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Myths versus Facts Related to Withdrawal from Joint 
Automation (JA) Project 

Myth: Patrons will have to 
drive to other libraries to 
check out their resources. 

Fact: Patrons will be able to place requests for items owned by other 
libraries to be picked up at their preferred SCPL location. 

Myth: Interlibrary loans come 
by mail and take a long time 
to arrive. 

Fact: Interlibrary loans do not all come by mail; the vast majority 
come through the same courier delivery service that holds placed in 
the JA catalog do. Check out https://linx.cdlc.org/ for more 
information about the system that connects regional libraries for 
resource sharing. 

Myth: Interlibrary loan 
requests have to be placed in 
person at the Hon. Karen B. 
Johnson Central Library. 

Fact: Interlibrary loan requests can be placed in person at any SCPL 
location, online, or by phone. 

Myth: Interlibrary loan 
requests are handled by only 
one SCPL employee. 

Fact: There is a team of SCPL employees handling interlibrary loan 
requests. 

Myth: Interlibrary loan 
requests can only be picked 
up at the Hon. Karen B. 
Johnson Central Library. 

Fact: Interlibrary loan requests can now be picked up at any branch of 
SCPL. 

Myth: SCPL’s collection isn’t 
as robust or as large as that of 
other area libraries. 

Fact: SCPL has over 100,000 more items in its collection than Clifton 
Park-Halfmoon Library, Crandall Public Library, or Saratoga Springs 
Public Library (as of 09/07/2024): 
SCPL: 327,770 
Clifton Park-Halfmoon: 198,499 
Crandall Public Library: 211,596 
Saratoga Springs: 216,297 

Myth: The majority of items 
SCPL patrons check out come 
from other libraries. 

Fact: Only 8.32% of the items checked out in 2023 came from other 
libraries; the vast majority of checkouts came from SCPL's collections. 
In the past this figure has been as low as 3% and managing our own 
catalog will provide us with much more data and tools to help stock 
the materials you really want, keeping our collections fresh and 
relevant. 
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Myth: SCPL is leaving the 
Mohawk Valley Library 
System. 

Fact: SCPL is withdrawing from the Joint Automation (JA) Project 
which means that we will have the opportunity to manage our own IT 
and catalog. JA is separate from the Mohawk Valley Library System 
(MVLS). SCPL remains a member of MVLS. 

Myth: SCPL is losing Central 
Library funding due to 
withdrawing from JA. 

Fact: SCPL was already no longer receiving Central Library funding; the 
last year for which SCPL received Central Library funding was 2022 
(received in 2023). State regulations changed allowing considerably 
more flexibility to do other things with Central Library funds than 
purchase physical materials and so the activities funded by Central 
Library funds changed. 

Myth: Central Library funding 
received by SCPL was paying 
for essential services. 

Fact: The Central Library funding SCPL was receiving in recent years 
was reimbursement for the salary of a staff member selecting the 
adult print non-fiction materials for purchase with Central Book Aid 
funds. With the change in Central Library regulations, MVLS began 
spending all the funds directly at the system level. 
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August 29, 2024 

Dear Mohawk Valley Library System Board of Trustees, 

Last week, SCPL, along with the rest of JA, was noti�ied reciprocal holds through the catalog 
are being disabled effective 08/31/2024.  At the August 5 transition team meeting, it was stated the 
recommendations from the JA ad hoc committees needed approval from the SALS and MVLS boards, 
and those bodies would next meet in September. However, to my knowledge, no MVLS meeting has 
been held since then, and it was disappointing to hear JA is proceeding with this change anyway. 
This week, we received notice from Crandall Public Library that OCLC interlibrary loan service has 
been suspended as of August 20. This system service, which MVLS contracts Crandall to provide, 
being halted without prior explanation or warning was unexpected and disheartening.  

These developments, along with some others I’ll outline below, have compelled me to reach 
out to the governing body responsible for MVLS to clarify some things and request that the system 
reconsider taking steps that harm service to library users. I’ve remained largely silent on these 
matters, preferring to focus on directly improving services to the public. However, given the 
misinformation being disseminated surrounding our withdrawal from Joint Automation (JA), it’s 
time to set the record straight and speak to my experience as director of an MVLS/JA member 
library. 

As the person most directly responsible for our library's operations and the one most 
familiar with every aspect of how they are affected by our catalog and IT (both controlled by 
MVLS/JA), every change SCPL is making is aimed at improving services, ful�illing our mission, 
removing barriers to access and improving the organization’s overall health. Despite the long list of 
issues we’ve documented, I recognize many may not fully understand how being part of MVLS/JA 
hampers our operations so I will attempt to further explain. 

The opinions expressed here are my own as the Executive Director of Schenectady County 
Public Library and I do not claim they re�lect those of Schenectady County, the SCPL Board of 
Trustees, or my fellow MVLS directors. I write to you as someone who has worked in public libraries 
for 20 years in four different states with many different ways of doing things and never encountered 
anything as dysfunctional as my experience with this system. 

