounts and requests for information 
on fee services associated with the copyright registration process.’ : A i 1 

These systems form the foundation for a majority of the automated information 
processing now associated with the Library’s day-to-day operations” They were 
developed around non-integrated data structures that were state-of-the-art at that time. 
Newer Library systems are designed .to, improve access. to these core: systems and to 
address additional functional capabilities., Multiple interfaces have been developed 
among these systems (e.g., MUMS, SCORPIO, COPICS, COINS). The number, quality, 
and complexity of these interfaces complicates software changes since a change made to 
one system may affect several other systems. The Library’s technical architecture has 
evolved around the need to support and enhance these legacy systems rather than in 
accordance with anoverall data model-representing the organization’s integrated I 
informationneeds. I- i 

.,‘, : 
Lack of a comprehensive, integrated information architecture has also caused 

systems to be acquired as independent entities. Automated solutions to .provide new 
capabilities tend to. be,,bounde.d b.yt.he requirements of a singlet orgmationj rather ?. ,; 
than implemented within the larger context of the Library’s global requirements. An 
important example of this is thecurrent issue surrounding the selection of an electronic 
mail package for the Library. The main purpose of an electronic mail selection is to, 
provide an enterprise-wide capability that can serve the entire Library community. 
CRS has standardized its e-mail environmenti but the remainder of the Library I’ 
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continues to operate using numerous products. The Library has adapted the-CRS 
solution but no plan for migration was available for review. As a result, inefficiencies in 
operation, staffing ‘and communication exist. 

‘ 
Another shortcoming of this piecemeal approach to system selection ,has been a 

failureto’recognize the benefit of an Integrated Library System (ILS), i.e., a system that 
wouldahelp the Library track orders, acquisition, cataloging, and circulation functions. 
A consultant’s report prepared forthe Acting .Director, Public Service Collection, on 
Processing and Information in the Library, dated April .25, .1995, clearly demonstrated, 
the feasibility and potential benefits of adapting a: commercially available ILS 
environment. The Library has not yet capitalized on this report. Both Carnegie Mellon’ 
University and ‘the Chicago Public Library depend upon ILS to facilitate Library ’ 
management functions. ” i 

_.. 7 ,’ 
The Library has many system databases that willcontinually increase in volume. 

The NDL, for example; is expected to store 5 million digitized images by the year 2000. 
A key benefit of integrating systems within a comprehensive, targeted architecture is 
the ability to limit data redundancy, thus reducing costs associated with data storage 
capacity and the resources required to keep common elements synchronized. At the 
present time, however, there are a.number of systems that perform similar activities. 
For example, MUMS and,COPICS both perform functions-needed, to process catalog 
recordsbut they.contain some of the same data fields. The lack of,an integrated plan for 
managing these data systems into the foreseeable future isa risk for theLibrary. Data 
redundancy that does not specifically improve performance or provide some other 
benefit .in support of the.Library’s mission should be minim@ed in order, to ..reduce 
resource costs. 

Individuals within the Library, both system developers and end-users, recognize 
’ the need to integrate technical decisions across project initiatives. A current example of 
this is ,the needed integration among the NDL, CORDS, GLIN, and TH~h+4S projects, 
all of which plan to use the Internet as a means of data transmission. Integration efforts 
are driven by individual initiative, however, because the concept of technical 
integration across the Library has not been institutionalized. No formal process has 
been established to ensure that technical information is shared across projects. 

c. Technology programs and projects are not managed as inv$s,$nents. 

Because the Library does not have a comprehensive IRM vision or strategy, it 
does not view technology as an investment. Insufficient attention is paid to program 
and project costs,, priorities, and performa~nce. As a result, the Library cannot” determine 
if its investments’m technology are supporting .its mission objectives. 
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1.. The budget structure does not provide program or project level cost 
in’formation. ” ,,” ,. . iI : ! ,. ,_ 

1,, 
Budget planning follows a bottom-up process .w&hin ITS. Every year the ITS 

staff gets budget inputs from the service units and prepares a draft-‘submission. This 
exercise is usually accomplished by’ taking &previous, year’s approved expenditures 
and either increasing or, decreasing each of the cost centers to achieve an internally ,,, 
generated funding objective. Budget estimates are. based;on.cur.rent staffing levelsand 
estimated capital expenditures, not’onmission priorities. as defined inan overall Library 
strategy. Thebudget is executed as a;general ;pool of. res,ources. expended on.short+erm 
needs rather’than on longmterm IRMobjectives. As a result, it is difficultfor the Library 
to justify spending priorities,and..to perform cost benefit ,analyses. :b’ : j ‘Yi a . YC “, ,r .’ 1 : 

The budget structure itself does not provide adequate information bn IF& 
expenditures for specific initiatives. When resources are diverted to a new priorit$ 
such as THOMAS, the true cost is unavailable because,no information is kept ,to account 
for project level costs. As a resuh; it. is difficult to accurately assess ,either individual 
initiative or total,Library IT costs. Reasons for this. lack of budget visibility include the 
following: ’ 

l The Library has 5 different appropriations: Library Salaries, Congressional 
’ Research Services, Copyright; Books for the Blind and.‘Physically 

Handicapped, and Furniture- and’ Furnishings. Technology expenditures are 
included in at least three of, these appropriations. i . . 3 ‘, 

l (I The cost center structure for the’ITS budget does not provide the necessary 
visibility to track cost performance associated with specific high priority 
initiatives. Whereas the budget ,details are treated more specifically within 
ITS, the true cost of certain programs can only.be estimated. 

. 
l Other Library organizations,“such as CRS, plan and manage-their component 

of the IT budget independently of ITS .’ 

2. The Library has,no formal performance measurement system. 

Performance measurement is a critical element in the strategic IRM planning 
process because it determines whether the IRM strategy is addressing mission 
objectives effectively. The Library has a number of deficiencies in this area that need to 
be addressed, including: 

0.’ Specinc’,~measurable performance objectives; tied’ to ,Library mission-, 
priorities, are not formally established, negotiated, and communicated within 
the organization. 
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0 Programs or projects, are not managed as mvestments. The program or ‘., 
project evaluation.process is not dire&$ linked to &planning and 
budgeting process. No formal process ,exists for morutoring major, initiatives, 
programs, .and $$ng priorities; and subjectingthem to a comprehensive 
performance review process. 

. . _” > ,’ .Z’,. ., 2 
>. , 

0 , ,. .Performance’,~~~sures are. estabhshed on a transaction basis tied to specific 
system platforms rather:than iinked to the mission as a measure of 
organizational ,performance:, 

,.,, ;: ,.,7 , , i ’ 
Exhibit, S-8 summarizes ,our ‘findmgs~about the Library’s ITS performance ,:’ 

measurement process. It describes& so:urces and types of performance measures. 
typically employed at .each level.of evaluation and how these evaluation methods 
compare to the Library’s performance evaluation, process. 

.  

,_ .’ 

, , , ‘ .  

t 
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Mission 

Organiqtion 

Program 

Individual 

IT System or 
Application 

l Customer Satisfaction 

l ’ Missiongoals and 
objectives measures 

l C$omer.satisfact!on 

: Strategic objectfve, :, nie~.& 1 I, 

l Resource,usage by 
objective 

l Cost performance 

l Schedule performance 

l Technical performance 

l Measurable personal 
business objectives 

l Development objectives 

l Accomolishments 

l User satisfaction 

l Reliability/Maintain- 
ability/Availability 

. Transaction-based 
statistics 

l No formal IRM performance measurement process 
fntegrating planning budgeting and evaluation processes 

l Peiff i&r&e of key mission ‘de! ivery processes not 
formallym&ured . .!“:: :- <’ ./. .* 

l IRM performance ‘%easi& not foti%ally.defined, 
communicated and linked to mission performance 

. ’ ~e;g~~~~dl;;,:~r~an~~~tionai ~~~~ma&f~ &j&i& not 

defihed and’documented in the IT-strategy : !’ :!f‘ 

l ‘Performance mea’suies not linked to budgetevalu,ation 

.’ ~Resource’&xpendi&res and technology ihvestnientsnot, ” 
measured against a defined IRM strategy and measurable 
performance objectives 

l IRM programs and projects not treated as investments; 
program evaluation process not directly linked to planning 
and budgeting 

l Program and project work plans not consistently 
developed , 

l Many high priority programs lack a formal review process 
to track and measure cost, schedule and technical 
performance 

l Individual performance appraisals and personal 
development plans not formally tied to IRM objectives 

l System level performance is typically measured by 
transaction-based measures 

l System performance measures not closely linked to user 
satisfaction and responsiveness to mission needs 

3-47 

,’ 



Bo&A.llen & Hamilton 
, 

, . ;_ * 
:  ( . . I  . :  

D. ‘The Lib&q needs to decide’ whetherto build n&w s@teins .&house or k :: -. 
outsoux%!e future system& developnktt: ,’ I ‘. 
,- .’ _,, ,, ., ,. 
The Library is currently at a,crossroads and; must determine whether.it wants to 

continue to build new systems in-house orwhetherit would be more cost effective to 
acquire these capabilities elsewhere. : ‘Other government organizations ,have faced 
similar issuesl. Forexample, NAI$A has outsourced administration of its network : : ” 
environment: and’ the,.Patent gt: Trademark Office has migrated ‘away from doing, custom 
software development toprocuring ,a.nd adapting commercialsolutions. In any. case; i 
the Libraiy %vill be faced withestablishing more rigorous systemsengineering processes 
and acquiring ‘staff with new skills”to ensure ,that automation requirements are’met in 
an efficient and timely manner, and that they are consistent with organizational goals,. : .: .:. 

1. .The Library is in a’trankition’ state with respect to thesystems, it,,is. ‘, 
implementing. _: L 

The Library is currently in;a transition state regarding the;types of,systems it is 
implementing to suIjport,its mission. It ismoving+rom building the internal ,data 
repository capabilitiesrepresented by the core: legacy systems, to systems that are 
designed more to automate processes:., This means&hat the operations of the Library are 
increasinglycoupled to the systemsdesigned to supportthem. The Librarycan either ” 
accept system-‘development as ,mtegral to its mission and establish a full-scale, high- ’ . . 
quality system development capability; or it can acquire the systemsit needs, by other 
means, i.e., purchase commercial products or outsource. 1 ,’ ! 

” The Library’s need for sophisticated, technology-based solutionsis expanding 
beyond its current capabilities. This trend is accentuated by the. following .’ ‘, ’ 

l Expanding requirements for serving Congress andother Library users, 
(re&%ingYm~sj&ems such as THO~S, GLIN, andNDL).. - .J’.,. 

., 
l The need to manage databases continually increasing in volume 

F Changes’in cataloging rules or strategy resulting in considerable data 
maintenance (e.g., the need for global updates to catalog records) 

!\ 

l Increased capability and technology innovation available in the marketplace 

2. The Library’s current legacy systems catiot stippbrt its kure heeds. ..- ?.. , . , -:-; * ‘-’ ,_ ‘..‘. 
The Library has a core dependence on legacy systems (e.g., SCO&l?IO, MUMS, 

COINS, COPICS) that have been in operation for over 20 years. These systems are 
complex, increasingly difficult to maintain, and cannot -evolve’ in line with future 
Library requirements. The software code for the legacy systems tias developed by 1 
Library staff at a time when system resources (e.g., memory, system registers, disk 
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space, standardized operating system utilities) were scarce. This issue required 
software developers to structur,e code ,to ,conserve resources. .As new requirements 
were identified, changes were implemented by fixing existing cod,e and/or.adding 
more code to the baselined version. Over two decades, these systems have necessarily 
become,functionally rich and specifically tailored to the historical operating processes of 
the Library but they have also become extremely convoluted indesign. As a result,,the 
structure and complexity of.these legacy systems are increasingly inflexible and diffi,cult 
to adapt to changing requirements: They will eventually reach .a.poi@,atwhich .they “. , 
can no longer evolve:without.major re-engineering ,efforts’to restr&ure all-or. Rortipns 
of the code. Additional&if .the Librarymoves.in the direction,of,assuming, an :, li z i + ‘. , 
information broker .role in the future;.;it ‘must move .to new&ueractive- technologies that : j 
facilitate data sharing:among geographically:disRers&organizations These legacy 
systems will not accommodate such changes;- 1 c’ ) j i ‘. ” ’ ia 

3. Thk procesees. designed to stipport software deselopmen@in the Libra7 are 
not adequate for builqing high qualiq systems. : : 

At some point in its history, the Library institutionalized a structured: ! 
development methodology called the Work in ProcessSystem ;(WI?S). This approach, 
which detailed the documents ,and, phases required to develop Library systems,rwas 
used for implementing .large-scale, standyalone,. batchyoriented systems..-,It is still used, 
in part; by the staff maiiitair&g,the mainframe systems. Based upon,discussions with 
various Library IT .maintenance staff, however,’ it is not applied uniformly across all 
software development *projects. <J ..~’ , ‘: 

I  

As technology evolved, the”W& approach has become less a&licable. The 
Library abandoned the WPS.system engineering framework but did not replace it with 
system engineering practices more appropriate to new systems. As a re+ilt, no 
institutionalized system engineering framework currently exists. Each individual 
development team decides on its own lappaoach, platform,. and development 
environment. The team then monitors its own adherence. to self-developed,. 
conventions. The only development standards that are being followed by multiple 
teams are those developed for systems on the Internet. 

If the Library wants to continue to build information systems, it must address 
existing shortfalls in ,its System Development Life. Cycle approach in the following 
areas: 

l System planning 
.*, Requirements de,finition 
l Requirements tracking/validation ’ 
l Configuration management~control 
l . Development tools/environment ” 
l Development methodologies. ” 1 
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:  

l Test approach/ tools ” f 
l Data definition and repository 
l Engineering process integration 
‘0 Project control. 4 

The. following sections detail our specific findings regarding processes in each of 
these system.engineering disciplmes: , ” 

. 
‘. i’ 

l System planning-System development costs arenot routinely estimated 
before development ,and only sometimes after a project has been completed. 
..The hardware. may be pla&-ted.but the labor requfreti’ is ‘takenout ‘of the 
development .l,abor pool and is usually not viewed ‘as a’ “cost” to the project. 
In ihe only discovered instance m which a project(SMS),had been assessed to 
determine cost, includmg.labor, an issue still under discussion is the, 
“loading” applied to labor rates (e.g., for benefits? facilities, auxiliary support 
functions, etc.).. This information is not ‘readily availlable to the Library staff. 
True costs and level of accomplishment for specific initiatives are also 
obscured by the fact that the budget-is not structured and executed in a way 
that will easily produce such data. 

_. ;, ‘_ \” 

Rkqui&ienk .‘definiti@ &The Library has implemented’ several useful 
techniques in this area focusecl on garnering strong user involvement. ITS 
points of contact with the service areas are p,rimarily tasked with ensuring 
requirements are properly def$ed. tiethods for capturmg defined 
requirements are’not consistent across the teams and sometimes rely heavily 
on mutual understanding between the staff involved. Although most projects 
revie.wed, did produce some type of written requirements statement, format, 
content and level of detail vary. 

,, 
l Requirements trpzking and validatio&The most common method of 

tracking requirem,en,ts at the Library is to record individual requirements in 
the form of tasksto be completed.. This task list then‘becomes the Project Plan 
for the effort. ‘We found no evidence of automated requirements tracking 
systems or other mechanisms to support this function, with the exception of ., 
the Work Tracking System used to track help desk problem reports. 
Discussions with the development staff indicate that requirements are not 
universally linked to system documentation. ,, , 

,^ ..I ,’ \. ‘_ ;’ . 
l Configuration’M’i~~ge~~~~ (CM&CM ‘is handled by ea&development 

team until the system is turned over for production. The mainframe systems 
are more tightly ‘controlled. CM planning processes, and tools are not 
required.to be consistent between projects and we did not find. evidence of a 
,formal CM structure. Only one project indicated it used automated CM tools 
for tracking source code and system components. A common response we 

S-50 



Booz-Allen & Hamilton 

received when requesting specific documentation was that it existed 
somewhere but the exact location was not immediately known.. 

l Development tools- The Library indicated that several products have been 
tried but none has been adopted for Library-wide use. Individual 
development teams select the tools and environment considered most 
appropriate for the system they are building, subject to management 
concurrence. ITS is in the’ process of trying to standardize on a set &data 
base products and development platforms to address t&issue of support and 
maintenance for a heterogeneous architecture. 