First, it’s important to clarify that the County has neither forced nor pressured SCPL's 
decisions, including the pursuit of county IT support, withdrawal from JA, or exploring partnership 
with UHLS. The Schenectady County legislature and County Manager have been incredibly 
supportive, as demonstrated by their substantial �inancial commitment to the library, which has 
seen a $1 million increase in the operating budget over two years. Repeated discussions were had 
by SCPL Board of Trustees about various elements of our dissatisfaction including no longer 
receiving Central Library funds, Overdrive selection, the Board policy regarding our �ine block 
threshold, and having our own IT. These took place at public meetings in accordance with the Open 
Meetings Law. I'm grateful for trustees who are engaged and committed, unwilling to remain 
stagnant in the way we serve our community. Our departure from JA is a crucial part of 
transforming SCPL. 

Attached is a timeline of key events leading up to our withdrawal from JA, highlighting the 
persistent roadblocks I faced when seeking changes to better serve our needs. I believe we truly 
were left with no choice other than withdrawing from JA in order to move our library forward in 
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providing good library service. Despite my efforts, there was rarely a clear next step (much less 
resolution) to achieve demonstrable progress, and the process often involved outright refusal or 
shifting goalposts. I have yet to be told or see a clearly de�ined, documented process for instituting 
change at the system level or within Joint Automation. The closest thing to an explanation of the 
process was when Eric was asked by another director at a MVLS Directors Council on March 6 “if we 
want changes to JA policy or contract, do we talk to you?” Eric replied “that’s one option, there is no 
wrong way, we can talk to [Eric], a JA staff member or Sharon.” As you will see in the timeline 
document, we have absolutely talked to Eric and JA staff about the changes we wanted. I, as I 
suspect many of my fellow directors already knew, learned it is pointless to try and turned my 
attention to how else we can achieve what this library needs. You will also see we were open about 
considering whether JA continued to be the best IT and automation solution for us and 
reconsidering our membership. I cannot speak to whether Eric and Michele chose to share their 
knowledge of this with others at JA, SALS, or MVLS.  

 
One key issue–the �ine block threshold–exempli�ies the typical experience. First MVLS said 

no (supposedly on behalf of other members) well before my time. Then they repeated that to me 
when I inquired. I brought the issue to the other members and there were no outright objections, 
yet somehow it had to be discussed again, and again, and again until there were objections 
(although none of the communications I’m aware of ever involved every member of MVLS 
unanimously objecting as stated by Eric – perhaps there was some secret poll or meeting where this 
took place?) The amount of time and effort invested pursuing just this one change of many needed 
(ultimately unsuccessfully) served as a valuable demonstration of the futility of expecting MVLS/JA 
to work with us. The detriments of any consortium or system that makes it this dif�icult for SCPL to 
operate and retain the �lexibility and autonomy we need to serve our diverse community far 
outweighs any bene�it.  

Is access to collections beyond our own in the same catalog worth being hampered in every 
facet of our operations that IT or the catalog touch? No, of course not. All the time, energy, money 
and resources we spend trying to work around the culture of “no” and control could easily be spent 
�illing the gap between what our patrons want and what our collections currently contain instead, 
and of course we can continue to interlibrary loan materials from other area libraries quickly and 
easily through means other than the shared catalog. 

Another example of how Schenectady patrons suffer as members of MVLS/JA: until very 
recently (after nearly two years of asking) only one SCPL employees of those we’ve requested in my 
time here has been allowed by MVLS/JA to have the access needed to place orders and process new 
materials in the catalog. This means when that one person is not working, no orders are placed and 
boxes of new items that come in sit and wait for their return. This is absolutely unacceptable and 
directly impacts our patrons. The reason given for none of the others we’ve wanted to get trained 
and the access to assist with these tasks has been if they aren't going to be doing it as regularly as 
our one full-time person assigned, they will surely make too many mistakes. What a demeaning and 
belittling approach, to say our staff are not capable or competent enough to correctly perform tasks 
they don't do every day and that the decision of who to assign which work to in our organization 
gets to be dictated by a third party such as MVLS/JA. You can see this stance going strong in the 
minutes of the recent ad hoc ILS committee where they note under "ability to do our own 
cataloging: best left to the professionals", which seems to clearly imply member library employees 
are not professionals.  
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Likewise in the ad hoc ILS committee, there was discussion of SCPL's desire to be able to 
�ilter by available items within a search. It looks from the minutes like the discussion concluded this 
is already available. This re�lects a lack of understanding and a missed opportunity to enhance the 
patron experience. Currently you can choose in your initial search (from the drop down) to see only 
currently available items. This is far different from being able to conduct a search by location, item 
type, keyword, etc., and then �ilter from there to show the subset of those search results that is 
currently available on the shelf at a speci�ic location. Here is a library's catalog who uses the same 
software JA does where this option is con�igured. What a disservice to our patrons not to be able to 
search by one of our locations AND by only items available on the shelf at that location, and only by 
one or the other. If only MVLS/JA’s culture re�lected a commitment to working with members to 
fully explore and problem-solve to meet their needs instead of summary dismissal; there are many 
similar improvements available that could be implemented.  

The JA ad hoc reciprocal borrowing committee is another example of the inadequate 
justi�ication provided for impactful decisions that are detrimental to patrons and the lip service 
being paid to collaborative problem solving and decision making. The idea that all items have to be 
back at their home location before SCPL's exit from the catalog because if not, there is no way to 
"track" those items afterwards because they won't have been checked in before being put into the 
delivery bins, is extremely misleading and typical of the fearmongering I’ve experienced.  

1) This premise that suddenly our courier Arnoff will begin losing items at an astonishing rate 
because they haven't been checked in before being put into the delivery bins is based on what?  

2) There are other ways to track the items - SCPL could easily scan barcodes and record the dates of 
everything we put into a delivery bin so we have the exact same data to reference of when an item 
was returned that we do now through Polaris. 

3) SCPL could plan to run our new ILS concurrently with Polaris (for check-in of other libraries' 
items only) for some amount of time to accomplish the same thing.  

4) Delivery is a system service and will continue as long as we are a member of MVLS. Items will 
continue to move through delivery between libraries for interlibrary loan after our exit from JA (as 
they do now to/from non-JA libraries), whether those items were requested and tracked through a 
shared catalog or not.  

The other similarly �limsy concerns had equally doable alternate solutions. However, at the one 
committee meeting held on this topic, there was zero interest or willingness to explore any other 
way of meeting the supposed goals (none of which included minimal disruption to patron access at 
the time). The refusal to explore alternative solutions suggests a punitive intent toward SCPL and its 
patrons for pursuing what is best for our library. If this is not intended punitively, it certainly has a 
punitive impact, and further demonstrates that SCPL's priorities of patron access and experience 
are a complete mismatch with the priorities of MVLS/JA, which seem primarily focused on 
protecting the collections from patrons at the expense of encouraging utilization of them. 

I'd like to address the idea that it's not possible to accommodate SCPL given there are 48 
other libraries in JA. My last ILS consortium in Illinois has roughly double that number of libraries. 
Check out their circulation policies, which very clearly allow individual libraries (and their 
governing boards) to set policy for that library. They address any concerns members have about 
how another member's policies impact them by routinely billing each member library for items 
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Here is a summary of some key events prior to SCPL’s withdrawal from JA although by no means an 
exhaustive account of every issue, concern or communication. 

On May 17, 2023, after a lot of back-and-forth communications via email asking questions about various 
SCPL IT concerns, Laura Baker with County IT had a meeting with JA staff. Here's Laura's email about 
that meeting. As a follow-up to that meeting, it was suggested SCPL/County IT/JA meet again in early 
June. 

On May 25, 2023, the SCPL Board approved a budget request to the County that included adding IT 
positions and capital project for IT infrastructure expenses. 

On June 2, 2023, we met with JA staff (Chris Mundell was not in attendance) and Sharon O'Brien. Laura 
Baker with County IT asked all the technical questions about how other large libraries manage various 
components of IT and possibility of us doing things like having our own Microsoft tenant and email. We 
asked JA if our fee would change if we managed our own IT, they said no. One of the concerns raised at 
this meeting was that JA did not allow us to put our VOIP phones on "their" hardwired network when it 
was initially rolled out at our Central Library in 2022, and consequently patrons and staff had been 
suffering through dropped calls and poor connections due to the phones being on Wi-Fi for around a 
year at that point. We also had delayed rolling out VOIP to our other 8 locations due to concerns with 
quality on a Wi-Fi connection. Laura had a follow-up conversation with Chris Mundell after the June 2 
meeting and the outcome of that additional meeting was JA allowed us to begin connecting our VOIP 
phones to the network.  

On June 9, Michele sent a follow-up email to the June 2 meeting where she stated:  
“I wanted to mention that if you were to pursue a public PC management solution other than Cassie or 
use our standard public PC image (like you do at your non-Cassie branches), JA would not be able to 
provide support for them.  We just do not have the staff to provide full support for another product.  If 
you were to have your own IT staff, that would be something they would need to manage.  The same is 
true if you were to go with a different configuration for your staff PCs.  Adding Active Directory, for 
example, requires management and would be best if you had your own IT staff.”  

On July 27, after months of conversation about implementing SCPL's block threshold policy (you can 
read some history of it via emails here, here, here, and here), in an email to Eric I stated:  
“At this point there have been numerous discussions in numerous ways and it’s not clear to me how we 
can effect change other than maybe getting our own ILS!” 

Board President Tina Versaci at the time replied: 
"This issue is of utmost importance to our Board as we have been hearing many complaints about this 
inconsistency. I feel that when we explain the reason for the hold up, it does not reflect well on MVLS or 
JA. "

Eric then replied to her only: 
“I am glad to see this moving forward. I do want to make clear that the hold up isn't MVLS or JA. It is the 
other member libraries. When libraries want to make changes that affect other participants in the 
consortium, they don't so much have to convince staff at MVLS or JA, they have to convince a majority 
of the other 55 member libraries. Sometimes that is hard. Sometimes the consortium is frustrating and 
unwieldly, But it is worth it, for two reasons. One is, of course, money. No library could do the 
technology, delivery and resource sharing, etc. for what the systems cost. But even more than that, the 
resources that become available could not be accessed for any amount of money. SCPL - the biggest 
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library in the consortium - has holdings of about 325,000. Through JA, you have access to over 2.3 
million items. You really can't put a meaningful price tag on that.” 