. . .,:’ 
l ’ Development mi&iF.dd!bgies-l- The Library indicated that it does ‘not use a 

suite of standard&d’ development methodologies, ,other than the instances 
where the ,Wl?S approach is still followed. use of a particular methodology is 
at the initiative of an individual team or staff member. ; 

I 
6 
I 
6 
E 

l Test approach and tools-The maintenance teams for the mainframe systems 
currently implement the most rigorous approach to testing; although 
“emergency” fixes do, not aiways. go through a full test scenario. ‘Quality 
assurance staff are responsible for reviewing changes to production systems, _ ._,‘_!’ - _ I 

a 
6 
I: 
6 
E 

performing some testing in accordance with developed test scripts, and 
moving versions of the code into production:, Systems under development 
are tested in accordance with the test approach selected by the development 
team, which may or may not be formalized. In most cases, final acceptance 
testing is accomplished by turning the test configuration over to the user 
rather thari using a structured approach governed by an Acceptance Test / 
Plan. ,. 

l Data definition and repository-The ITS data admiu$ration staff has the 
responsibility for working with development teams and overseeing all data 
dictionary and data element”pefin.ition activities,. Entity-relationship models 
are used as ‘the basis for more complex systems, but, are developed on an 
individual project basis. Attempts to develop global definitions for data used 
by different segments within the organization have not ‘been successful. 

l Engineering process integration-No formal, mechanism exists for 
translating~ requirements into support and resource needs across ITS and 
other segments of the Library. The focus of planning and process 
implementation is at the project level and varies between individual projects. 
Communication between projectsis dependent,upon individual team 
members and is not governed by any formal mechanism. It is facilitated to 
some degree by the “automation liaisons” but this’mechanism is heavily 
dependent on personal relationships. The key. formal mechanism for 
interaction on a technical level is the Technology Working Group, which 
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emphasizes workstation a&cation and other budget issues. This role has not 
,been,enhanced to provide a means of developing integrated plans and 
solutions. 

l Fr,oject cqntrol-Although reporting mechanisms exist, they are oriented 
toward budget management of the organization. They are not crafted to 

i I 

i provide’ the level’df information needed to monitor and guide development 
,and $ioject activities effectively. TL’he “project control” function at the global 

I:. level is m@smg or ,mforn$ This ‘mcludes .activities such as developing 
,,master’ schedules ‘across all projects, resource balancing, and resource 
.projection. At the ,mdividuai project level; the use of$roject control, 
techniques supported by .automated tracking or :management tools has not 
been.ii@tutional~zed and initiatives are not,‘,tracked in sufficient detail to 
determine total project cost, projected resource needs, overallocated 
resources, etc. ‘. 

I 
I 

I 

In summary ‘we found that some accepted systems engineering practices have 
been implemented or are being.. developed throughout the Library. The degree to which 
this is occurring depends upon the specific’project or development group. Although 
the lack of a structured system engineering framework is viewed by many ‘as, allowing 
flexibility, the potential impacts for the Library include: 

; 
1 

E 

I: 

I 

II 

E 

c 

I 

l There is greater difficulty .in accurately assessing the status of current systems 

l Individual teams must “pay ,the cost” to recreate needed components 

l Systems are developed with little consistency (e.g., design approaches, ‘. 

naming conventions, screens, documentation, development techniques, 
degree of modularity) I 

0. System integration .is hampered and opporttuni~es~ for multi-use code are 
reduced 

l The quality, complexity, and comprehensiveness of developed systems is ‘. 
dependent upon the skills and capabilities of a specific team. 

4. Continued in-hous&&tems developnient will be difficult tvith the. 
existing staff. ,. : 

The key resource. for a ‘high-quality system delivery capability is the staff. The 
Library has a pool of staff resources, many of whom have a long history with the 
organization. A number of issues, however, must be overcome if the Library chooses to 

c 

I 

continue in-house systems development.’ These issues include the following: 

I 
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l , ITS has staff members who are experts in certain applications (e.g., 
bibliographic records). The Library legacy system.s are maimamed by staff 
who are highly skilled in the intricacies of their particular segment of the 
system and, in some cases, were even involved in the original implementation 
efforts. For the most part, this staff is fairly,small (maintenance staff typically 
averages 4-5 people, not always full-time), and these individuals do not cross 
into other areas or systems. This situation poses a high long-term risk for the 
Library because, the legacy systems’ are complex, difficult to replace; lack 
accurate maintenance documentation, and, require skills that are difficult to 
‘find in the marketplace. The Library Resystemization effort startedin the late 
1980’s ,was designed to resolve this situation b.ut it, $as ,never: com$leted. In 

.v 

one anecdotal example,, ,a new staff member,,was able to”“c’ome up :to speed” 
on an existing legacy system to the’ Roint of pro,ducmg viable Work at a basic 
level after one year, including three months of working with a ‘knowledgeable 
staff member. 

,. 
i 

i, Resources and skills of those responsible for implementing technology are in 
many instances rooted in the mainframe milieu. The Library does’not yet 
have the critical mass of tech&al, talent needed to continually expand and 
sustain current new initiatives such as NDL. 

l Staff that are core knowledge holders are reaching retirement age and have 
not always been back-filled with trained, younger staff. 

l The lengthy hiring process adversely affects the ability of ITS to acquire talent 
necessary to deliver state-of-the-art technology solutions. 

5. The skills and stqcture needed to o&source te$$cal work a3e not fully 
available. 

The structure and skills required to manage outsourced technical works do not 
fully exist at the Library. The framework required to support contract efforts and to 
ensure that high-quality products are delivered must include many of the components 
of a structured system engineering organization that the Library currently lacks. These 
include: 

l Proven, structured methods for capturing, mana$ng and communicating 
system and project requirements 

l Clear, measurable quality standards against, which deliverables can be 
.assessed 

l Mechanisms to enforce project and technical integration across the 
organization and all contract efforts 
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l Efficient, clear and consistent project control and reporting mechanisms 

l Performance metrics tied to the mission ’ 

l Concise development standards and guidelines ‘- 
.; ‘, 

l Functionally and technically knowledgeable staff: : -,’ .‘_. ., : ., ;,: 

The Library has’already .contracted out several effortswith mixed results. For 
example, the CopyrightImaging System (CIS) was originally: developed using * 
proprietary hardware and software’ from a small vendor comfiany. The proprietary 
nature of the platform made it, difficult to integrate with other systems and restricted 
the Library’s ‘ability to upgrade the system without calling upon theoriginal developer. 
CIS is in the process of being changed’ to resolve this issue. We also encountered several 
descriptions of small systems built under contract in the PC environment that were not 
adequately ‘documented; When the individuals who built ,the+ystems were no longer 
available, the Zibrary was unable to maintain the systems pioRerly. In another instance, 
the Library has not sfiecified. the use ‘of engineering standards for the contractor 
associated>wjth CORDS and NDL (Corporation for National ResearchInitiatives 
(CNRI)). Infrastructure requirements have.not been modeled; nor have the 
requirements for indefinitely sustaining the NDL been specified and budgeted. 

,’ .., I./, ‘I 
3.3.3 Recommendations ; ‘, : ;’ .’ ,, 

There- are, a number of action items that the Library could take to improve& 
technology infrastructure and processes should it decide to continue in the systems 
development business. More importantly, however, the Library needs to view 
information ,technology as an integral component:of its:inissio,n. This issue will, become 
even<more critical if the Libraryassumes a collaborative information/knowledge broker 
role as described in the Mission section. !The Library’s ability to “make knowledge 
available and useful to Congress and to the American people..and @provide leadership 
in creating networks of institutions that enable the world’s resources to be shared” will 
be predicated upon the successful implementation of emerging information technology. 
Specific recommendations include the following 

” 
1. The Library needs to place a greater strategic focus on Information 

Resdurces Management (IRM). 

l The Library management must first adopta strategic I&‘I approachby 
changing how it views, collects, and uses information in order to achieve its 
mission objectives. As recommended earlier in the $4ission section of this 
report, the mission of the Library and the customers it supports must be 
clearly defined and articulated, and this definition must be supported by both 
Congress and the Library. This global approach should be reflected in a 

3-54 



Booz-Allen & Hamilton 

,. 

strategic IRM plan that lays out the part technology will play in enabling 
~missiongoals. ‘c i. ,, :. ;, ) ::, 

l The Library should expand the focus of, the ITS Director to .mclude ;the 
functions of a Chief Information Officer (CIO). The position’must be enabled 
with the responsibility and authority to participate in the formation of the 
mission strategy so that technology will more fully support the Library’s 
needs. The CIO should be; responsible, for. providing the leadership and focus 
for the information organization, for managing executive exl&auons, and 
for developing and implementing the.IT stratew. -.Boththe Smithson@ 
Institution, and t-he, Patent & TrademarlcQffice have’assigned a CIq,to ’ 

L manage information strategy and information assets. 1 ,:t.. Y *. 
$ .’ : , :  i i ; : : .  - , ;  ,‘, 

2. The Libra& ieeds 96 integk~e.,$ technology:infrastruc;ure ‘k&&‘~h~ ” V ’ j.iI ” 
organ.iz+idn, .I .,,. i > ‘, ., -’ .‘-j 

i I’ ‘/ 
l The Library should perform a structured configuration~:audit of ‘all . & & & g  

systems to establish an a.ccurate configuration baseline. Once this is 
completed, it ,shoulddevelop a plan to transition ,to a target architecture to 
support its long-range goals.. Finally, the..Library should establishthe 
mechanisms to.control this architecture and to keep it documented Q :. 

I’.‘;, ., i 8 ,, .I’ 
l The Library should develop detailed, workable transition &ns for its legacy 

systems within the context of the target architecture. I 

3. The Library needs to manage its. technology programs and projects as 
investments. ,h ,’ ’ , 1 

/,; : .,.(‘I ,, I, : ‘(I,. 
l The Library should <establish a process to provide management, with 

information on IRM program costs and performance. This will ensure that. 
information is available to make wise technology investment ‘decisions. The 
University of California at Berkeley is an example of an organization that has 
successfully taken a business approach to its library operations. .’ 

“, 
4. The Library should decide whether to build new systems in-house or to ,.i 

outsource future systems development. 

l If the Library decides to continue developing its own systems, it needs to 
address shortfalls in its System Development Life Cycle processes because no 
institutionalized system engineering..framework.currently exists. . 1 

,/.‘S ^I’. : .,’ 

l Additionally, it needs to assess current skills .against needed skills and 
implement. a process to acquire missing skills through training or hiring. ,_. 

. 
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l If the.Library q.ecides to outs,ource system? development, it should develop 
~ the framework and skills., neeqed to inanage outsourced t+inical work. 

:  
‘,. 

.’ 
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4.0 HUMAN RESOURCES 

The Human Resources Services Unit (HRS) at the Library:of Congress supports 
each of the other service units within’ the Library on’human resources functions, 
including classification, pay and leave, staffing, recruitment, selection, Equal 
Employment Opportunity (EEO)/dispute resolution, affirmative action, training, labor 
relations, awards and incentives, promotions, and policy development. The Associate 
Librarian for Human Resources reports directly to the Associate Librarian for Support 
Services and has 97 permanent employees in the unit. HRS is organized functionally, 
with managers and team leaders directly responsible for each functional area. The 
organization structure of HRS is shown in Exhibit 41. 

EXHIBIT 4-1 
HRS Organization Chart 

OFFIkE OF THE 
ASSOCIATE 

LJBRARIAN FOR 
HUMAN RESOURCES 

I , 
Affirmative Action 

and Special 
Dispute Resolution and 

Programs Office. 
Equal Employment Directorate 

oppo~ty 
of Personnel ’ 

Reports & Analysts EEO Complaints Office Labor/Management 
Relations 

Testing & Validation Dispute Resolution 
Center Employee Relations 

, 

Four of the service units of the Library outside of HRS have some staff dedicated 
to human resources functions within their units as indicated in Exhibit 42 below. These 
staff are the direct liaison to HRS. 
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E)(HlblT 4-2 ., : ., 
Staff Dedicated to the HR Function Within the Service U&s 

Service Unit Number of Staff Dedicated to 
HR Function 

,.,., 
Library Services 5 

Off ice oi ihe Librarian 1 
Law Library ,.‘_ /’ ,: ,-:.-:! , , r/ , : ‘; ./ 

Congressional Fjesea~ch,Servicq ..Ir ._ I ,5 : 

Copyright 2 
,.: / . . 4, ;. .’ 

.. 1 

, 

. 

For the past 20 years, issues have, been raised internally and externally about the 
Library’s ~~an,resourSesskrvice~l most notably by the Cook Ciass Action Suit filed in 
Februbj7‘1982. A detailed description of this case is provided: in the Competitive 
Selection Process Case Study in Volume 2 of this report. 

~ 

., ,- ,,.. ,‘: -: 
Beginning in the i98Os, several Libra’ry studies focused, at least in part, on the, ,, 

improvement of human resources services at the Library, including the following: .‘, ! 
.‘, . 

l A study by Arthur Young & Company in 1988 offered guidance and.. j 
recommendations for a performance appraisal model for seniormanagement. b.,:‘-, 

l In 1988,‘the’uanagement and l?&umg Committee of the Library ziddressed 
and made recommendationsfor many human resources issues; including 
equal employment opportunity and affirmative action, consultative’ : ’ 
management, labor-management cooperation, staff development, 
performance. evaluation,,staff recognition, incentive awards; adverse‘actions, 
and training. ._. .; 1.. 

,” ‘. .; 
l A study by Morrison Associates in 1992 examined the Library’s overall 

management framework with emphasis on the personnel processes that were 
determined to be discriminatory in the Cook case. 

l In December 1992, an evaluation by Edmund Cooke, Jr., an attorney with 
Epstein Becker & Green, P.C., of the Library’s personnel processes against the ,,,, 
requirements bf.& .&ok co&, ruling. 1 :d: :. ‘. . ...;.; ,. :, .,>,L”Z 

,, .’ * 

In addition to the-internal recognition that certain human resources problems “.’ 
need attention, there has also been wide publicity about problems at the Library., ‘3 
Recently, e&ties outside the Lib&y, mcluding Congress, the’Feder+ Labor Relations 
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._. ,,., 
Authority (FLRA), the press, and the courts, have contributed to this publicity in 
response to employee complaints. i 

3 i ;; . ‘,.,,’ :,. ./- : 
Methodology _ 

, .  / ,  

The focus of BoozAllen’s study was to examine the human resources function at 
the Library for: 

. . . 

l Impact of the Cook case on human resources and personnel management 

l Effectiveness of the existing training program :I: ;, : 
_... ,,,.. 

l Effectiveness of the labor-management relations;program ’ ’ ,I 

l Relationship between,& Library’s personnel Rohcies against good 
management principles 

). 
l Extent to Which personnel p~acti&;in&ding &&e actions, s&ction and 

performance management, are in comRliance with EE&‘s Uniform &i&Z&s 
for Selection Procedur& ‘, ‘. ‘*: ’ I’ 

‘8 ” >. _ ,a 
In conducting the study, Booz.Allen used several methodological tools to gather 

data, including: ~ ,’ !j .’ ,, _:‘I 
./’ ,‘[ ,. : ,’ 

0’ Focus groups 
. Structured .htewi&s .’ 3, ‘... i ’ . -.” “, I’, 

0’ Process revieWs : i’ ‘,: 

l Document reviews to, &Jude ~ol@es,.contracts, and statutes., ‘; ” 
During the,course ofthe study of the.human resources function d; ;hk Library, 

Booz.Allen qoq@eted: i, b 3’ “; ‘i’ I. I”’ : .I 
~ :,,I “. 

l Tweky-s& focus groups wi,& union. mehbers?, union’officials!, Library 
managers, Library employees, and Human Resources staff in order to obtain 
employee attitudes and process information about the human resources 

‘, services provided at the Library c .. ” . / 

., ,,I 
,?’ _’ 

‘,I’ 

1 ‘Boo~Allen planned several focus group meetings with, uqipn offi+& and unionmembers from each 
union. CREA accepted our invitation to participate in both the union official and union members 
meetings. Howeyer, AFSCME, I&l 2910 only participated iq Fe union officiqls meeting. 

* Union off&& from CREA and AFSCME Local 291d parkipated in k &cus,,‘&,oup. J-Iotievei, ,JFScME 
Local 2477 declined participation in the uriion officials f&us group. 
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l Twenty-five formal interviews with Library senior managers, ~umori officials, 
service unit m,anagers, other agencies, Office of PersonneJ Management 
(O&I),officials, FLR+, and,Library counsel in order to’mvestigate attitudes 

: toward HlXservices, pinpoint key areas’for’indepth.study, request relevant 
documentation, estabhsh areas of concern to, managers, and establish contacts 
for ongoing data refiuirements ” .’ ’ I 

I  *” 
.  . ,  ,. ;,, 

l Analysts o~~,hatacollebed”on topics such as vacaricias~ tenure,’ turnover, 
attrition rates,, trami@ course evaluationkiid attendance, lab,& ‘relations 
statist@, .adverse actior$,,‘fit$ss for d;t>r,,e$@~mations, griev,@ces,‘and ’ 
disputes. ,, 0 

,. , .-; > ‘,“ I~ ._’ ,. .’ ; ! f.!,,, s : /: jy; 

.Our findings,qd. recommendations are organ$edby topic &&&to the ‘. ’ 
follo&ng ,five&ctionS: ,. /, :s....., ” -‘. + 

,: 3 
j ., ) :’ ; _.s. 