On August 18, 2023, after a few more back and forths about the block threshold, I sent this in an email 
to Eric: “I’ve been dismayed to find our membership in this cooperative the biggest challenge I’m facing 
so far in improving efficiency, productivity and customer service to our community. I have not 
encountered anywhere near this level of constraint and insistence on controlling individual library policy 
and procedure as members of other library cooperatives, systems, and consortiums, some of which have 
been considerably larger and had more complexities to consider. Our participation in Joint Automation 
seems more of a detriment than a benefit. I would love to find a way to adopt a more solutions-oriented 
approach to working together and am open to any suggestions you have that address the (so far 
hypothetical) problems caused by SCPL having a $100 block threshold.” 

On August 21, Eric sent an email in response (not a direct reply and added in Kim and Valerie) where he 
acknowledged our stated unhappiness with JA by stating: 
“Now, I want to address your frustration with working within the JA consortium.” 

On September 28, I sent out an invitation to all SALS and MVLS directors to a demonstration of TBS's 
print/copy/scan/fax equipment and PC and print management solutions we'd arranged at SCPL. I 
received this reply from Eric and Michele and sent them a reply on October 2 where I stated: 
“If we end up deciding to go this route and find it's not compatible with JA's requirements, that would 
certainly factor into our continued consideration of what the best IT and automation solution for us 
looks like.” 

On November 9, 2023, Laura sent this email to JA about our transition plan for county IT to take over 
our IT after the county budget was adopted on October 12 including adding IT support for the library 
and capital projects to replace all network equipment. Here is the full email thread leading up to the 
follow up meeting in January. Of particular note in the reply I sent on December 1: 
“Would you reconsider requiring us to maintain and monitor an additional email account through you so 
we can move forward with this? If not, unfortunately we will need to reconsider our membership in 
Joint Automation entirely.” 

On January 2, 2024, Kim Zimmer asked Michele about the SCPL IT Proposal listed on the JA Council 
agenda and Eric sent this reply where he stated: 
“We want this to be out in the open, so it is on the JA agenda, and will also be on the MVLS agenda in 
January.   It is a developing situation, so at this point there are no details, just the general concepts.  At 
this point it amounts to an explanation of why we are, so far, saying no.” 

Assistant Library Director Devon Hedges was on that email reply as a member of JA Council and 
forwarded it to me so I was aware of the conversation. Devon then received this email from Eric 
accusing him of being untrustworthy for sharing the email, and I received this one where Eric stated: 
 ”This is very similar to the fine block threshold issue.  Schenectady lost that fight, and lost the respect of 
the other libraries, because there was too little attention paid to the views – right or wrong – of the 
other libraries.  They were not listened to and respected, not courted as allies, and so they easily 
became – and remain - opponents.”      
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Other MVLS library directors have not acted or spoken as if they are SCPL’s opponents, and have 
repeatedly demonstrated support and understanding for us doing what is best for our library and the 
community we serve despite the disruption it’s causing and difficulty we all face during this process. 

As a result of this email discussion, we came into the January meeting aware they intended to say no to 
us managing our own IT and that there was a high likelihood we'd need to withdraw in order to proceed 
with our plans to improve library services. 

The meeting with SALS/MVLS/JA was held on January 25. Attendees included SCPL staff, JA staff, MVLS 
Director Eric Trahan, SALS Director Sara Dallas, Schenectady County Legislator Haileab Samuel, SCPL 
Trustee Madelyn Thorne, Schenectady County Manager Rory Fluman and Schenectady County IT staff 
including Laura Baker.  A summary of the key points of the discussion is as follows: 

● SALS/MVLS/JA feels it's an issue to have county IT staff provide our IT as opposed to dedicated
library staff. After several vague statements about risk and access, with much probing and
asking of clarifying questions they stated their concern is if county IT staff support us and
manage our network, 1) they may see Polaris/patron data when troubleshooting our staff PCs
(and this is different from library staff seeing Polaris/patron data because “they’re a third party”
and it doesn’t matter if they sign off on all the same JA policies as library staff)

● When pressed on why it wouldn’t be sufficient for county IT to agree to follow all JA security and
privacy policies Michele stated because “it’s different than any existing model” and she
“isn’t comfortable” with it

● SALS/MVLS/JA stated even if we had dedicated library staff providing our IT, they wouldn't allow
us to fully manage our own IT, they would have to have access to our network and monitor our
activity

● SALS/MVLS/JA would not budge on requiring us to use their email accounts in addition to any of
our own we administer. They stated it is JA policy and when I asked if they would consider
changing JA policy, Eric said no.

● Michele mentioned she wishes we had communicated that we were unhappy and when I
mentioned a few key examples of things we've been talking to JA about wanting to change, she
said we could do those things if we got our own IT, to which I replied “that’s what we’re trying
to do right now”

On January 25 after the meeting, Eric sent an email to a group of MVLS directors excluding SCPL and 
stated: 
“The meeting this morning between MVLS, JA, SCPL and Schenectady County representatives was 
productive in identifying paths forward for finding a new way for SCPL to work with JA. There is still a lot 
of work to do in navigating the details of that new way; but we seem to have acceptance that the way 
forward will be a scenario that does not differ in essentials from the existing JA relationships with the 
large JA libraries.” 

This was shocking and confusing to us (when someone on the email kindly shared it) because in our 
meeting with SALS/MVLS/JA they flatly refused to budge on any of the fundamental issues except the 
possibility of allowing county IT to provide support if we limited it to a handful of county IT employees 
instead of utilizing the services of the full team of county IT.  When we asked if it made a difference if it 
was only 3-5 county IT employees instead of all of them, they said, “maybe”.  They were fully aware that 
our goal was to have access to the full and robust county IT team in order to attain our goals, so this 
only further frustrated any efforts for a compromise. When we requested a change in the email 
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requirement, a crucial consideration to us if we were to remain in JA, they said NO.  When we requested 
to fully manage our own IT by either dedicated library employees or by county IT employees, they said 
NO. At no point did we indicate we were happy or accepting of pursuing a model “that does not differ in 
essentials from the existing JA relationships with large JA libraries”. We talked about some hypothetical 
ways to handle other issues of concern such as virtually networking our libraries together that would 
meet our needs and be acceptable to JA and concluded the meeting by saying we (SCPL) would need to 
discuss our next steps and how we want to proceed. 

On January 26, 2024, Eric sent this email to SCPL Board President Madelyn Thorne and states: 
“Finally, and more directly related to the purpose of yesterday's meeting, it is, frankly, a bit silly for SCPL 
to hold its ability to leave the JA consortium as some kind of bargaining chip. The truth is exactly the 
opposite. If SCPL left the consortium, the consortium would go along just fine, as would the other 49 
libraries and their users.” 

After the meeting on January 25th, it was clear to all SCPL stakeholders who attended that 
MVLS/SALS/JA was not willing or interested in exploring the type of meaningful changes that would 
allow SCPL the flexibility and autonomy it needs to best serve its community while remaining a member 
of JA. The unwillingness to consider changing JA policy so that SCPL employees do not have to maintain 
and monitor two separate Office 365 accounts along with the statement that SCPL could never fully 
manage its own IT and JA would require full access to our network were two of the most critical 
dealbreakers. This lack of willingness to consider changing JA policy is indicative of the general 
philosophy and culture of no SCPL has experienced as a member of JA and found to be incompatible 
with SCPL’s need to continuously innovate and adapt to remove barriers to access and improve patron 
experience, and touches every aspect of SCPL’s operations, hindering our ability to operate effectively 
and efficiently. It was evident there was nothing productive to be gained from continuing to fruitlessly 
advocate for SCPL’s needs and it was not fiduciarily responsible to devote continued time, expense and 
resources to this effort past this point. The recommendation was made to the SCPL Board of Trustees to 
withdraw in order to move forward in pursuing strategic partnerships that effectively further the 
library’s mission of serving the community. 
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From: Laura D. Baker
To: Thorne, Charity; Largeteau, Michele
Subject: MVLS meeting and followup
Date: Wednesday, May 17, 2023 11:30:08 AM

Caution: This email appears to have originated from outside the organization. Do not
open attachments or click links from unknown or unexpected sources.

Morning Charity and Michelle, 
This morning I met with the MVLS team to get some clarification on IT concerns at SCPL. After
that conversation I feel strongly that we need to have an in-person meeting to get some
clarification on things. There are a few things we can get started on before then. I've outlined
the topics discussed below:

Credit Cards
The OPAC takes credit cards with the additon of another online processor.
Michelle is going to send the information so that we can get it into underwriting
asap. Once that is in place, Jason fomr JA can assist in integrating into the SCPL
OPAC
The Self Checks have a credit card reader that does require a separate drop to
secure the read from the rest of the network. This is true of all County card
readers in every department. Chris has offered to come to Schenectady to visit all
the locations so we can map the best way to comply. We will most likely have to
run some cabling, but if we choose placement properly we can minimize the cost. 
Card readers at the desk - Per our conversation yesterday, I think we can drop this
requirement and focus on the OPAC and self checks. 

LEAP
The Leap system can accomplish almost all tasks with the exception of
acquisitions and serials. There will still be a need for the old interface until those
items are incorportated. 
Training is available through Sharon O'Brien at MVLS

Office 365/Teams/Apps etc
SCPL employees are able to login to the local applications on their computers to
get access to the desktop applications
All SCPL employees with A1 licenses are able to access teams either through the
desktop app, phone app or website

MFA
O365 MFA is available by request to the JA. This will MFA the web applications as
well as the first time someone logs into the on-prem applications. NOTE that the
on-prem applications should not be logged into on shared computers. 
Access to Polaris/III can have MFA as well
Chris and Laura (County IT) will research a viable solution for the desktops that
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will satisfy Cyber Insurance. As this will likely be a SCPL only solution, the
management of it will fall to SCPL.

Email for Trustees/Board members
JA cannot support the addition of Board members
The library can procure a separate system either through the county or on it's
own that can be used for Trustee communications. County IT will make a
recommendation here. 

Thank you to you both in advance and I hope this information is helpful.

Can we throw out some dates/times that would work for a meeting in the next 3 weeks? Next
week is no good for me, but June 6,7 or the week after that might work.