.: 4.1 LaborRelations , /: : ,I’,.I1 t !:.j .I 
r’ 

4.2 Competitive Selection Process 

4.3 Personnel Management’ :,,,_, : 
.> ,. ., 

-R 4.4 -, .‘HumanResources.Services Deployment,. ‘,‘.,,. 
. .’ > .( 

4.5 ‘) straining. “, ” .,. 
: “. .* ‘. 

BoozeAllen is also conducting an employee satisfaction survey of all Library employees. 
The results of the survey will be reported in a separate document.;, : 

./ 
,. 
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4.1 LABQR RELATIONS .,, , \ ‘, I.. 1, :: ,,I‘ ,., , 4 ‘- 

;The Jabor relations organization at’the’Library is composed of a Cmef of Labor 
Relations, four labor relations specialists,Wand one secretary. The Chief of Labor 
Relations is: an attorney speciah$ing m labor relations and ,tias previously a labor 
attorney for ,the Air Force. The ‘labor relations specialists have ,diverse ,backgrounds - 
one was a former union president and another was in academia. The other two labor 
relations specialistshave 15 years of labor relations experience; ‘The functions of the 
Labor Relations Office are to 1) bargain for ‘the Library, 2) investigate and issue 
deci&ons on grievances, 3) represent, the. Library m Jitigation, arbitration, and: unfair 
labor practice litigation, and’4) advise on all ‘issues’rek&d io’iibor relations., .-, ., _I (’ 

Three unions represent workers at the Library: American Federation of State, 
County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME)‘rLocal 2910; AFSCMI%Loca124~, and 
Congressional Research Employees Association (CREA). Exhibit ‘4-3shotis’the.nrimber 
of employees represented by the unions and the number and, percentage of employees 
paying dues. 

! ’ 
” 

EXHIBIT 4-3 

i, 1 

Analysis of Bargaining Unit Employees, as of November 22,, 1995. 

AFSCME Local 2910 

AFSCME Local 2477 

CREA 

Professional 
employees at,Grades 
9 through 1,5 (e.g., 
librarians, nurses, 

/ 

and computer 
programmers) 

Nonprofessional 
employees ‘including 
the oolice force 

%’ : 

‘i 433 

‘1454 

Professional and 
nonprofessional 
library employees of 
CRS 

587 

293 

354 

23% 

20% 

60% 

Each union has its own contract, which is standard in nature. However, 
differences exist among the three contracts. For example, AFSCME Local 2910 has 
negotiated fairly extensive participation rights in many aspects of the Library’s 
employment policies. AFSCME Local 2910 has the right to have a’member on all 
Library committees whose principal purpose is to consider personnel policies. The 
CREA collective bargaining agreement appears to have a less legalistic relationship 
between the union and the Library, although it is similar to those of AFSCME Local 
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2910 and 2477 in the procedural protection for promotions, evaluations, and the like. 
Despite these differences, the contracts are similar in many other areas. 

Historically,the ‘labor relations program has been a source of concern at the 
Library, with former studies;congressional hearings,.and publicity criticizing the-labor- 
management relations. The Management and Planning Committee (MAP+ report’ 
issued in1988 initially outlined the problems that exist within the labor-management, 
program : The reportreferred to the-absence of effective communication and training, 
and the’ excessive ‘reharice on rules and regulations, as well as a lack.of flexibility and 
cooperation.’ ; During init~al discussions in late 1995, Library <officials continued to voice 
these concerns. : ,, .I .,’ 1 

.‘, 
Inresponse to the concerns outlined.above, Booz.Allen conducted’s review of the 

labor relations function at the Library. “Ihe objectives of our study were to:’ : ‘_ i ..- .:, .,: ., 
‘6 ‘Characterize the relationship between labor and management and quantify ’ 

the extent of the labor+elatioiiS.~problem ~ ’ 
I 

,!, ,. 

l Determine and assess the length of time involved in bargaining.and 
negotiation ,_ ’ 

> 
l Evaluate the impact of the FederalService Labor Management Relations .’ ’ ., 

Statute on bargaining and negotiatio,n processes .’ _ 

Determine past and ongoing efforts to improve the labor-management l 

relationship at the Library ., : 

l Determme the typica!process for resolvmg labor disputes ‘9’ ’ 

l Determine whether employees are adequately trained regarding the Library’s 
labor-management relations program 

l Identify opportunities to improve the Library’s labor-management relations. 

Our findings in relation to these objectives are described below. 

4.1.1 Labor Relations Findings 

The Library’s labor-management problems relate to lack of communication, 
collective bargaining, general lack of training in the labor-relations program, ,and 
general frustration with the labor-management relationship. Both labor and ’ 
management focus group participants also expressed frustration with the decision- 
making process, problems with communication, and lack of trust on both sides. 
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Tempo&y absence of ‘a labor ‘relations au&&~ &uTe closed ’ .- 1. 
. unions! ,line.of:communication and.resqlted! in an impeased ‘. I’,.’ i 

numbersof grie,vances. ;:. : . . ‘</ : . .‘. ,. 1. , ,’ 

A dramatic increase occurred in the number, &grievances fi,led against the 
Library. between FY 1992 (12 grievances) ,and FY.1993 (S? grievances),. During this time 
period, the A$sociate Librarian ‘for Management, Servicesreaigned; A major function of 
this position was.for the incumbentto meet w~ithirepresentativ,es.from the ..three ,unioru; 
to address. informal uni,on,~complaints,‘perm~tt.ing settlement-before ,co,mp!amts reached, 
the formal grievance tprocess. After- theidepa$ure”of,&e;.Associate ;L$r,arian, the unions 
no longer(had, a ,channel.~hrough!~hich,t~ settle com.plaints&formaJy. The vacamcyof 
the position further deteriorated communication problems at the Library.. ,’ :1, ( I ! 

7 . . 
The position of the Chief of Labor Relations:‘was vacant-from October1993 to 

,*; 

April 1995. Interviews with the .I$&$ indicated that the number of, cas,es file4 with that 
organization by the Library’s three unions during this l&month period increased from 
12 to over-70. ‘&e F&RA labor attorneys attr@.rte this increase,tothe vacancyin the 
labor relations position. As of February 1996, ,the uumber,of current FLRA cases filed 
by the unions has decreased from 70 to 5, and the FLRA views the arrival of the Chief of 
Labor Relations as a positive factor. ,. 

A review of the labor-relations programs of three other Federal agencies, and 
interviews with labor relations experts as well, as with the FLRA,, indicate that the 
Library is not unique in the typei of grievances filed, Exhibit, 44 shovvs the number of 
grievances filed by the three Library unions from FY 1991 to FY’1995. Exhibit 4-5 shows 
the types of grievances that have been filed over the past 5 years. AFSCME Local.2477 
has been more active than the other two unions in filing grie&ncest. AFSCME Local 
2910 and CREA do not have unusually high grievance rates.’ Based on our review of the 
data, AFSCME Local, 2477’s concerns are centered over basic employee rights (e.g., 
harassment of an embloyee, supervisors allowing religious and racial-jokes, employees ’ 
being required to visibly display their identification badges). 

.  .  
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‘: 

,gg5 ,, 

5-YdarT&al 

45 ,“, j % .‘j4 ;. .1 .: ..,, ‘7. . -, ., 3‘ ’ ., ./ ,; . . 

,.. I. 
157 

_. u .<"., 
69, ‘,,‘.., , 

. . 
,75 i 30 8" .' 6 I f~;:.,,,2g. ': ,,;':' _ 

, :.'i. /,: '..?I 
,- ,-. ., 

.,. 
. . . 

2. j. M&~agkkt and-unions have different perceptions concerning. ,’ ‘:. 
consultative managehent. . .,.- ,,. ., 

c , , ,  _: ’ , ,  ,._ 

A Consultative Management (CM) Pilot, proposed in the Manageme,&&d, ‘, 
Planning Committee Report, was designed to provide Library staffSwith an opportunny d:.:.. 
to provide input into work-related issues. However; the pilot has not worked because 
the Library has not clearly defined its purpose. and intent. This lack of clarity results in 

/: 

further breakdown of communication, as indicated by union officials and management. 
. ,  . ,  

For-example,:line managersstated that the intent of CM is to ‘keep everyone .’ ” “‘>’ 
informed rather than to reach consensus. The union officials indicated-that while,,CM ‘-‘^ 
works in some. areas, it is sometimes seen as management’s attempt to get around the : 
contract5 Union officials from CREA and Local 2910 indicate that CM is not used on 
issues thatmanagement views as important. While the intent of CM is to get unions 
involved early in the decision-making process, this isnot typically done. The CM 
approach cannot be successful unless the Library clearly defines the intent and purpose 
of the CM :program. 

i : . 

3 Agency refers to Library employees who are not represented by a union. 

4 Joint grievances refers to two or more uniok, filing grievances together. 

5 CREA and AFSCME Local 2910 Union Officials Focus Group Summary, February 1996. 
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EXHIBIT 4-5 
Types of Grievances Unions 

Have Filed From FY 1991 to FY 1995 

I COntinUOUS or frequent posting.of positions that have numerous incumbents 
frequent turnover 

1 . 0 0 ,, 
I 

Details 0.:.,o “‘6 
Employee Assistance Program ~ 0 .- J ,,,, _ I. ,2. 

Employee relocations : , . ,_ ,.., .-, 0 ,I. ..o.:‘. .,jn*. 1.. 

Employeedghts *’ ,. 5’ “A,.. 0 I ?5 
Equal employment opportunity ‘-.5 .0: 2 

Expedited bargaining 0 0 2 

Personnel files 1 1 5 

Position classification ,‘/ .3 ,, 0 0. 
Promotion review for positions in the promotion ladder 1, 0 4 . 

Reassianments /, i ‘0 ‘3 3 
Reduction in force 0 5 ‘2 

Reorganization 0 7 ‘2 

Trainina and career development 0 0 1 

Union representation functions 0 1 0 
Union rights 4 10 17 

Use of official facilities and services 0 .1 0 

Within-grade determinations, quality increases, and incentive awards 1 0 0 

Working conditions 0 0 3 

Subtotal 26 56 122 

Miscellaneous 4 6 ..35 

Total 30 75 157 
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, ,  ‘ . ; . I  . ! . . , , .  ‘. .’ > :  :  :  .  
.> _. 

: .., 3.: ( Managers and, ofh&eplplkyees ++i,cate lack, c$tra@g in $&or,. 
. ...’ 

1 . / 
’ relations. 

, I ,., 
I< %’ _‘. _I _ ‘. ._ iI’, : -: 3% / ‘?‘I , .’ ,, : ,., . I ‘, Data obtained fiom foc~;:grJ@ wi&ML;Grary managers rev;al&& \Cai he : 

managers. perceive managerial tra.ming in labor re1ati0~~ tobe fragmented: and, poorly 
sequenced,.: In a,ddition, thereis. no updated supervjsory .mar)ual for ,issues gertinent to 
manage,ment’s relationship with. the unions. “Ianagers. ,mdicate they are unaware of 
union employees’ rights. .. As a result, managers may ‘madvertently violate. an 

_, 

employee’s rights causing the employee to file’a grievance. Both management and 
union members-indicate,:that theylack” train&gon,,bargaining ,ar&negotiation skills. %,S., 1 _,, 
Lack of training, formanagers,,results, mco.nfusion over &term&&g the. negotiability of 
bargaining issues. Lack of training for the unions leads to difficulty $se~ectmg 
members who are knowledgeable about the issues at hand as well as knowledgeable 
about .the bargaining process. ,,.~e,consfequence!of the lack of training for both. 
managers ,and labor ,isdelayin the bargaining andnegotiation ‘process. :. I, ,: 

-... r- , ;-*i, ‘. ,: : ; ,., , 

: 4; ,The.Federal:Service I&&r-&Ianageq&t S## $mits; &e union;;” 
‘. 

ability QI neg&iate critical areas of collecti~~~,bargaining, &sing 
,unioiis and management to, have different bargaining emphases. 

‘S,. ,,.i 1. : 
The Federal ,,Service Labo$$anagement Relations Statute prescrjbes labor: ’ ‘, 

management relations rights and obligations .of.the Libra~~anditsthree unions~ The 1 
Statute permits,management to do the followmg without bargaining over substantive 
issues intheseareas: II j ., 3; ‘> :*l ‘. ; ., 

.’ 1 ./ ‘, _‘.,...’ .:s 
l ‘Determine organizational, as,pects such as number of employees., 

. . . . . 
5 

‘/ _. I./. , .: ,L .. ( 
l “;..Hire, assign, direct, layoff, andretain employees in theagency or to,,. 

suspend, removeireduce in grade or pay, ‘or take ,other disciplinary action” 
_ ,. I..’ ,,I ,..,’ _‘, .;. .’ . 

l L Assign work and determine whether to contractwork o.ut : I+ -, II 
< ..:- 

l Select appointees for vacant positions. .; ,. 
In the Federal sector, bargaining does not generally cover critical areaspertaining 

to wages, benefits, or other significant management decisions:.With respect to these 
critical areas, Federal unions can negotiate the “procedures” that will be followed 
regarding the above-listed critical areas. In addition, Federal employees are prohibited 
from striking as a means of supporting their contract demands. Rather, the Statute 
establishes the Federal Service Impasses Panel (FSIP); which functions to help Federal 
unions and agencies* resc$e, impasses, I, ,I .,,. ; .%. ,-, ,.,. ~ ;, ,t, :,,~,; ; !,_.. :. ““, 

Because the Federal Service Lab,or-Management Relations Statute provides :oniy 

I( 

/ 

L  

. . 

for impact bargaining where management exercises a retained right, much,bargaining 
focuses ,613 procedural issues. Although the’Library unions are bargaining withintheir 
statutory rights, they emphasize bargaining on procedural issues ‘that management : 
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.: I ,,. .., ,. ,. . . . ..I. ,, ./I.. . I ,.,,./ .,. ,_., ” , j. _, 

considers “min0r.j’ Exampl,es of issues that can be considered minor include 
bargaining over office equi$i&it and the size’of. an:em$oyee’s cubicle., In contrast, 
management bargains over issues that,unions do not consider in their best interest (e.g., 
bargaining over,employees wearing identification badges). .* 1 , ,I’ ,’ _‘, ‘.l i ..:‘, ,, 

’ Yl$.&, unions and rn8nag~~ent:~bld’~iff~r~nt perception,sofWhat bargaining ~ 1 
issues are considered important. This disa’greement over the’4mportance of bargaining 
issues leads to delays in the bargaining process’and to poor relations betweenunions 
&,d managefiefit. ‘j 1, : . ; ,” .I ; ; 

,I 
.,-’ ’ I ,’ ‘-z. .: , 

.’ 2, I,4i, , .‘. ,, 1’,<, ‘, y_ ,’ 1 t:: 1.: ,: 
5. ilanage;ment~and:ujnion;offici8ls,share ~i~i~~r’i~~ws:onl~eas;onsffor “‘< : 

$‘el?y& in thC bkjj&injgprocess^bu‘t hold eackdther accc&ecable ‘; 
I ,for,d&yserz'. ” ” ,’ 

i ., , ̂  
,_,:I’,, . . . : ‘, : ..L,i, ,‘,, J; :‘;:‘il 

,” I i 
‘)’ ,_ .Z ,;y‘.y:::;, v ~,i,:. 

_ I I ,. _ , I ,i + , .“,$.,. .: :. 1; 
BoozdAllen conducted ‘separate focus .grou& with librarymanagers and union ‘, 

officials knowledgeableof contract, negotiati0n.n They were, invited- to-disc&s their 
perceptions of the bargaining and negotiation process including reasons for delays in 
the process? From, the foc&group data; it appears that management, and tionsshare 
similar percefitions of reasons for delays in the bargainmg.process; Onereason is the 
length of time to set groundrules. Management’and unionsboth agreed that setting the 
groundrules can be a lengthy process. The process should last only a week,but usually 
lasts many months.’ A reason for de!ay is the difficulty in coordinating schedules of 
individuals mvolved’in the bargaining team. ‘,’ j::. 

, y ,‘./ 
Another reason for delays,in the bargaining process is due to the time intervals 

between bargaining meetings. Because bargaining team members have difficulty in 
coordinating their schedules forbargaining meetings, union and management teams 
may meet only a few hours each month. The time interval between meetings may last 
as long as a-month. As a result, the bargaining processdigresses and may last for . 
months. The consequence of the delays is stagnation in the bargaining process, leading 
to postponement in resolving bargaining issues. Management and union focus ,group 
participants indicated that effective contract bargaining .requires a continuous flow of 
ideas and discussions until a decision is reached. 

Managers and union officials have different explanations for the scheduling 
difficulty; Managers said that. union representatives claim they were not given enough 
advance.notice. for: bargaining even though managers said that they do give unions 

’ k%CME 2477 union oificials declined to participate in the focus group. ,, :. I . ,  ,’ 

’ AFSCME Local 2910 and management are presently conducting niakte’i bargaking negotiations. * 
Managers reported that the groundrules phase of the bargaining process with AFSCME Local 2910 lasted 
ah&t a ye& before actual bargairkig begkin’@me 1993 i6 February 1994). Actual bargaining ” 
commenced on June 1994. A major reason cited for the delay was the lengthy time intervals.(aslong as 
one month) between n&etings. Currently, management and AFSCMELocal2910 haye been in co&act 
bargaining for 2 years and.are at aq impasse. 