Laura

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of
the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. This message contains confidential
information and is intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named addressee
you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender
immediately by e-mail if you have received this e-mail by mistake and delete this e-mail from
your system. If you are not the intended recipient you are notified that disclosing, copying,
distributing or taking any action in reliance on the contents of this information is strictly
prohibited.
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From: Largeteau, Michele
To: Thorne, Charity
Cc: "Laura D. Baker"; Mundell, Chris; Thomson, Jason; MacFarland, David; O"Brien,Sharon
Subject: Follow up from our 6/2/2023 meeting
Date: Friday, June 9, 2023 3:55:57 PM
Importance: High

Charity,
 
I wanted to write to follow up on our meeting last week.  It was very good to meet with you and
to get more information.
 
We have several projects that we want to work with you on and I wanted to say that it would not
be practical, nor do I have the staff, to address them all at once.  So, if we could review the list
and set a priority order for them that would help me a lot.  We will do our best to work through
them as quickly as possible but we do have projects with other libraries and with the overall
operation of our JA services.
 
I have the following items on the list, plus a few questions.  Please let me know if I have them in
the correct order by priority:

VoIP phones – Laura Baker has indicated that this is your top priority.  Chris Mundell and I
will be meeting with her next week to see what can be done to improve your phone
quality.
Self-checks with credit cards at all branches – Can you update me on the status of the
order?  Has the order been placed?  Do you have estimated delivery dates?

Chris will be reaching out to you very soon to approve the order of the routers
needed and to set up walkthroughs with you and Ken (and anyone else that you
would like involved).
Next any necessary wiring will need to be done to ensure that we have two drops
for each self-check.
When the routers arrive, Chris will configure them and get them in place.
Once the networks are in place and the hardware arrives, Jason will work with Ken
to get these installed.

The rest of the RFID equipment – Our understanding is that the staff pads and gates will
arrive around the same time as the self-checks.  Jason will assist with the configuration and
installation.  As the sorter will arrive later, Jason will work with you when that arrives.
Credit cards in the PAC – Jason has provided the information and is waiting to hear from
you and/or Laura.
We would like to review the Cassie settings and your needs for your public PCs and
printing.
Laura is interested in pursuing ways to provide MFA at the desktop to satisfy cyber
insurance requirements.  This may be with key device or there was discussion about Active
Directory for your staff computers.

 
I wanted to mention that if you were to pursue a public PC management solution other than
Cassie or using our standard public PC image (like you do at your non-Cassie branches), JA
would not be able to provide support for them.  We just do not have the staff to provide full
support for another product.  If you were to have your own IT staff, that would be something
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they would need to manage.  The same is true if you were to go with a different configuration
for your staff PCs.  Adding Active Directory for example, requires management and would be
best if you had your own IT staff. If we are able to work with Laura to find an MFA option that
works with our staff images without Active Directory, we are more than happy to help with that
and would be able to continue to support them as we do now.
 
Please call me if you need to discuss any of this before getting back to me.  Meanwhile we will
continue working on the items above as I have indicated.  Thanks!
 

Michele
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Michele Largeteau
mlargeteau@sals.edu
Joint Automation Project Manager
Southern Adirondack Library System
22 Whitney Place
Saratoga Springs, New York 12866
(518) 584-7300        FAX (518) 587-5589
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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From: O"Brien,Sharon
To: Thorne, Charity; Trahan,Eric
Subject: RE: Polaris configuration - threshold at which account is delinquent
Date: Thursday, February 23, 2023 3:25:16 PM

So – I’m copying Eric here and will be forwarding a related email to this in a sec…. essentially when
SCP went fine free last year, a policy was developed in a complete vacuum, which is where the $100
came from. When we read the press release in the paper (because that’s where we learned of the
new policy) Eric met with leadership do discuss why the $100 limit was not feasible in a consortial
environment. I wasn’t physically at that meeting so I will let him fill you in on details. But essentially
that $100 never should have gone through.
 

From: Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info> 
Sent: Thursday, February 23, 2023 3:18 PM
To: O'Brien,Sharon <sobrien@mvls.info>
Subject: Polaris configuration - threshold at which account is delinquent
 
Hi Sharon,
 
I’m reviewing our Board circulation-related policies and discovered policy says we block physical
borrowing privileges at balances of $100 but apparently right now the actual block threshold is $5.
Can you tell me how I get that changed to match our policy? I’m not sure who I should contact but I
know you’ll know!
 
Best regards,
 
Charity Thorne (she/her)
Executive Director
Schenectady County Public Library
99 Clinton St, Schenectady NY 12305
518.388.4543
http://www.scpl.org/
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From: O"Brien,Sharon
To: Thorne, Charity; Trahan,Eric
Subject: FW: Press Release: Late Fines Eliminated at Schenectady County’s Public Libraries Starting April 1 -- BYPASS
Date: Thursday, February 23, 2023 3:25:13 PM

See the highlighted text (far) below
 

From: Bradley,Karen <kbradley@mvls.info> 
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 5:29 PM
To: Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>; O'Brien,Sharon <sobrien@mvls.info>; debee52@gmail.com;
DeMidio, Beth <bdemidio@mvls.info>; Hedges, Devon <DHedges@mvls.info>; Flood, Lisa
<lflood@mvls.info>
Subject: Re: Press Release: Late Fines Eliminated at Schenectady County’s Public Libraries Starting
April 1 -- BYPASS
 
Beth filled me in as I had to be at Niskayuna and Glenville. It sounds like it was very productive.
Thanks to all!
 