: 
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,, I 
sufficient notice. Union officials, however, believe that bargaining is’not a top priority 
for managers. According to union officials, managers do not abide by ‘me time frames 
,dictated in the contract or agreed upon in the .ground,rules in master contract ‘. 
bargaining., In addition, union off@Js believe, that .managers :wm purposely delay 
scheduling bargaining meetings, and are not ii&g to meet~more than a few hours.a 
month for bargaining purposesiY Union officials also reported that management often 
approaches the bargaining table <without having.developed a suitable management 
plan. As a,result, management does not have a clear focus of whatit wants to, 
accomplish, during contract bargaming. : 

t ,_ 
: y’, “. ; ” 

‘: / ,’ :, _ ~~~~~~~~~~~~ a,&&te &lays. k ,& bar&&i@ ;r;o~es&; ,@,; ,&&. ” :’ :e 
S~ecifically.,,‘managers reported that unions have’little,incen~v~,~~ complete” , 
negotiations. {uickly. Therefore, accordiiig to managers,’ it’@ to the unions adva~ntage.,to 
continue bargainmg u$il,it a$eves di its goals. Management also reported that 
unions do not, prioritize issues brought to ‘the bargaining tab!@. As a result;& ’ ,’ ’ 
bargaining teams waste time negotiating over issues management considers’trivial. 

However; management admits to hoiding’some responsibility for’delays in the 
process. Managers report difficulty determining what is negotiable and”&hat is not 
because they,:find the, Federal Ser+ce Labor-Management Relations Statute confusing. 
Further time: delays .also occur because managers must research issues’ to determine 
their negotiability. Managers indicate that ‘the new Chief of ~Labor’Re@ions has, ,he$ed 
greatly in@ matter by providing clarification and guidance. , 

, 2:~ ,,-.,. L,(I, 

In sum, management and ‘umon’officials do have sm@ar vie&points regarding 
the reasons behind delays in the bargaining negotiation process, but they blame each 
other for causing the delays. Ahhough time frames are either dictated by the union 
contracts or agreed upon by both union and management, the time:frames are not ‘.’ 
strictly enforced which perpetuates the delays. 

4.1.2 I+bor Relations Recommendations ” ” ,* , .’ .-r ,’ 
’ Labor-management relations can spana spectrum from constant conflict to 

collaboration; however, most labor-management relationships fall between the two 
extremes. Often the history of an organization can cause labor and management to 
institutionalize their disagreements, but ‘development of an effective labor-management 
relationship can reduce these problems. From our findings, we determined that the 
genera! major themes include a lack of communication, a lack of understanding of the 
bargaining and negotiations process, and a lack of training on thelabor relations 
program. These deficiencies result in a breakdown-in communication between labor, 
and‘management and a lack of trust between the twosides. In order to ‘addres&e: 
co~ce~ of bo$ labor a&&aagem&t; w&co-end fie foll6whg; : ’ ii” I..!:’ 5 t.) ’ 

_- 
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1. Develop, syste,qatic ways to increase communication between labor 
and manageme&. .,. ,’ ,.._ ..f :_‘: ‘. 

To begin to imIjrove and foster effective labor-management relations; we t ;. L 
recommend that the Library utilize external’ facilitators to Iead’labor ‘management 
sessions, encourage communication, and effectively manage conflict.‘. FLRAindicated 
that facilitated,labor-management sessions.are commonly used as a first step to 
eliminate small issues that can weigh down an organization and to idenpfy the major ‘:. 
issues impacting labor’ relations: “Federal collect&e ba$ammg is pro&&oriented by 
nature and facilitated sessions enable labor and management to s&past the process and 
set ground rules for,,con;ununication. FLRA attorneys concur that wh$e apparent 
conflicts arise over j$ri$ities, both management and the unions share a common belief 
in the, LibraCry &;‘a valuable ii$t&&on~, By ,buildmg on this shared belief aiong with the :- 
efforts of the Chief of ‘Labor Relations,’ progress can be made concernmgthe ‘lack of 
communication at’ the Library These facilitated sessions ,would enable, labor and 
management to put aside trivial’differences and get to the essence of the issues. : . v ; i :,: 

2. Identify‘: &ibrary.u@t to pilot simplifief bargaining terms and. 
the&by improve relations. 2 .I “, 

As a means for creating a breakthrough in’ more effective labor-management 
relations! the’Library)should select a’relatively small and severable unit within the 
larger bargaining u&t, especially if that unit has a history of an urifavorable,labor- 
management relationship (which might get the union interested in p*articipatingj. The 
Library and, the ,union could then negotiate a mu&6simplified set of terms with stricter 
adherence ‘to time frames. These guidelines Would be applicable to thisgroup only. 
The format would emphasize discussions, not paper. The pilot would have a definite ‘I I 

d,urauon of iess than “aii entire 3-y& contract so that ‘it could be properly reviewed, 
modified, and extended “if successful. Training Would be included’for all~en$oyees, 
supervisors, and managers covered under the pilot. Specific &ite& tiould’be 
identified to show demonstrable improvement (e.g., fevver grievances). .Jf the pilot 
succeeds, it would demonstrate to other parts of the Library the benefit of.%vorking 
differently. This kind of program has led to improvements in other organizations but 
only when both sides recognized that their relationship was defective. 

i. Re@$ize the labor relations training program geared t&Ward ” 
management. 

A focus of the training program should.be to increase managers’>‘awareness of 
individual union members’ rights as well as the rights and the demands of the unions. 
The benefit of managers’ .greater awareness of union issues @ an increased level of trust 
and open communication between management and union. I~Yaddi$ioii,t%Ciiig for ‘-” 
managers and union members focused on the contract negotiation process may 
accelerate the negotiation process. Training for both managers and union members can 
address the inadequacies uncovered in our study and potentially decrease the length of 
time spent in negotiations. 
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4.2 COMPETITIVE SELECTION PliOCESS 
: .._ i , _.,, ‘.’ I ‘< 

Requirements, of the. settlement of the&ok Class Action ,&it, 
Competitive,, ,Selec.tion Process Case Study (see volume 2); include: 

described’ m the 

l Changes in employment policies at the Library of Congress, mcludmg a 
revision to the competitive selection,process _. :, _. 

.~ . ,,., ,.,,’ j .; ., . ‘. -2.2, ,;:): : 1, , . . . 
l Promotions (40) and reassignments (up to 10) for .a number-of the class 

members ,,: : ,. .l.. .‘_ ,.. ‘, \,._ ,, ‘, .-’ ‘: I ,I 
‘6 Monetaryre!ief, tothe class totaling $8.5 million, exclusive of attorney.fees , : F,’ ” ” ‘y.... _: ,_ ,,. !.,, ’ ‘.. .: :;~.; ‘, ,’ 
l EE6, workforce diversity, and unla@ul stereotyping traming for Library of 

Congress.supervisorsi:,; j I. ,_, .: (... 1 I .’ : 

l The elimination of any discriminatory non job-related criteria for 
noncompetitive personnel actions. 

As part of the settlement, the cou.r$ reserves jurisdiction for 4 years to ensure 
compliance with the settlement. : In addition, the kibrary is required to review the 
results of its employment decisions quarterly andto provide Rlaintiffs’ counsel with 
statistics demonstrating whether:& selection proce,dures ‘have resulted in disparate 
impact on African-Americans. ,.’ : 

:: 
In light ofthe Court’s opinion and settlement agreement, the Office of the ’ 

Librarian tid the Human Resources Service Unit has placed much emphasis on 
establishing a new competitive. selection process that is consistent with the Court’s 
requirements of compliance with the EEOC’s Unzjhn GuideIines for Selection Procedures. 
Booz*Allen assessed the Library’s revised.competitive selection process with the 
following objectives:, 

: 
l Determine the length and reasonableness of time required for selection of 

new employees, with .reasonableness determined somewhat by customer 
(manager) satisfaction : i j’ 

l Determine whether changes in the hiring and promotion procedures as a 
result of the Cook case address the inequalities that caused the settlement. 

‘, 
The findings,,.detailed below, address the compet@ve selection processm relation to. :. . 
these objectives. 
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,’ ._ . ,‘,,.,I ‘. ” .(\. j/ ’ .: __, ,, crd~i ,,. ., ., .,_. ,.,,,,., ~. . .‘...,. I.., ._ .I. :, .., _, 

42.1 Competitive Selection Process Fi,F$ings 
,> iI *; f.“” ) / j, _ k’+T,:!.’ ‘“I., ,, ,, i ‘,, .f’.’ :* t;: e 

Booz:AUen rev&wed the competitive selection process (CSP) in relation to the 
req&fe&$& .bf$j,e C&&k $qle,&,t. *d fie;“u@fqrm &&Jn”es;~d a@&t gd&j 
management pra&&: : nk G&&j p~~serited,,~~lo~;;~i~~li~~~dur &valuatie& of ,&e 

CSP against those requirements and standards. 
,, ,’ .,,.i’ .)f .: ,; i: + ‘,!“, / () : I.. , *, , : / , ,” 
1. The lengthy competitive:&eJektion proc&ss.i~hibdhe Lib&y% 

ability to recruit efficiently; however, at this time changes are 
1’ itiieded:by the C;ooX Settlement -Agreement.. ~1: :,.\ i.‘,.;.. 1. ., . ;; _. i ,. 

( s ““,“,,. .. ” “‘, ‘L, t’,, 
The CSP, developed prior to and made part of the Cook Settlement, has been 

described aslengthy ;and ,~,erso~~~~y.~,,s~~~~~~~~b~?~:~staff,.and~?~~t.;i Exhibit 4-6 
shows the time required to fill all vacancies posted between FY 1993 and FY 1995. 

, .I. ..- .;. ’ ‘_ .’ ‘,j 1 .; .: ,&l’e,T.&G ,, -,’ .:_I, !>j,” .,, ,;;; :,; ::’ j y?:: 

Time Required To Fill Vacancies Posted BetWkn FY93 hnd. fl95 “’ 

The ‘median number of calendar days to fill vacancies is 177 days:. Few vacancies 
(6 percent) were filled between 1 and 3 months. Most of the vacancies (78,percent) 
were filled within 4 to 9 months. Some vacancies (16 percent) were filled in 10 months 
or more. An HRS staff member ‘indicated’that some positions are left open because of 
an ongoing need (e.g., ‘deck attendants); those vacancies-.&reincluded in the data and 
were not readily identifiable but are likely represented inthe 12 months and. above 
category. Additionally, the HRS staff member noted that different types of positions 
take different. amounts of time. For example, senior$evel positions often take longer to 
fill than more junior-level positions because recruitment is done over a. broader area 
(often nationally) and schedules of senior hiring officials and applicants are difficult to 
arrange; Because the-vacancy-data does not identify job .typej the calculations .&mot 
distinguish between the ‘types of jobs. ., ,., 
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._ .._‘,, 

In comparing the Library’s t&e to’hire to three’Selected’~gencies;the Library 
takes longer to hire. .Exh.ibit 4-7 highlights other agency estimates of time to,hire 
employees8 

;, . . I ,, -j,’ ,,., / ‘.’ .; .“,‘. ,_,, ; ” ., 

Participants in employee,satisiaction focus groups reiterated the cumbersome 
and time consuming nature of the selection recess. Fe participants c;ited &uch : 
problems as: _’ :’ _,. .L 

..’ :_ 

l UnreasonabJe times for @ring,~ithin the Library (over 18 months to 4 years). 
Managers and Administrative Officers noted that the @recess should take 120 
days at a maximum 

l A cumbersome job analysis’ process that is confusing, lengthy, and difficult to 
understand ” 

-; !. 

l Lack of standardized recruitment @an 
‘I 

l Need for more training for those involved in the process (e.g., subject matter 
expert (SME) panel training) 

l Poor applicant tracking system.. 

External factors and mechanics of the process also add to the delays such as: ., 

0 Difficulty of scheduling SMEs (internal and external to the Library) for job 
analysis and rating panels 

0 Use’of only one selecting official per position to .interview candidates, when 
there are often many candidates to interview _, 

8 The “Improve Competitive Selection NOW. 1” task force surveyed three,other agencies to determine’their 
estimates of time it takes to hire new staff. 

g Job analyses provide the primary basis for defining the contents of a job. 
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. ,  

.  __( . * . -  : ! I  

l Delay by contractors in reporting job analysis resuhs 1 .‘,. .,, ! .’ .~ >. / : ,.). ‘,. ” 
: .;I!, : LO. . . ;:. ..; 

l Inefficiency of doing job analysis for individual ‘positions or groups; of ,. ’ 
positions for each posting 

* 
l Rating panel c&offs (naturatbreak),ressults in large number of interviews1o 

(e.g., h Fy i’@5, m iveigge of’&&,t&$&~ &ere,&ohduded for 

nonprofessional ,jobs in Copyright Services and ,an average. of 23 interviews 
were ,conducte,d Afor nonprofessional jobs in Constit&nt!&v~ces) 

l Large number of steps (over 30) with several hand-offs (see Exhibit 443). 

have negative effects including: ,, . . 
) .  

l Potential ,ioss of highly ‘quahfied candidates to other jobs ‘* 1 ,’ .,:‘- , q ,’ ‘ ‘,I 

l Lack of trust in the system 
9’ :. ., 

., 
‘, .Y 

l Added’costs of contractors .and internal staff time 
. 

l Inability to handle changes to recruitment and selection requirements 
resulting from innovations in technology, changes to’ the Library mission, or 
sizable staffturnover. )’ ” :’ 

”  i’. ‘( 

The fact that the CSP is a part of the CookSettlement requires the Library to 
perform the actions outlined in the Settlement Agreement Appendix B. The Library, 
therefore, is limited in its ability to make adjustments or changes-to the CSI?. The 
Library has taken initiatives to improve the process within the limits of the Cook 
Settlement as described below. .‘ j’ _+ 1 

,. : 

.’ _. .  , ,  .  I  ;  , ,  3 .  ;  ~ . ,  . , /  
-  

lo The cut-off methods used for the rating panels (natural break or mid-point between highly q&&led 
and qualified) have been criticized by OPM. It hassuggested a mor&$ndardized tpproa,cJ to cut+fs 
(e.g., percentile, standard deviations from average, or quartiles). However, the cut-o,ffs haye been 
negotiated with the Library’s unions and chai-@ng the current methods would’be difficult. 

.’ .’ 

_, ,,’ 
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2, The Libraiy is making progress in addressing problems with the 
competitive selection processU; however, it has no in-house 
selection expert to provide oversight of the changes and the overall 
system. 

The Library has initiated some improvementstrategies.to address the length and 
inefficiencies of the CSP. For example, the “Improve Competitive Selection Process 
Now!” task group (formed in 1995) outlined several of the aforementioned problems 
surrounding the CSP and generated possible solutions to the problems in its report. ” 
The task force recommendations addressed six ,key areas: 

‘_ 
0 Planning-formulating hiring plans,, opera@onal strategies, assessing 

progress toward achieving agency goals 
I_ 

..^. 
0 Decentralization-decentralizing aspects of the, process that do not sacrifice 

legal defensibility to the service units 

0 Resources-making the staffing function a higher priority with HRS and 
reallocating staff to this function 

l Technology-automating to reduce ,operational inefficiencies and improve 
communications 

l Process-streamlining the process by eliminating unnecessary steps 

l Development/Training -traini.ng.the HR staff to lessen reliance on external 
contractors. 

The task force generated an implementation plan that provided dates for each of 
the recommendations to be initiated before the end of calendar year 1995. Conclusions 
cannot currently be made as to whether the changes have had an impact on the length 
or delays of the process because the changes were made late in 1995. Of the 26 
recommendations outlined in the implementation plan, 23 have been initiated or fully 
implemented. The 3 remaining recommendations and the status of their 
implementation include: 

I1 The Cook Settlement Agreement requires that the Library adhere to the CSP as is described e 
Appendix B of the Settlement Agreement. Any of the task force recommendations or other changes must 
be evaluated and approved by the Office of General Counsel to ensure they do not violate the 
requirements of the Cook Settlement Appendix B. 

4-19 



‘, 
., . . 