Get Outlook for iOS

From: Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 5:27:41 PM
To: Bradley,Karen <kbradley@mvls.info>; O'Brien,Sharon <sobrien@mvls.info>;
debee52@gmail.com <debee52@gmail.com>; DeMidio, Beth <bdemidio@mvls.info>; Hedges,
Devon <DHedges@mvls.info>; Flood, Lisa <lflood@mvls.info>
Subject: Re: Press Release: Late Fines Eliminated at Schenectady County’s Public Libraries Starting
April 1 -- BYPASS
 
Thanks, everyone, for the productive meeting this afternoon.  Jason at JA will run the script to
end the charging of fines at all SCPL locations on April 1.  Many other more complex Polaris
settings changes will have to be made at a later date, and these will require discussions and
decisions made by SCPL staff in in conjunction with Sharon and JA staff.
SCPL will explore options for changing the settings for public computer access. 
 
We agreed that the system-wide settings for Overdrive access cannot be changed, and that
we all need to work on and come to a solution for the fee threshold for circulation blocks.
 
I want to reiterate that the important issue for me is that we all maintain respect for the
consortium environment.  For any library to deviate to far from norms creates issues for all
other libraries, and while there are exceptions to most rules, the consortium can only be
effective if all sites are transparent and working together.  
 
We are happy to meet with you anytime to discuss additional issues or details, 
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Eric 
 

From: Bradley,Karen <kbradley@mvls.info>
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 1:59 PM
To: O'Brien,Sharon <sobrien@mvls.info>; Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>; debee52@gmail.com
<debee52@gmail.com>; DeMidio, Beth <bdemidio@mvls.info>; Hedges, Devon
<DHedges@mvls.info>
Subject: RE: Press Release: Late Fines Eliminated at Schenectady County’s Public Libraries Starting
April 1 -- BYPASS
 
Yes, Lisa is here today and you are right in that Lisa will only be working Mondays for a while. Let me
check with Beth on time. Lisa normally gets back from lunch at 2:00 pm.
 

From: O'Brien,Sharon 
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 1:57 PM
To: Bradley,Karen <kbradley@mvls.info>; Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>; debee52@gmail.com;
DeMidio, Beth <bdemidio@mvls.info>; Hedges, Devon <DHedges@mvls.info>
Subject: RE: Press Release: Late Fines Eliminated at Schenectady County’s Public Libraries Starting
April 1 -- BYPASS
 
I am available this afternoon. I know Lisa is working very limited hours in April, but believe she is
working Mondays? If that is the case I hope she can be included.
 

From: Bradley,Karen 
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 12:13 PM
To: Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>; debee52@gmail.com; O'Brien,Sharon <sobrien@mvls.info>;
DeMidio, Beth <bdemidio@mvls.info>; Hedges, Devon <DHedges@mvls.info>
Subject: Re: Press Release: Late Fines Eliminated at Schenectady County’s Public Libraries Starting
April 1 -- BYPASS
 
 
We did speak with Sharon during the process who lent her expertise to us and identified the fact
that Polaris would not be able to make changes in the short term and we would need to do things
manually. I am copying Beth and Devin on this. Is anyone free this afternoon?
Get Outlook for iOS

From: Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>
Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 12:05 PM
To: Bradley,Karen <kbradley@mvls.info>; debee52@gmail.com <debee52@gmail.com>;
O'Brien,Sharon <sobrien@mvls.info>
Subject: Re: Press Release: Late Fines Eliminated at Schenectady County’s Public Libraries Starting
April 1 -- BYPASS
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Hi Karen, 
 
This is truly wonderful news.  Congratulations on getting the county to take this radical step.  I
was very pleased to hear the county legislators speak so passionately and intelligently about
the impact of library services on the community.  This is a great accomplishment.
 
Of course, this is only the first step.  Having gone through this process with 13 other much
smaller and less complex libraries; there is a lot to be done to implement fine-free borrowing
in all Schenectady locations.  In fact, it is effectively impossible to do this implementation by
April 1.  That artificial deadline was set without SCPL getting any input from MVLS or JA.  With
all other libraries we were a part of the process, and worked with the libraries to set
reasonable expectations and achievable solutions.  I would very much rather not have to say:
sorry, this can't be done; but unfortunately, that is where we are.
 
And there are other issues beyond the impossible schedule.  Some of the stipulations in your
new policy are totally out of sync with the other libraries in the consortium.  System-wide,
borrowers lose access to Overdrive at $5 owed.  And $100 is a complete outlier for a cutoff for
losing borrowing privileges.  No library is going to want to fill requests to SCPL that are going
to borrowers with that kind of track record for not returning things.  
 
I don't like having to say no to libraries.  I particularly don't like having to put the brakes on
fine-free borrowing.  But, for the sake of the 40+ other libraries - and frankly, for the sake of
you and SCPL too - I am saying no to the two above examples.  MVLS will not make any radical
change to lost materials policies without buy-in from the other libraries.
 
Please get together your library circulation experts and schedule a call or meeting with Sharon
and me.  We are free most afternoons this week.
 