BoozAlkn & Hamilton 

:  I  . ,  . -  

l Requee annua; hiring plans be.submitted by e&h se&ice, unit: under 
discussion within HRS 

l Collapse’Level2 and 3,Affirmative Action reviews and eli.&nate 
comparisonsof applicant data against civilian labor force.data:* under 
discussion because of its,potential impact on the Settlement Agreement 1 

XL, ,. : ,.’ -’ . ‘, : ‘. 
l Eliminate the need for contracting out some afnrmative action reviews: 

initiated through, the hiring ,of a f&time statistician; however, the Library 
SW ties’ .pontt;a&& . . 1 ,’ : .:’ : ., ,* ,,“, ,/...,, ;‘, .- 

.>_, , (i.’ ,;.a .J 
Another Library initiative to address CSP problem& a contract with OPM 

applying the Microcomputer Assisted Rating.System (MARS) process <to Library-, : :a’ :,: 
technician jobs: :MARShas many components conceptually in ,common’with the; 
procedure required in the Settlement Agreement., MARS is a computer&assistedIjob : 
analysis and ratingsystem that, has been used by:a .number of Federal agencies; OPM 
and HRS Staff h’ ave ‘indicated that the MARStakes less ,time (60 -days to.make, 39 : -. 
selections for the Library Technician (1411) series) than the existing procedure because 
:a) the job analysis segment is faster due to .the use of generic job analyses and the<, 
current position description, b) fewer panels need convening since subjectmatter, 
experts are required only for the review of the task inventory and the interview stage, 
and c) the computerperfonris the ratings for both minimum qualif$catioris and the 
quality-ranking factors.:’ : ’ ‘_ ,,_ ” ,,. , : 

:- ; ‘I ‘, ,:, 
,’ 

,, _. 
.; ; 

The Library has,made other ,changes that should address,the issues F ‘l., 

-, 

surrounding the CSP. In December 1995; HRS implemented the Postingand L 
Applicant Tracking System (PATS)aimed at remedying the applicanttracking, 
problem. Also, HRS-has’contracted:with the OPM. to do job analyses for entire . 
series withinthe Library to speed up these analyses. _. ‘. 1’ ,: 

I:.. .’ ‘., ’ I . : 
The Library’s, initiatives to make changes to the CSP seem to be, targeted to 

correct the problem are&is, in the process. However,. the Library does not have a, 
selection expert dedicated to oversee the CSP and the changes being made to improve 
it. We found that within HRS several offices and staff are involved in different aspects 
of the process, but no one person is fully responsible for the system and its 
implementation, or for improvements to it. Without this expertise, this process could be 
implemented incorrectly. 
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3.‘ The Library of ,Congress is in compliance with the requirements of 
the Cook Mtlement Agree&tit and the Zhifonp Guidhzes. 

The Library currently does not have to implement all the requirements outlined 
in the Settlement Agreement because certain requirements are pending final Court 
Approval= (see Exhibit 49)and must await the disposition of five appeals to the 
Settlement Agreement. Only those,requirements contained within the Settlement 
Agreement that were contingent upon Preliminary Court Approvaln’(August 2,1994) 
must be implemented at this time. / 5. ., 

.,‘ ’ 
In accordance with the Se&ement Agreement, the Libraryhas ,devel,oped Human 

Resource Directives and has revised its competitive selection process, which was 
incorporated as !Appendix B,of the Settlement Agreement. Inaddition; itlrhas provided 
training to,panel ,members;+Hur&n -Resource personnel, and selecting, officials on the 
competitive selection process and, its core delements. QPM has been contracted to 
perform the disparate impact review; however, it has not begun pendingFinal Court 
Approval. And finally, documentation as outlined on the Settlement Agreement is 
being maintained within the PATS (which was started in December 1995) in the : 
Personnel Office for the competitive selection process and within the Personnel,and 
Payroll Database through the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s National Finance Center 
(NFC) for thenoncompetitivepromotion information. !‘. ‘. :I ‘. ,., 

(. ., ), ,, I .\ : 
The Library’s competitive selection@tten policy is consistent With the &ifdmz 

Guidehes. The Library has written policy describing each of thesteps in the CSP. ,A 
written standard operating ,procedure for conducting job analyses is in existence. There 
is a general understanding~that the competitive selection procedures,must be based on 
job analysis and job analysis results linked to selection requirements. OPM reviewed 
the written competitive selection procedures and concluded that if the written policy 
and procedures were implemented as:specified on paper, the. Library would be in 
compliance with the Z.hifom GuideZines. OPM also noted that implementation of the 
selection procedures ultimately determines compliance with the Unifbtn GuideZines. By 
interviewing Human Resources specialists,to determine the procedures they follow and 
by comparing their responsesto policy requirements, Booz~Allen determined that 
practice meets policy. .i 

I2 final Court Amwoval is defined within the Settlement Agreement as “the date following the conduct of 
a Fairness Hearing and approval of this Agreement by the Court (signed by Judge Johnson September 22, 
1995), on which any and’ all appeals from any objections to the Agreement have been dismissed,’ a final 
appellate decision upholding approval has been .rendered, or the time for taking an appeal has expired 
without an appeal having been taken. 

/’ 
:  

l3 Preliminaxv Court Aunroval is defined in the Settlement Agreement as the date, following submission 
of the Agreement to the Court by the parties but prior to the conduct of a Fairness Hearing, on which the 
Court grants initial approval of the Agreement. 
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..- ._. I ., ,. 
,.. . . . . . . E)(“,B,T;& ‘_ ,, :I”y .) ‘.‘:_ ,, ,,, 

_. .’ .:’ , 
Review 6f the &mDonGits. of tik Settlemerit Aaieement z 

Competitive selection process changes Upon Preliminary Court Approval -.8/2/94 Implemented ; ,.,I 
5. : I :... 

Analysis of disparate impact of competitive Upon. Final Court Approval -Start ,date ‘.’ 
selection process unknown at thistime ,:. :,,a 

,$&~~~.~J%ply&le. :, ,, 
(:,_,:,!:~.1,,,~,‘:; :.‘:‘,,.;;::,:: *; ,.,;y: I-:,:: ,, ,~. ; :,., ‘.“yyl’ :,“J~” ,A~< “,““‘\. -. h’ il I _ ., .” :., ;‘, ,I .v ,;,,&*‘,:< ::.y;, .I ‘I ,, : 

Ensuring all noncompetitive personnel actions 
are j& related .’ 

Upon Final Court Approval - Start-date j 
.~IN~~~~~~-r~~~~~~~~~~~,~, 

~ ., ,, . unknown at, !his$pe 
a.:.. .,.i:‘,l;::.’ 6 “...& ,~,_, 9 ” :: C“PG >.:,, :&&:$?::<‘-: . ‘&$& :~:,,n,~&>.:: ,:$‘>L ,: .!. , .,. s, ̂.. .,,.i,( .$‘,,Y ;:.,a: .i.. ?‘,.111., ‘. 

Providing training to alfmanagers on EEC,’ ’ Upon’Final ‘Court Approval-;-Start date 
unknown at this time changes to the.$o,mp@tive s$eq!io~,pr~ess / 

and .noncompetkive personnel actions, 
_., ,, 

I ~940~manager-s were 
trainedAon :Diver@y 
awareness L-was 

drversity, and unlawful stereotyping . i ’ “- : ” in&fed as part of the 
l-l,., i Libi~qj?~,“D&&y 

, :. . .’ . . ,. Mahage’ment Plan. ..I. ( 

Providing to all persons involved in the Upon Preliminary Court Approval - S/2/94 :Implemented 
competitive selection process (Human i 
Resources, panels, and selecting officials) 

. 

training on the competitive selection process 
and the need for job-related promoting of . ‘i. < 
diversityprior to participation :. ,.: ‘_ 

Meet with management no less than 2 times Upon Final Court Approval : Start date 
“2 $i&c&$;qA,&&~ 3&l* +, *: ;,q pg.*: 
“$t!lot~~6~&lpp~lca@3~~~~ ::.+ 

peryear (class members, counsel, and.Library) unknown.at this time - applicable for,4,years. .P“ ~$j,&gq& ‘!t?” c 6 ,g@:” ,X7 y :, ~~~~~,.~yL”~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
“&!q&~q@, _ Zr;,~~~~~~,~~,~~~~:~: 

for competitive selection process - Professional 
and Administrative positions 
I. 

requtrement not 
licable until 90 days 

nown at this tim 



may be taken against any Class 
use of partidipation in this 

consultants to assist in 

iffs’ Counsel up to 

BoozAllen & Hamilton 

Library personnel indicated that content validation was chosen as the Library’s 
method for validation of the CSP. Therefore, in addition to the requirements of the 
Settlement Agreement, the Uniform Cui&Zines require that the Library maintain content 
validity documentation, which should include::,employer location and date; purpose of 
the validity study, job analysis content and method, description of the selection 
procedure, relationship between selection procedure and the job, altemative:procedures 
investigated, how procedure will be applied/used, steps taken to maintain accuracy 
and completeness, and a contact person for more information about the study. The 
Library maintains this documentation (e.g., copy of positiin,description, copy of 
Affirmative Action recruitment plan, copies of all correspondence) in accordance with 
the Uniform Guidelines. 

,’ 
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“‘. ? i !“.. ..; .: 
4; ..: Lack of methodoiogical soundness in e&i& Library studies 

.’ ,’ tiakes it impossible to determine if there is adverse,..impact in: ..: :. 
Library employment decisions. 

The Affirmative Action..and Special ,Pro@ams Office (AASPO) has, conducted 
several studies on whether there are gender, race, or national origin (RNO) differences 
(known as a&e& impact) ,in terms of library employment procedures. AASPO 
provided two studi?! (which were cotiducted: inJune 1993andIMay 1994) that. : 1 ._ 
investigated, whether adverse impatit. exi&ed-:with’four types of favards. I The fi& : 
covered the period from July 1,199O to October 6,199l; the second covered&e period 
from July 1,,1990 to June 30,1993. Both studjes compared protected groups in terms of percentAf’-i ‘&ctioijs f,r ea& ,+..a:;&‘f;.@di&ris: f’&, $c& ;scdt; lt ihsnot possible 
to con&de &- i.resenb& of ad+kr$e‘ .‘@& .&& LJ&f-&+fS& @&fibased on these 

studies for 90 reasons. The studies did not compute &“fisti& “test&g $he-significance 
or probabi$ty of thy, okserved.,differences. They alsp did not look at the potential 
imp&t ;of &xtr&$ous @riablei ,On, aw&rds: Nuinber &d, hotit of &&a@., are ,, 
f.re+nt~~ correlited tiith o&e: ~~~abl&‘~&l?& type’ of job;$ade leyel, arid ” 
orga+zation~l tit; 2’~c&clusioi1 of &verse impact ‘iequ&S iccountig f& &Se ’ 
variables. .’ ‘7 ,’ i ” .; ; 

I:, 

TWO studies by th& same divisi& investigated the adverse imiabt of the CSR 
These studies ‘also +Gve methodtilogical shbticomings. Th&y attgmpted to determine if’ 
there we& differ&al Gtes of sele&n$t thre+oirits ti the CSP :acro& multiple : 
vacancy announcements. The studies applied the four-fifths rule’* ‘tid cited the C&ok 
Settlement &reem@ as to the appropriateness of this applicacon. In reality, the 
Settiement A@&t&tit s&es thzit aft& the fc&fifths’ru@h& he& a&lied,‘a Multiple 
Pools StaGFtical +il$isE m&t b&don@ o?der to ‘d.faw &&ate conclusioris. ‘. ‘. >’ . . ,’ I. ‘.,, , I ,,‘I 

If,the;&ibrary dbes riot enstie that’aC?urate analyses of ad&r& impact are 
perfoimed, rt is in jeopardy of “not complying With the Cook Settlement Agreement. 
Additionally, the Library will not be able to adequately monitor tli& Succe$s.df its l&ing 
practice in me&ng Affirmative Actiov and diversity goals. The PATS, recently 
installed in De$efiber 1995, collects data on the race and gender of applictits for each : 

.,.I 

.! I, 

l4 The 4/5ths rule is used as ran indicator of the disparate treatment/impact of a selection test. If the 
selection ratio of any gioip is .le!s than 80% (4/5ths) of the selection ratio of the highest selected grpup, 
that sel+i~~ pFFeduq+ is,co@d~r~~ to “Fye d+pa@e ,@er$neqt/impact. Jfoq.kxample, g’the s+ctio~ 
ratio for whites is 75% and ,+e selection ratio for African-Americans is 50’+ 2 S&/75%=67% which is’ 
less than 80%. Therefore, the test is considered to have diqktrate treatment/impact. .’ 

I5 The Multiple Pools Statistical Analysis is critical in drawing conclusions about adverse impact. A 
multiple pools statistical analysis is one which considers a sample of selections as a series of successive 
groups that may have a changing composition over time. 
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,.. 
competitive selection vacancy announcement in terms of number of applicants, number 
of qualified applicants, number of better qualified applicants,. number interviewed, and 
number selected. This database will facilitate conducting adverse impact,analyses in 
the future. <*.sc*” .’ 

4.2.2 Competitive:Selection Process Recommendations _, 

In our assessment, the CSP and its implementation ,has room for improvement. 
Our recommendations focus. on improvements that will enhance the existing CSP and 
will place the Library in a better position for the future whenthe, Cook Settlement 
period is over. ‘8 , *. ‘, ii ,’ : ., 

_‘. i ‘., 
1. The LibraG$ould continue ippleqenting its many competi&e 

select@ initiatives and should piace & employee @ection expert, 
in an oversight role. I I ,, ,,, ., ,: :’ 

. ,  

The Library needs to place an expert with appropriate’credenuajs in .& oversight 
role of the CSP, either as,an employee or through a ,contract vehicle. As ‘QP&i noted, 
implementation is the key to compliance with the ~~&WTZ G@eZi&es. This expert could 
give direction to’ the process and ensure correct implementation of the job analysis 
procedures, rating panels, and interview process. The expert also could assist in 
demonstrating the similarities between, W and. the procedure outlined in the 
settlement agreement:from different perspectives to help obtain approval of more 
generaleed application. Improvements to thesystem could also be adequately 
monitored by a selection expert. : 

/ 
In addition, the Library should position itself now for when-the Cook Settlement 

Agreement time period is over by continuing, to fonow up on recommendations for 
improvements in various studies/initiatives. The existing ‘CSI? could-have major 
improvements once the Settlement requirements ,are no longer applicable. Use .of this 
expert to plan for changes and to set up ‘an innovative processwould position the 
Library well for the future. ,’ 

2. The Library needs to obtain the appropriate statistical expejise to 
determine if there is adveke’impact in its employment decisions. 

Determining adverse impact is complex. The Library needs to obtain an 
appropriately trained person to perform or review all analyses of adverse impact and 
other personnel analyses. Based on shortcomings of the studies we evaluated, we 
believe the Library does not demonstrate adequate skills to perform these analyses. A 
qualified person understands statistics and workforce demography, and how, adverse 
impact has been analyzed in court cases. This person should be familiar with issues 
related to the multiple pool versus the single pool-issue andthe variety of statistical 
procedures available. The Library should a@o evaluate the adequacy of the outstanding 
contracts that are investigating adverse impact. 
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.: ,‘.. ..’ :’ ‘, ,, 
4.3 PERsoNNEL.MANAGEMENT ‘. ‘. ‘3 ‘_ ‘.I ,. : . i :: 

In assessing ‘the hum&&sources fun&on at .the, Library, we reviewed several 
processes ‘to determine if policies and, procedures reflect good management practices. 
Specific focus was placed on the following objectives: .., : 

.j. > ! ,.. 1 ‘, 
l Determine employeesat&fa,ction with human resources services and .; 

employee .perceptions of management _ _ 
I. 

l Evaluate the Library’s use of fitness for duty examinations 
..I’ : ,,,.,’ .; ,. ,.’ :. 

i 1% Determine the typical avenues usedby employees and-managers for 
co&,la~~: .&,d a&,&& &fioG .a ” 1 :‘. 

.,.:!’ ; 
‘. . s’ 

l Evaluate perfor@+& management at the Library and equitability of :+. I 
persb*el a&&&” “. ‘: ,’ 

.I _,a’: ,,: 8. ,I .>.*; , ?‘.’ 
We have developed the following findings in relation to these objectives.’ 

4.3.X i ~P+rsoritiel~Maiiag’emeqt Findings 
” ,/,. _. ‘, ^‘-: $ ._ .I *. 

Several improvements are needed in the,Library’s personnel functions. In 
general, the Library has not given sufficient attention to wbrkforce planning and policy 
maintenance, and employees reflect negative views of HRS personnel services. Each of 
these issuesis explained in detail below:, .3 

, 1: J t.:“:.- !’ 
1.5”:. Lack of attention. to a static and aging workforce “ay result in the 

a loss of crucial. intellectual capital upon which the Library depends 
for its effectiveness. : ;. ‘, 

.’ 
Empioyees at the Library have an average service. there of 16.4 years&d an 

average,of 11.9 .years of Federal service. In addition, the average age of ,the workforce 
is 46.4 years. Because. of the workforce’s Jongevity, ,the Library’s major processes are > 
heavily dependent upon deep, long-term i.nte&$uaJ capital resident in its Frent:staff. 
The Library is nearing a time when it could lose a significant portion of its staff to. 
retirement, The workforce that has been characterized by .stability and long tenure is : 
now significantly older. Estimates as of December 1995 indicate that approximately 
one-third of the Library workforce is eligible for optional or voluntary early 
retirement.16 Estimates for CRS ‘are that by the year 2005,50 percent of the workforce 
will be eligible forretirement, and by 2010 more than 70 percent will be eligible,.” 

1’, I, . :/.. 8 ~I I “. 

l6 “LC Etiployees Eligible for Optional or Early Out as of December 31,1995,” provided- by the Human * 
Resources Servic&Unit. BoozAllen calculated approximately 32 percent eligibility based,,on opthal 
and voluntary early retirement and workforce of approximately 4,700, statement of James H. Billington, 
the Librarian of Congress, before the Subcommittee of Legislative Appropriations, Committee on 
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The long tenure of the workforce is both a strength and a weakness. For 
example, the legacy systems (e.g., Multi-Use MARC System) .have been around for 20. 
years or more and require knowledge of how records are created and in-depth 
knowledge of the cataloging process itself in order to make changes Thecurrent 
employees are very knowledgeable of the legacy systems, particularly with thecomplex 
code that has evolved over the many years of system service, but new employees will 
have difficulty learning those complexities because documentation of the systems is not 
up to date. In addition, people who were hired inthe 1970s are experts ,i.nmainframes, 
which allowed for the separation and specification of: individual.skills. However, in 
today’s Internet environment, different skills are needed. 

: :,’ ! :,_* 
This problem is further exemplified in relationship to the Library’s core 

processes. Thecore processes require significant speciahzedskills because of the 
variations of media, languages, and sources of the Library’s materials. Each variation 
requires a separate and distinct set of skills. For exampie, the Library processes 
collections in more than 400 languages and ,maintains staff with those language skills. 
These skills will be difficult to replace because of their speciahzed nature; decreasing 
applicant pools (particularly in foreign languages), and the decreasing budget available 
to hire new employees. 5 .: :~ * 

Another example is CRS, which houses a pool: of experts onlegislative,, matters, 
including legislative context and institutional memory of congressional precedent and 
experience. Loss of expertise will have a negative impact onthe services to Congress 
and on the intellectual capital of the Library. Y 

The Human Resources function at the Lrbrary also has some significant issues 
that will impede the Library’s ability to maintain its intellectual capital. Coordinated 
training is not yet in place.’ The Human Resources personnel and. processes are not 
equipped to handle changes to recruitment, training, or selection requirements that may 
result from innovations in technology, changes to the Library mission, or, sizable staff 
turnover. The Human Resources services unit is also not able to strategically plan for 
workload and staffing requirements because of its poor coordination with, and lack of 
respect among, t&Library service units. Ongoing problems in commtications 
between managers and the unions inhibit their .ability to plan togetherfor future ‘. 
dire&or&of the Library. And finally, the individual personnel functions, particularly 
the CSP and training functions~ inhibit the Library’s ability to bring on net\; staff 
members and get them trained quickly. This situation is evidenced by the fact that it 

,’ ., ,. ., 
Appropriations, U.S. House of Representatives, Fiscal 1997 Budget Request, March 5,1996 states that 27 
percent of the workforce will be eligible for retirement in 2000. 

*’ Statement of Daniel.MuIhollan, Director, Congressional Research Service, before the Subcommittee on 
Legislative Appropriations, Committee on Appropriations, U.S. House of Representat$ves, Fiscal 1997 
Budget RequeskMaxh 5,1996. 
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takes members 5 to 6 months on average to re&uit aridhire new employees and that 
training is ,not offered regularly. Failure to plan attrition and skills maintenance will 
inhibit the Library’s ability to maintain the intelle&ual skills required for its mission in 
the future. . 1.. ,., 

2. The Library has not completed initiatives to update its personnel 
polici& and regulations. ) 

I. ‘,,( ,. 
In 1992, a Library task force undertook a detailed review &personnel regulations 

“to ensure that they are fair and equitable? Of the 157 .Library ,of Congress:Regulations 
(LCRs) dealing with Personnel (some of which were originally issued in the 1960s and 
197Os), 96 were:,part of the review. The task force,found, that regulat@.s needed 
updating for many reasons, including\removal pf dated !,anguage, elimination of 
content no longer reflecting current policy or practice, addition of content to increase 
the clarity of procedures, altera@on:to eliminate divisive pohcy or practices, #and 
updating to reflect current organizational structure. 

.( 
, In the fail of 1995, the’reg$ations were updated. Based on.our review of the 

regulations, little evidence exists that significant changes to regulations have been made 
to address the recommendations of the task force. , ,’ .:. ._ _. 

Theta& force a&o noted the need to c!arify :the relationship between the 
different types of guiding. documentation! such as Human Resources Direitives, LCRs, 
Policy Memoranda, and Collective Barg$ni.ng Agreements. ‘Having multiple outdated 
sources of guidance c,an be ,conf@ng to employees.and ,may result in misapplication of 
person.nel.policiesand regiulation+:i ; I: ’ , ” ,, 

3. No standard application of the perforkaxke a@pr&sal system is in 
place across the ,,Library. , .>,.I’. ,. 

No centralized control of,‘& standards for, the performance ,apRraisal system are 
in place; appraisal of performance depends on the activities of the individual service 
units. Accordingto HRS staff, oversight of the,performance appraisal system is 
assigned to the Directorate of Personnel. However, we could not identjfy anyone in the 
Directorate with this responsibility. A lack of certainty exists among Human Resources 
staff members about where the function resides. Multiple sour&s safd that the person 
with the responsibility left the Library and no one neti has been ‘assigned the 
responsibility. Performance appraisal regulations cite an off& that no longer exists as 
providing administrative oversight to the system. Additionally, no tra+ing system 
within HRS is available to determine how many people received ratings in’any given 
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Focus group participants noted that: 1 / .., 

l &lany do not receive regular appraisals ‘, 
,, 

l Ratings are often meaningless . I 

l Those who have topped off in their grade feel that the performance appraisal 
provides little incentive 

..’ 
‘0 ,Much subjectivity&d& in the system :: II . , / ,.s,- ‘. : a ‘.A ,. 
i Some’ managers are not w$ing to give ,outstanding ratings. because. of I 

1 paperwork involved ;,. J I.2 
#‘> ‘. ,’ C,’ ( 

l Managers are not held accountable for doing performance appraisals. /.,, ,. _ : ,, 
Managers specifically noted that it is difficult and time consuming to administer 

the performance aRjxaisa1 system. Managers are given little guidance on how.to 
perform appraisal’s and the Library has not provided systematic training on the 
performance appraisal system to supervisorsi, ” .’ : I L 

The need’ for appraisal systemimprovement is a, recurring theme in previous 
Library studies and task forces. The issues surrounding performance appraisals have 
been studied in both the Management, and Planning Committee in 1988 and inthe, : 
Arthur Young study in 1988. These~reIjorts cited numerous problems with the system, 
including lack of clear performance standards and the absence of career development 
and advancement discussions during performance reviews. 

4. Library Position Classification and Management Office performs a 
number of essential ac@vjties but timeliness and contrql over 
ouhjmes are chncey. ’ ,. : 

Position classification across the Federal Government has received decreasing 
emphasis over the last 16 years. The Library’s position classification activities reflect 
this trend; the number of classifiers in the Position Classification and Management 
Office has decreased from 14 to’6 since”1982. Office personnel do provide a number of 
essential services including: 

l Certifying positions as Rart of the competitive selection system 

l Reviewing position descriptions and conducting desk audits to determine’s 
position’s classification or to ascertain if it should be reclassified 

l Counseling managers and supervisors on classification procedures. 
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The Office does not perform the maintenance reviews and surveys specified in 
position classification regulations necessary to ensure that all Library position 
descriptions are accurate. According to HR personnel staff, a general belief is held that 
position descriptions need increased maintenance to’ keep them up to, date. 

,:. 
Library employees,can request position reclassifications and can, if necessary, 

appeal the results. Participants in focus groups who have had positions reclassified are 
satisfied with the results,.but they complam.about the time required. Employees 
seeking reclassification cite ,that”,it has. taken from 6 months to 1 year to reclassify a 
position. In the classification process &@ief of Classification assigns expected 
completion dates that are on average 2 weeks from assignment. Staff within the : 
Classification Office indicated thatthe delays, are predommantly explained by :,, 

; workload, staffing, and scheduling ,pr.oblems. *Additionally, if the classification decision 
is appealed, the process can be ‘delayed. ” ’ 

,. 
Staff of the Office express dissatisfaction because they cannot control the position 

classification system to the extent, they believe professional classification requirements 
dictate. Staff -members frequently feel forced, to .accept classification decisions imade by 
consultants hired by the service units. Library regulations state that reorganization 
packages, which are reviewed by the classification specialists for their impact on job 
descriptions and job classifications, should-be ,developed with the Office’s involvement, 
but instead the Office receives the packages after they are developed when the office i 
staff cannot adequately assess the impact on job. descriptions and classifications., Staff 
believe a decision is needed about whether certain classificationand position 
management activities belong in Human Resources or within the service’units. 

5. The use of fitness for diity exatiinations at the Library has led to 
criticism and mistrust. 

The use of fitness-for-duty examination8 (initially outlined in LCR 2018-2) by the 
Library has been widely criticized. Despite the fact that Congress curtailed the use of : 
fitness-for-duty examinations in the Executive, Branch agencies in the 198Os, the Library’s 
policy and use of the examinations continued until 1995. Unions and employees made 
allegations about misuse of the examinations to handle problem employees. However, 
after examinin g the numbers of referrals made and the results of the referr& there is 
little indication of any skewed distribution of referrals. Exhibit 4-10 shows the 
distribution of referrals for examinations that occurred from Fy 19?1 to PY 1995. 

,“. 

l8 Fitness-for-duty examinations include both medical and psychological examinations to determine cause 
for performance and/or behavioral problems on the job. Determinations from the examinations include 
fit, not fit, fit/conditional or unfit/tionditional. In both the fit/conditional and unfit/conditional 
determinations, the Library decides whether accommodations can be made on the job to allow the 
employee to continue to work. 

.- 
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. ”  :  
EXHIBjTLF10 :, : ,, 

Fitness for Duty Examinations, FY :1991-1995 : 

> Not conducted.based on other actions 13 1:; ., 
Refused 5 ~ 
No acti& taken 

“‘, 
5 

: ,.. 
“.’ ,_ 1, .;,:’ &&&-,j~& :f ‘I ” 1 ‘\ ,; ,“. .-, _: 

. :. ‘:.Remo\ied ,’ ‘: J 1 ,‘i 
,: ; ., Request,withdrawn 1 

rypes of Examinations : PsychqlogjcaVSubstance Abuse 
MedicaVSubstance Abuse 

7 ,‘: 
: 3 

Psychological ‘24 
.Med$at/Psychological 8 .’ 

service Units 

.1 

I- 

Aanagers Requesting Examination ,’ ).’ 

jrade 

: 

lace 

tender 

inion 

eterminations of Exams Done 

Medical ,’ 1:7 

I Colte.ctions Services .’ 
Constituent Services 

t? 
22 

Copyright’ Cff ice 1 
Congressional Research Service 8 I.’ .,- 
Cultural Affairs 1 
Law Libra+. r 

1’ ‘. _ ,” 
Office of ‘the Librarian .) i 

8 managers requested 2 examinations 
41 ‘managers requested 1 examination 

Wage Grade and Other Pay Plans 8 ’ 
GSl-4 ,’ 3 
GS-5-8 28 
9s 9-12 : 10 
GS 13-15 8 

American Indian 1 
Asian 1 
Black 28 
White \ 27 

Female 25 
Male 32 

CREA 5 
AFSCME 2910 10 
AFSCME 2477 38 
Non-bargaining 8 

Fit ‘.~ 8 .’ . ” 
Unfit/Conditional or FtIConditionai 15 
Unfit 3 
No Determination (Medical .Records 2 
Not Released) 
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. I  .,“, j., “. 

I. .I 2 i 

Of the 57 examinations requested;: only 2&wereconducted;,with the::rem,aining29 
requests either not conductedbecause existing medical records could,.be used to make a 
fitness determination- (16) or because of otheremployee or Library actions (5 employees 
refused the examinations, 5 employees had no action.,taken, 1 em@yee was placed on 
enforced leave, 1 employee was removed, and 1 supervisor withdrew the: request). (.(.:’ ,, . . _, I ,. -: 

Based .on .our, discussions with ‘the M,ed~ca~,Qff&er and ourrevieti of the data . ._. : I.. /x, j 
provided, there.do not appear to be any. trends. indicating p.otencaJ .m~Jsuse or bias in the 
use of the referral process. xfegations that cer‘t’am su@ervi$rs abused the use of the 
FFDs are notsubstantiated;. Only eight managers in the Library .requested more than ‘S 
one examination over the four fiscal years, and there is,no:Indication that ,any one 
service unit is responsible for the bulk of the referrals. ‘31 fact; ‘bhile bothCollections 
Services and Constituent Services had .the most referrals (24 and’22 respectively), they 
also have the’ most *empioyees in the Library., @ a,d@on, in EY 1995, ,9, white 
employees were referred and 4 African-American employees were referred, which 
represent only .004 percent and .002 percent of the Library populations of white and 
African-American e,mployees;, m Fy 1995, respectively. ,-The, 8 males and 6 females 
referred in FY 1995 represent 1004 and .002 percent of the males and females at the 
Library respectively. Given that not even 1 percent of any of the groups was referred’ 
for exams, there is no indication of bias toward any group. ( : 

Exhibit 4-11 summarizes the. actions taken by the Library as a result of, or in 
conjunction with, the examina,tions or referrals. ‘hi l&cases where either examinations 
were done or medical records were used to make a conditional determination, 
accommodations were made for the employees to be able to maintain their jobs. In only 
three ca.ses were employees fovd to be unfit without, conditions, and in all three cases 
the Library worked to have them leave on disability or ,retirement. Fourteen of the 57 
referrals resulted in adverse actions. 1 ‘1 

I. : 

c 
,  
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/I A*, _., ,,, , ‘_ 1 ./ ,.. t., . .” . I_ 
EXHIBIT 4-l 1 

_’ Library of Congress Actions, 8n Referralsd?, ,.~.l~~Ql.-~Qg~ ; 

Employee:detailed to an#hq iok,:, li .’ .3?: 

m.Emplo~ee:placed,on for&d.lea@/LWOP ‘) .,.:! . . ,-A:. $8 iI ‘L _ .:,’ ,) r 
,.. 

Employ@Q &us&j examinsitibn ‘- :  3’ ! - ;  ,5 :  I ,  . :  .’ , !  ,.’ 

I  9 : .  / . : . . . : ,  ‘T, . ,  - /  . ,  

“;.“;R&noyed (b,,> .) :.;l,’ ‘, 
;a,>“. :, ,,. I ‘.! ‘. ., . ,/ *:.-.:, ,;i, j .* 

,, ” I. ‘.‘,,,I 
i.’ : -~D~~yy~~~~ C’fJ Iyii,,: ..,.,,,., ‘.., / ‘:1 .,. .,, “‘-. :‘i, : .:: 

.,’ --Vqluf& retirerne+rea&ntnent ii\ ‘,. ‘,I? 
-iI ., 

I, .: .’ ‘,’ 

,, ’ [] ‘, 
>,‘Y .!/,I 

‘I,. / _, .” 
N&b ‘. .: ‘, ” ,:: / ;‘.I ., :.: ,32.“: ,,:,;,.;i: . ..., : ; ,,’ -I ” 

I .’ ,Q,, ,, ,!’ ‘, ./. ,, ‘, ‘,/ ,,’ ’ . .’ ;:, 
.; I ,,‘( ,, ‘!. L 1 : j ” i 

On November 3,, 1995, the ljolicy for nonbargainingkinit staff was changed to 
reflect the general executive branch policy;~includi.ng 

‘_ -_ 

l Much more limited basis for directed examinations ‘. ‘y 
; ,I I,.. 

l If a manager .needs medical evtdence in order to m&ea personnel decision, 
the Library may offer an examination to an emp1oye.e j :, ” ,, ..,: I 

,’ ,’ ,’ <i . ;  <i . ;  <i . ;  ,I>.’ ,I>.’ ,I>.’ ‘: ‘: ‘: 

l Urjess the:,Library offers an,examjnation, it W$ be,the &nploy&‘s l Urjess the:,Library offers an,examjnation, it W$ be,the &nploy&‘s l Urjess the:,Library offers an,examjnation, it W$ be,the &nploy&‘s 
‘I ” ‘I ” ‘I ” 

’ ’ ’ 
respo,nsib&ty to provide medical evidence ,demon+ating a’medical’or respo,nsib&ty to provide medical evidence ,demon+ating a’medical’or respo,nsib&ty to provide medical evidence ,demon+ating a’medical’or 
psychological impairment to explain any,noted performance deficiencies or psychological impairment to explain any,noted performance deficiencies or psychological impairment to explain any,noted performance deficiencies or 
misconduct misconduct misconduct 

11 11 11 

l There is no provision for a representative for the employee during the process 

l Under circumstances where the Library may direct a medical examination 
(which does not disclose any medical reason to explain the behavior), then a 
psychiatric examination may be directed 

l The procedure eliminates the opportunity for an employee to provide an 
alternative list of doctors. 

l9 Total number of actions is 56 because one referral was withdrawn by the manager. 

*’ Only two of the persons detailed to other jobs also had accommodations made. 
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A similar policychange isbeing negotiated:with the bargaining units. Until an 
agreement&reached .with the unions on the new policy, there is a moratorium onthe 
use of mandatory fitness-for-duty examinations. .: ./,,, ,I i .‘. i,. : ,. ..: I y:, : ,, i ^( ..\,’ 

a, This change.inpolicy reflects what ,is, typical,of other government and private 
sector agencies. ?!Iowever, despite the policy change, potential exists for continued’ 
mistrust of the fitness*for+duty examination, prdcess because of its link to managersat 
the Library, WhiletheRolicy change wal,,probably reduce the criticism, the l&i of’ 
m&rust ,m, the process is likely to ,remam*E!ess ,the Library disconnects the employee 
assistance progmmfromthe-library management’and supervisor$structure.. .’ “,,, ,- 1 .j .<., ;’ .“’ ,_‘, I., : ‘^ ” :’ ,I Z<’ ,;;y.‘~ ,,. 

‘6; - : Foeubgroupi part@pants: view thi L&ary ai a professionally ,’ 
., , .rew&.@i& p&d& .to-‘work but. hay?. II$X+ views concerning human 

i- resour&s ~e~i~es;~, . ” ;!:A I ” ‘*,: I 4 ” ,., ‘1,’ ” 
,’ -.“: ( ,,‘, ,.. . I, .’ r_ 

:, ;Focus group partici&&s’noted several posit&e aspects of their jobs. Specific 
examples of why the Library is a professionalily, rewarding place to work include: < .,,- ,., ,._.. .,.( _ ‘. “..,I 

l Dream job for libra$ans ‘.- .,. , ‘. 
l Unique jobs that would not be found at. any other place..of employment 
. Use of language b&+@om& ‘:, ,, :, :’ :,_ I: ( ’ 1, ’ 
. Famdy a&.3g$&&?e die: to::,q.e tenu$esf;& sfaff 

8:. : 
? Erestige6f .ijrov!dmg services :jo’s~~~ars,‘congressrso~,,and,authors, 
0 Several’:opportunities to learn. ” ‘, : 1 . .‘, ,j : “‘, ,, _.’ . ,: . . .._,‘. ‘: j 

However, focusgroup.participants also discussedseverai issues/negative perceptions 
with HR services. Their p,erceRtions are promulgated by. several factors. Human 
Resources has been reorganized-several times in the recent past, including organizing 
into a team approach in 1990 and back to a functional organization in 1995. In addition, 
the management,of the HRS service unit has changed hands and structure several times. 
Turnover -of HRS staff’has been quite low. ‘For example, of the 97 total employees 
within HRS, five employees IeftHRS, and three peoRle were hired in the past year. This 
turnover mirrors the traditionai’attrition rates of 3 to 3.5 percent in the Library. LOW 
turnover and lack of training within HRS suggests that little new expertise has been 
infused into the HRS workforce. The reorganizations and changes in management have 
likely been an influence on the fragmented service that has been provided to the service 
units, A final factor which has influenced the perception of the service provided ‘to the 
Library staff is that HRS has historically been,perceived as a low priority of the 
Librarian and management as a whole. ./: ,, _ _ ,, .,_ . . ., .,. ,, ,, 1 : .,I ., 

The perceptions and themes expressed by multiple par-G&ants in multiple 
employee satisfaction focus groups are described in Exhibit 4-12 below. The Employee 
Satisfaction survey that Booz*Allen & Hamilton is distributing and analyzing should 
help quantify these perceptions and provide further evidence of the attitudes of Library 
employees. 
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EXHIBIT 4-12 ’ ..‘I 
,-. . -, 

. . Employee Perceptiaqof, HRS Off @es.. 3 8 , ,,;:, ‘, 
‘~ .. ,, “‘i’ 

F 
: :  
:  I : .  ;  ; ; :  :  g’.:& i &i& ‘: ; ,  : . : (<;. ; : . j  : :  :j:;${ 
.L 1-I. %.’ !i :  ~ , , ,_ 

:i. ~ : , , ,  ; , ,1 ;‘. , ; : ,  
, , , * . *  , I ;  ~_._ ,j _,j I  r  

: I : ‘ : ,  ,,.~,~~.,:21~~:~~;~~~~:;:, : ; ; : I  e+@p?ipn,l :  + , , : , . . :  ‘;,, ‘$ ; ,  . \ . , ,  , ; :  : ; : : *  ! , : ,  -c<r:‘:, :  

Employment Off ice l Selection procedures are lengthy and cumbersome, 
. . 

l Informationk not provided about thestatus of applications 
\ivithin the’process ,_ ‘“:,’ .’ _- ,’ $” 

Classification ’ l -Often pleased,,With results of reclassifications. ’ 1 v 
/, ( 

l ‘( Process for reclassifications is lengthy (from 6 months to ‘1’ 
* . _ .:‘a? ! . . year) , : / :, : ,, 1 , : : .*I ‘7. II_ : s3. i ! : ... : V: I,, :,: J sl !, ~ , j 

Trainingand Development’ ” l Not sure ofthe-purpose and services, of.the.,office; .Training 
is mainly provided at the service unit level 

.I ‘0 Have issue withtraining in :generaliatrthe~Library .(see the 
j,,,, .‘, Trainingrsection of this, report fo@ore$jetail).. 

Pay and Personnel l In general, pleased with payroll Iservices. , T ,, 
Information (PPI) l Have had isolated problems with delays in processing _’ : ‘changes inpersonnel’status,(e:g., name or.address change 

(. .I’. . and ,pay increases), ,. i ; ~ ,’ : ,j ( , ,’ 3, 
l Some of the forms used with PPI are not user friendly 

Equal Employment l The office provides useful services ” 
Opportunity and Dispute )’ l ~process& can take,a l&g time #_. ‘-, ,‘@! T : : : 

Resolutions (EEOIDR) 
l Concerned about confidential$y ‘, ,,. ,, ’ 
.* : “Unsure of where the office’s allegiance ‘iTwith 

‘k&&ement br ih& employ&$’ ? , 

Affirmative Action and Special l The special .intem and tuition’assistaiitce programs have 
Programs Off ice been viewed as a positive approach to promoti.ng 

employees in dead-end on professional jobs 
l Implementation of the programs within theloffice has been. 

sporadic and inconsistent ‘. ‘/ *’ 

Employee Relations Off ice. l People have had both good.and bad experiences with the 
(E W off ice 

.( 

Labor Relations 

l Concern, about confidentiality 
l Several highly respected ERO staff have left -,concemed 

that, quality will not be as good 
l Some’participants were unsure of what services ERO 

provides ” 
0, Have received inconsistent guidance from different staff 

members 
: ,’ .I 

l Many had no interactions with the offi,ce 

. ;  

;  

.  .  

,’ 

i, 

:, 
Focus group participants also highlighted issues related to &era11 HR &rvkes 

&ludhg: “,: ,, :- :..’ 
‘_ 

0 Untimely seeices 
/. ; 

l Inability to access HRS staff 
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i ! , .  ;  , ‘ : , .  ‘, .’ 

,i Lack-of responsiveness I ,. 7 .’ ’ 
, ,’ . . j .f’ 

l Poor staff qualificat@5 
.., 

l Little information about HRS services, processes, time frames, and points of 
contact ..’ ,, . . i ,. ,/‘, 

l No comprehensive empioyee’h$@book.’ .’ .’ L ; .’ \ .,,,‘, i .“’ :.,. .,;‘I i ” $ I , ;, ‘..,(V 
Tl-& $a&&~ ai&ll.$ ,$&se &qj&$&dkg fik @&fib offices. ,hdicafe.hat 
Library em$oyees perceive HR!5 as providmggbor customer’service. -These 1. 
perceptions impact the level of satisfaction andtrust that employeeshave with&XS;; -: : 

.., 
4.3.2 Personnel Mana&&& R&.n$er&itid;nS ‘.’ i ” ,’ ‘. -. , .i .‘:’ ” ,,P ., ., 

The following recommendations offer improvement options and ideas for the 
.Library to follow in addressmg, the findings noted above. Recommendations are made 
to address s~edfic,problem areas as well as global changes that could he made to offer 
the personnelservices differently. : . ’ .’ , ‘, , ,_’ -’ ‘,. 

1. The’Libraj n’eeds to be mor6 proactivd in planning for,.and 
. .,, 

1 : / 
developing, its future workforce. ; 8, 

As the Library experiences a decreasing amount of resources and an increasing 
set of technologies to accomplish its mission, ingenuity, planning and, strategy must 
come together. As budgets decrease and organizations lose expertise to retirement and 
do&sizing initiatives, the ‘Library shouid+nplement key initiatives such.)as succession 
planning to alleviate the threat that a loss inexpertise may create. Some planning 
efforts that the Ljbrary should, undertake include the following 1‘ .,_ 

!, .I. ,: 9 
l Estabhsh a m+$oring system that’encourages senior employees to4hare their ‘. 

expertise and to create a legacy of ,k.notiledge that will ,outlast their service. ./’ .;,, 9 

l Establish future mission requirements and determine the skills gap between 
current and ~future skill requirements. This analysis should:be used to plan ‘_ 
the types of hires required to keep the Library expertise up to date with 
mission requirements. “ ; 

l Ensure linkage ,of the training and career development programs to foster 
,development of the correct ski& -. - -. ‘. .- for meetmgiantic~pated, career deficiencies as ..i, .,.., 
attrition occurs. ., .:. 

l Ensure that process and procedures are fully documented so that new 
employees can get up to speed quickly. 
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CRS is currently conducting planning to sustain its intellectual capital. I$ 
thorough planning of this nature, the Library can alleviate the potential pitfalls and 
costs of any extreme change in its workforce in the future. 

2. The Library needs to update and simplify its pblicy and regulation 
system. 

Having so many different sources of guiding documentation isconfusing to 
employees, particularly when some of the content no longer reflects policy and/or 
practice. The Library needs to implement one system to ha&%all policy and 
regulati,ons., Existing docum.ents should be modified and, sir@ifiid~ The task force 
report provides a start,. since they provided’s detailed. ‘review of many LC&‘an’.d types 
of policy documentation., , I >’ 0 .I I :,. j :.J: “” 

3. The Library should ensure sta,q,dard applications of the 
performance appraisal across the Library.. 

The,Library has a clear idea of the problems and issues related to the 
performance appraisal system. The system has,received much study, but there has been 
little follow-through of the recommendations. Performance appraisal systems need’ 
consolidation and standardization as much as possible. Supervisors needtraining in 
how to assess performance, set performance standards, give feedback, and provide 
career development guidance. 

4. The Library should redefine the role of position cl+s$fication and 
management. I ‘. , : 

It is unlikely that classification staffing will increase in the current environment. 
Thereforer the Position .Classification and Management Office must redefine its‘role 
given existing staffing levels. The Office should continue providing position 
classification/reclassification review upon request, as well as certifying the accuracy of 
position descriptions that are part of the competitive selection system. These services 
need the consistent standards and. objectivity only a centralized office can provide. 
These roles are particularly important given the Cook case. Other responsibilities such 
as oversight and ,mamtenance of the system should reside in the’service units. The 
Office should actively take on a training and consultative role to assist the service units. 
The Library should update regulations to reflect these changing roles and clearly 
communicate the changes to staff. 

A change also is needed in position classification policy. Whenever it is 
determined that an accurate position description does not exist during a classification 
appeal, the Library should conduct a desk audit and baseposition dassification 
decisions on current job duties. 

. 
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5. The, Library should ensure that the &:&aff are qualified to perform ‘) 
their’tiork. ‘. , . . ” -, : ,<._, ,,” .. 

. ~ 
The HRS staff has been criticized by other:Libraiy employees for . . 

unresponsiveness and seemingly poor qualifications. This has contributed ,to a ,poor 
reputation of HRS among the Library service units, which lessens its authority. HES 
should conduct a full skills analysis of its HR staff against the Requirements of the 
positions. The skillsgap~ (i.e., the difference between ,staff skills‘and required:job-skills) 
will provide informatien about the types of skills HR should acquire- through training, 

.liay.~s,‘or~~~tsouc~g. _,/ ,‘ij, ’ ,+ . . ,:‘+ ._ :?<; i, I ,. .,, :,: I(: , .5,;; -_ -‘: ,:‘ 

6. Federal Government demon&ration projects may offer &ova&e 
ideas for some personnel processes. 

Three demonstration projects sponsored by OPM may be applicable to the 
Library’s personnel service issues. Two demonstration projects are targeted toward 
decreasing the amount of time required to hire new employees and one project is 
focused in part on improving labor-management relations: 

T The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Examining/Selection 
Process-The USDA project uses job-related criteria to develop a “quality 
group” of eligible candidates rather than numerical rating and ranking of 
candidates. This project has led to. improved satisfaction of site managers and 
decreased hiring times (from 136 and 96 days on average, to 88 and 78 days 
respectively) for both professional and administrative positions at one USDA 
site. 

l The National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) Hiring 
Methods- NIST instituted the expansion of direct hire authority for 
professional and support occupations and the use of agency-based hiring for 
administrative and technical positions. Under the direct hiring procedure the 
average hiring time was 10 weeks compared to 18 weeks (based on 1991 
results) under agency-based hiring procedures. 

l The Pacer-Share Project, based at U.S. Air Force Sacramento Air Logistics 
Center and Defense Logistics Agency, Sacramento Specialized Distribution 
Site, McClellan Air Force Base, California, experimented with new methods 
of labor-management cooperation based in part on the participative 
management philosophy and total quality management principles of 
Dr. W. Edwards Denting. Although first year results were unimpressive, 
indications are that after the first year, labor and management had improved 
cooperation. This was the first personnel management demonstration project 
with major union involvement. 

Given the relevance of these topics, and the piloting of these projects within Federal 
agencies, these projects may be helpful to the Library in providing options to consider 
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in the future. As is the case with all piloted projects, care must be taken by the Library 
to fully assess’ whether, these projectscarryany potential side effectsthat may be 
detrimental to the Library (e.g., one outcome of broadening direct-hire authority may be 
lack of control over diversity in the workplace). Although the warnings must be 

1 I, 

heeded, the Library can benefit from reviewing these projects since ,they are developed, 
supported,and tested with OPM approval. .I>. L’ * : 

# ‘. .:.j,: ,‘. ,’ /V’ 

;I 

However, as stated ,earlier .m this report,#the Library must be coni&uous~y aware 
of how any changes to its’selection processimpact onitscompliance, to the Cook ;; ,: : I 
Settlement 4greement; Once the, Library is, outside of the 4year period’ of the, ( : : 

II 

Settlement, these options may be more attractive and may also be further.$ested in, other 
Federal agencies. ,‘,’ 
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4.4 HUMAN RESOURCES SERVICES DEPLOYMENT 
,, : .f : ,. ., .., b ,‘ I -i . i’,.‘ ,: < ’ -.j ,,, . 

1. The.Human;Resources ,function-has been reorganized keveral timesin the recent 
past. :In early 5990, HRS established. a team ~structure;:with .HR teams providing services 
to a single service unit: Recently;in September 1.995;,HRS reorganized. to be ,more 
functionally oriented., ’ Additionally; the management of the HRSserviceunit has 
changed mcurnbents@nd structure, several ‘times< For ekamplej in Ju&I989 the 
Associate Librarianfor ,Management was ,named the head80f.Ubrary Management 
Services where HumanResources resided. In 1992, the Associate Librarian for 
Management <was reassigned ,asiAssoci~t~i~ibkari~.fo~~,S~edial Projects. and an Acting 
Associate.Librarian for HumanResources was assignedas part of the Library’s 
management team. .;.Theincunibent -was officially appointed Associate/Librarian for 
*Human Resources, in August 1993 and. currently remains in that position; ,However, the 
position was. recently, reassigned. to!report to the. Associate Librarian for Support 
Sew&s. I. 1” : ., ‘, ‘. , : : ., ‘:. : 5 i.zl, ,,:,, :, ‘, 8 iI : I :;, 

., : i ;,, , “i 
Because the organization of the HR function directly impacts’the Lay that HR 

services are. offered/provided ,and as part of our study of. human resources, BoozeAllen 
evaluated the human resources organization for:, II,_ . . : 

l Centralization and decentralization of functions. ’ ’ ’ - 
_ t 

‘. 

Our analysis of t&Library’s HR function in relation to these objectives is provided 
below.,- : ‘,:. ,, ,, ./ ; ;,. I. .’ ‘:, ..: ‘ 

.’ \ ,; ‘. ,. 
4.4.1’ Human Resoyrce Services .Deployment Fjn&ngf; I 

: 
,,i , ,:r- 

BoozeAllen has noted several findings in relation ,to the deployment of HR 
services at the Library. These findmgs~ focus on areas,, *here i;n’I;rovements are needed. ,._ ‘. ., ‘. 

1. The Library lacks. ti integrated applioach to &er+ty. ’ : : 
The Library has three offices focused on diversity issues: -, 

l Equal Employment Opportunity Complaints Office and Dispute Resolution 
Center (EEOCO/DRC), .” 

: 

/ T ‘Affirmative Action and Special Programs Office (AASJ?Q -. . . 
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Three offices mean three diversity approaches: 

” ,, ,, 

l_l ‘,( ,, .,> ,, 
l The EEOCO/DRC Office (specifically l&CO) resolves dis&tes related to 

. . 

Title VII of the ,Civil Rights Act of 1964,. ,including-complamts and. charges of 
discrimination:based on race; color, religion, se,x;.nationa~~origin; .age, or. ‘, 
physical or mental,disability. .Dispute .Resolution is ‘an alternative process ,to 
resolve. both d&imination co,mplamts and other worksite problems through 
.a more informal resolution processthan .EEQ: -The EEOCO/DRC Office. Y 

’ counsels) and tramsLibrary staff on,the laws and issues related, to EEO. ‘:, 
:, . _* . ., , ’ ‘..- “., ,( ,’ .:<. . . ‘. L”- ^ . I “;‘ 5 :x I. r., ‘, i : ,I ,. : : 

. I 1’ i : The Libra&n estabhshed, the -WSBO ,in Se@ember$992 ‘f.;;to help:,carry out 
highgpriority initiatives to, ensure-equal.emIjloyment opportunityand~ :,,’ ,’ 

.,I : promote understandings of $the rich diversity of: baclcgrounds represented in 
: the Librarywork force.? The ,&ASP0 develoIjs p.ohcies,:plans; and programs 

a.imed:at ‘increasing the participation”of underse@dpopulations and ‘. .,: 
conducts evaluations of the effectiveness of the Library’s programs in i.. +, * 
meeting Affirmative Action goals. :z, > * _( : , I’_ i , ..,. 

l :,ine LibrariM &e&$&e !&& Adv&or~f~r Div&i~,p&&-&:~ &&b&i .. 

1994 to be devoted to supporting hisefforts in dealing with diversityissues at 
the Library. The position has.:recently been combmed with the Chief of Staff 
position within the Office of the’librariart. _ As a rest.&, the Chief of Staff will 
be devoted to both the day-to-day’functi’ons ofthe Library and’to’diversity 
issues. ‘. 1. .;, _(J .:.. ‘, 

In:M 1995, at the request of Congressi the Library analyzed the organizational 
and functional relationships between the Office of Affirmative Action and Special 
Programs, the Dispute Resolution Center, and the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Complaints Office with the pur$ose of eliminating possible overlap, duplication of 
effort, and conflict among these units. The Library reported that “AASPp,s mission 
and functroi& are distinct from,,enl&r EEOC0 or DRC.” AA!%0 sponsors intern and 
other education programs, conducts targeted recruitment, and reviews competitive ’ ’ 
selection actions. On the other hand, they found that “EEOC0 and DRC are charged 
with resolving worksite problems.!’ The Office ‘of the Senior Advisor for Diversity was 
not included inthe analysis. I’ 1 

Both in interviews and m focus groups, Library staff commented on a lack of 
integration among the efforts of the three offices. Employees believe that the 
EEOCO/DRC and AASPO should be moved outside the HR!3 and linked to the Senior 
Advisor for Diversity. A similar alignment was alsosuggested by the Management and 
Planning Committee in November 1988 as well as in the 1988 Arthur’~&ng study of 
the Library. The studies suggested, establishing an EEO office (AASPO did not exist 
then) that would function indepentiently of allpersonnel and human resources 
functions. Employees at the Library noted that moving EEOCO/DR and AASPO 
would promote a more objective approach to the EEO and Affirmative Action issues for 
the Library. 
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Additional perceptions about diversity at the-Library were provided in the 
employee satisfaction focus groups. These perceptions include: : 

._’ ‘, : ‘.:’ 
* ” l A positive change in hiring has provided a more diverse ptome in some areas 

,. ‘_ 
l Management’s commitment is not strong enough ” ; 

. ‘;, 

k Minorities in management positions are seen as tokens”and’are’not given the 
respect and credit they deserve 

: 2. ; ,I ,’ ,,‘, i 

l The move’of the Senior Advisor for’Diversity to the Ch.ief,of Staff’position 
seems to indicate that diversity is on the “‘back burner”. I ., . . , 

0, ./ The Multi-year Affirmative Action’ l!ly has not been comn&cated Ito 
Library staff.21 ‘. ‘. .- ). ,, ‘, 

The Library has made efforts at the top-management level to increase the .focus 
of diversity. Senior level managers are accountable for efforts in EEO and Diversity on 
their performance appraisals. Additionally, the Senior Advisor: for Diversity has 
developed a diversity plan that outlines specific actions to l+$mote a commitment to 
diversity (e.g., communication to all levels about the Librarians commitment .to 
diversity, focus groups to. address Cook, Settlement issues). However,rthe .division of 
diversity-related functions across three offices seems to have diluted the Library’s i 
approach to diversity and created a perception that diversity is not a m,ajor focus of the 
Library. ., _., ,_ .-..,,. 

2. The offices of Hun~an Resourck are Stove-piped, fpcusing on their 
indivihyal office activities wiih liae integratioq df fun&ns. ’ : 

Organizational divisions within the human resources service unit limit. 
integration of f&ctions and communication and create some duplications of effort. ” ‘* 
There is little cross communication or cross training with other offices.“‘Although each 
office must serve specific functions, it is necessary for the offices to understand the 
entire I-IRS process in order to help serve the customer and provide seamless service. : : 

For the most part, each office conducts unique functions. However, there is a 
lack of coordination of services. For example, counseling is provided by separate HRS 
offices (e.g., benefits counseling at Ray and Personnel Information (PPI), counseling on 
personal issues at the Employee Relations Office, workplace-issue counseling at DRC). 
Employees are able to choose,the avenues they would like to resolve problems. 
UnfortLmately, ‘del+ndmg~ul%n the office chosen; the-~~~lo~~-ma)ilrecei~~ 
inconsistent information. 

21 In the AASPO focus group, staff noted the Multi-Year Affirmative Action Plan was under review by a 
committee set up by the Librarian’s Office and has not been finalized. 
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Both PI?1 and the Technical Services Group’ (TSG)‘of the Employment Office 

noted duplication.of effort in processing personnelactions. The. personnel action 
process has several hand-offs. One hand-off is .between TSG’ and PEI. -These two 
groups are required to record specific information to process the personnel actions. 
Both offices indicated .that there is a ,duplication of effort in the processing and that 
quality problems occur because of this duplication. For example, the TSG ensures that 
regulations are sufficiently adhered to in personnel actions andsets, pay while WI 
processes the information provided by TSG. The two offices noted that each must 
follow-up on,the,work .done by the other, often ,having to .do the work of the other. 
Because of concern about work quality, several checks &Cl balances for processing 
personnel actions are required. The offices indicated that this function should be 
coordinated, through. one office, and that office should be held respo$le for quality. 

7 AASpO, the Empl~~ent Office; and’ ~~‘S~;7jic~ uiiits~ ~~ participate in SOme 

recruitment activities (e.g., participation in conferences, recruitment fairs, and 
outreach). ‘Focus group participants noted that none of ‘the ‘offices’ or service units 

,’ ,_ 

coordinates their recruiting activities. 

coordinated approaches to HR ’ 
decentralize& can create additional 

. /’ , 

Aithough FIRSis a centralized office, some human resources issues are dealt with 
in a decentralized manner at the service unit level. Some, functions have been 
strategically decentralized because those activitiesmay be best performed atthe service 
unit level (e.gl; recruitment plans developed at the service unit level, time and 
attendance reporting). Even though these activities are housed at the service unit level, 
it is the responsibility of I$RS to provide guidance and ,oversight of HR activities that 
are decentralized~” Focus groups with the II% offices identified, some areas where 
guidance and training are,given (e.g., time and attendance) and other areas where little 
guidance is given (e.g., development of recruitment plans): In agroup interview, 
several administrative officers who deal with human resources Issues said that little 
guidance is given. ’ : i ;., 

Some decentralizationof functions has simply evolved over time. Three specific 
areas that HR staff noted with concern were training, outsourcmg of &IR functions (e.g., 
classification, staffing), and labor management relations. In interviews and ‘in focus 
groups, Library staff indicated that most technical training is provided at the service 
unit level. The current Staff Training and Development Office noted that it has little 
control over training performed at the service unit levels. The Training and ” 
Development Office noted with ,concern that muchof the training conducted by 
contractors could be offered inhouse for less money. Additionally, some training 
provided could be useful‘across the’service units but is’only provide8 in isolatedareas. 
These concerns are described in more detail in the Training section of this report. 
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Besides contrachi f&F&am&g~:servi;gs, *e se&ice Ai& ha;b L..~..~‘;co;tr~~tors 

for other .$R$related activities. Bo,r example, the Classification .,0&e noted that service 
units will sometimes use outside assistance to’classify positions. The service unit will 
then forward the report with the classification request to ensure that the position is 
classified the same way. The Classification. Office feels that the service units are, 
intluencing the, way they do;busmess ,a.nd believes that ,it impacts .their credibihty. 1 ‘. 
Service units also obtain their oycontractors to do job analyses forthe hiring, process. 
HR!$focus group,particiR@s ,noted conc.e,rn,that @XII ,$e, ser$ice ,un.its contractout i 
funCtioqs ,wthout co~ulting~; they have ,no contra! over; the Rrocegses: and lose: 

‘credibll~~~~ththeservice-units .,,, -. ,:_ ‘. ‘-., ,j ;3’.,.:.,,., j L ,.:, .:::,:: ..:,, ,,;“.: I ,: 

may also leadto further~.implica~,ons and set new,precedents-that could.have a negative 
impact on the Library or other organizations. The ,Dispute Resolutions Office also 
participates in these types of bargaining agreements without the Labor Relations 
Office’s! involvement. If Labor Relations were kept informed, it could proactively stop 
or alter decisions that are likely to lead, to labor relations disputes. This involvement 
could save. the ,Librarytime and money’and:eliminate. fallout from ill-advised:decisions. 

., ,l ,.(I 
4.4.2 Human- Resaurces-Services.Deployment Re,coqunendatjo$ \ , 

/’ “, ,- I ‘yi i ;. 1 
: :, ,.‘@ findings highlighted several ‘areas where co&&nation is necessary b&h 

wnhin.~ and with,~e,se~ice,un$s, Our,recommer;ha~o~‘focus on..Rossible 
initiat@es that could er+nce .the services. depioyedby IFIR& 

, 
:, 

‘; . 
1. Tl@Li@@y sho$d $&y~e &&I &en&en its divkrsity kki~n~ .: .’ s : ‘: ,/ _’ .; 

The Library’s history’of racial.tensions (as evidenced by the,Cook Case) ! .‘. 
requires’ h’strong diversity Rrogi$m that is $.&grated throughout the Library and 
that enlists HRprocesses inachieving its goals. ‘The Lib&y should consider 
several efforts to improve integration of the diversity program, ‘including: 

l Ensure the diversity plan and Affirmative Action plans are linked and 
are provided to managers for use in developing recruitment plans 

0 Integrate the functions into one office to organizationally tie them 
together and provide a united plan , . . I. .‘“,.; :..,-,, , 

9 Continue extensive, divers+y ,tfaining throughout the Library 

l Develop plan for addressing any fallout from implementation of the 
Cook Case Settlement requirements (e.g., promotions and cash 
awards). 
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Each of ‘these changes can help the Library to demonstrate its commitment to _ 
diversity and plan for ways to address issues if they should arise. , /_,,s ;, “.*y’? ‘, ;: ‘:.’ ‘. .s., : 

2. The Liljrati sh&ld inve&igate alt&#ive m&ib’di fix providing ,‘- 
! HR seticei. :,I ._I, 

,, :‘: ,;, ,: ., ; :,, 
I ‘, r 

! ,? ) . . :, 
Historically, the human 2resources&.inction at thelibrary has not worked well. 

As the Library moves into the future, it faces even more demands for effici;ency and 
innovative ~ohrtions to,,person.nel., thus; it seems appropriate forthe Library to 
consider some approaches to: providing human resources support.that have not been .’ tried t& bef&; / &v&l oj+& &f& b&g .&,d ~d”&&di’& :w&,m&k&@lace tb&ay, 

including shared services,p outsourc~g, md hteragen+ ‘a’@&m&its.“‘ m& ijF;tib& .‘: * 
are being used :by both private andipublic sector organizations as:methods to improve 
operations ,tid decrease costs. The ‘Libr&y should conductbest practices studies to 
investigate the~o@ions ISresented’ be&W for their a~&ability tothe Library, their : .: 
succesS +te$&d k$&&ti& rblat$d to ~&,$.&,&fi~~~on of,s~+‘~~p~om~ ? 1;’ . 

.‘, ‘a .Y, .^ .., ,’ ,‘. Fl, ; r ;. ). : 

i. &shared s+Vi&s eiwirpximent’ma~ redUC&&$t8 ahd :pr&vide an - ’ 
organizatibnally gtandatdized approach?0 HR.&vices. i ,. I t, I :, ::r: . ,,; ,i: ,- 

Shared services requires that, both the&,rstomer and the provider are jointly 
responsible for the results attained: c Customers,.(i;e;, the service units) and provider (i.e.,. 
HRS)~must agree (formally through contract orinformaBy through internal agreements) 
on the types of services needed and on the cost of those services. The focus of shared 
services is the pooling: of-like activities to reduce~costs and enhai%ce~service. While the 1: 
human resources functions are already organizationally centralized ,at the Library and 
service a,B’,the service units, doubt exists-whether the functions are truly,impLemented in 
a centralized manner. A shared service‘-environment would- allow the service units and 
human resources to work together ‘through a service commitment. Shared services ‘. 
would thus enhance customer satisfaction and provide cost effectiveness by offering 
economies’ of scale., Best practices information shows that moving‘to a-shared services 
environment results in a X5-30 percent improvement in overall service costsz %Although 
this savings may be less for the; Library’s FIRS s&e it is aheady organi&onaJly . 
centralized, savings could be realized /n “decreasing duplication of functions in the 
service units. ’ ( ,‘:, 

22 Shared services is defined as the leveraging of delivery of needed services so as to enhtice both 
internal customer satisfaction and provider cost effectiveness by providing only needed and agreed upon 
services at the “right” levels to internal customers and achi&ng performance standards acceptable to 

i internal customers ‘ktd providers. 
. . 

3 “Review of Shared Services”, proprietary briefing of BoozAll+ and @milton Inc. ‘_ 
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The Library should use outsourcing as an alternative td its p&s&t 
., 

.,i . method of providing some human resoq<e+ services. % : 
;;,* ,i. I, .,:! .\’ ’ 

*tsoFcmg is& alternativeway to,.offer,person.nel and human resources, ” 
se&ices. A benchmarking study of.outsourcmg.HR functions’that are‘outsourcedmost 
frequently identified training and,‘development,, tidministra&e services, benefits ’ 
administration, outplacement, employee opinion survey; and relocation services. 
Common reasons for outsourcing include reduction of costs; reduction. of. staff, jmying 
external.exRetise, narrowing do* core functions, .and improving quality. To .date,,the 
Librgyy hasoutsourcelsome t@n&g~ its Ray. ,and personneldata .function, and!po~rtions 
of its ,selection.process (i.e., job analysis,;affirmative action reviews, calculationj of ‘. y 
dispar+mpact, minimum ,qualifications reviews,.and job postings). Interagenw _, ’ 1 
agreements provide a method. through .@+h outsourcmg can occur. The, Library’s 
agreement with the Department of Agriculture is the basis for the pay and personnel 
information system ,function. Agreements with OPM have been used .to conduct job 
analyses, training, and oversight reviews. These agreements provide potentially less 
expensive options by the sharing of services across Federalagencies (similar to shared 
services above). 

Many ,employee relations firms offer cost-per-employee services in a confidential 
setting. Because this function is used sporadically, and’ because of the need for 
confidentiality, it is &i excellent candidate for outsourciiig, and cost reduction. 1.. ,,. .s,: ’ 

reduce 
The Library could also outsource the majority of the personnel functions and 
I-IRS to a policy and selection shop, maintaining functions that must be 

controlled internally yithin government agencies.Ihis would &low,the Library to 
invest its resources in overall ma&gement of the HR function rather than the day-to- 
day processing of human resources and personnel services. 

If the’ Library decides to mvestig&te.outsourcing, it must becautious about 
staying in compliance”&ith the Cook~!Wtlement Agreement. The Settlement Agreement 
provided promotions ziiid sijecific positions to some.employees, although only a few 
within Human Resources. If any of &i&e employees occupy outsourced functions, they 
must be assigned to jobs of the same grade elsewhere in the Library. It may be difficult 
to match employee skills to other Library positions. The Library could be charged with 
retaiiation if RIFs resulting from outsourcing appeared to ‘target Cook; plaintiffs. In 
addition, the Library should conduct a full cost-benefit analysis prior to outsourcing 
any function, to ensure cost-effectiveness. 
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