MVLS wants this to be a successful new era for you, your users and the community.  We can
only do that if we all work together. 
 
Eric

From: Bradley,Karen <kbradley@mvls.info>
Sent: Friday, March 25, 2022 3:54 PM
To: Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>; O'Brien,Sharon <sobrien@mvls.info>; Abbott, Wade
<WAbbott@mvls.info>; Thomas, Helen <HThomas1@mvls.info>; Natalie Hurteau
<natalie.hurteau@uhls.org>
Cc: Hedges, Devon <DHedges@mvls.info>; DeMidio, Beth <bdemidio@mvls.info>
Subject: Fwd: Press Release: Late Fines Eliminated at Schenectady County’s Public Libraries Starting
April 1 -- BYPASS
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We did it!  There are no longer any MVLS libraries charging fines!
 
Thank you Natalie for your help with the material for Julie and to Sharon for the reports needed for
our Trustees!
Get Outlook for iOS

From: Bradley,Karen <kbradley@mvls.info>
Sent: Friday, March 25, 2022 1:57 PM
To: Angela Tatem <angelatatem@gmail.com>; Bernice E. Rivera (bernice.rivera@nysut.org)
<bernice.rivera@nysut.org>; Beth DeMidio <bdemidio@mvls.info>; blschworm@gmail.com
<blschworm@gmail.com>; Cheryl Cufari <cufaric@gmail.com>; chuckyr29@yahoo.com
<chuckyr29@yahoo.com>; David Fronk (davidfronk@aol.com) <davidfronk@aol.com>;
debee52@gmail.com <debee52@gmail.com>; devon hedges <DHedges@mvls.info>; Haileab Samuel
(haileab.samuel@scubeenterprise.com) <haileab.samuel@scubeenterprise.com>; Heather Gray
<heathergray823@gmail.com>; Janice Martin <jmartin@mvls.info>; Joe Landry
<joe.landry8@yahoo.com>; Julie Bean McDonnell <julie.mcdonnell@schenectadycounty.com>;
Karen Bradley <kbradley@mvls.info>; Michelle Ostrelich
<Michelle.Ostrelich@schenectadycounty.com>; Michelle Ostrelich <michelleostrelich@gmail.com>;
patrick_carmel@hotmail.com <patrick_carmel@hotmail.com>; rmfine@gmail.com
<rmfine@gmail.com>; Sara Mae Pratt <Sara.Pratt@schenectadycounty.com>; Sara Mae Pratt
<saramaepratt@gmail.com>; scplfriendspres@gmail.com <scplfriendspres@gmail.com>; Sharon
Jordan <sjordan10@nycap.rr.com>; Steven McCutcheon <stevenmccutcheon@gmail.com>; Tina
Versaci <tinaversaci26@gmail.com>
Subject: FW: Press Release: Late Fines Eliminated at Schenectady County’s Public Libraries Starting
April 1 -- BYPASS
 
Erin Roberts has just submitted sent the attached press release announcing last evening’s vote to
become fine free on April 1, 2022.  The policy document is updated and online on our website.
 
I would like to thank the Fine and Policy Committee’s work on this and our entire Board of Trustees
for their support on breaking down another barrier that our community members have had in
accessing library resources.  There has never been a time that this has been more needed than now! 
Congratulations!
 
Erin will work with library Administration and Doug on some messaging and promotion ideas, next
week.  If anyone has ideas or want to be involved in any way, let me know.
 
Many logistical things have to happen at our end to make this happen by April 1, 2022.  We have
begun a draft of a staff information sheet to share out next week and get questions from the staff
answered.  It is impossible to predict every scenario, of course, so we will likely refine things
throughout April.  I am going to look at the Polaris reports and run one on March 31, 2022 to see
where we are at with waives and auto-waives on library material, by branch and will do it once again
at the end of April. 
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This is an exciting time for SCPL and our community!
 

From: Erin M. Roberts <Erin.Roberts@schenectadycounty.com> 
Sent: Friday, March 25, 2022 1:10 PM
To: Erin M. Roberts <Erin.Roberts@schenectadycounty.com>
Subject: Press Release: Late Fines Eliminated at Schenectady County’s Public Libraries Starting April
1 -- BYPASS
 
Attached. 
 
Link: https://schenectadycounty.com/news/late-fines-eliminated-schenectady-countys-public-
libraries-starting-april-1
 
 
 

Erin M. Roberts
Director of Public Communications
Schenectady County
(518) 388-4772
(518) 723-0570 (cell)

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the
individual or entity to whom they are addressed. This message contains confidential information and
is intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named addressee you should not
disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you
have received this e-mail by mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. If you are not the
intended recipient you are notified that disclosing, copying, distributing or taking any action in
reliance on the contents of this information is strictly prohibited.
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From: Trahan,Eric
To: Thorne, Charity
Subject: Re: Block threshold
Date: Wednesday, April 19, 2023 11:30:11 AM

Hi Charity, 

My sense is that we need a little more communication with the member libraries before
implementing.  I will facilitate a discussion via email to give everyone a chance to weigh in.  I'll
propose that we do a trial-basis implementation of the $100 block threshold, and await
reactions.  If a majority of directors are Ok with a trial implementation, that's fine with me.

Eric

From: Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info>
Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2023 2:16 PM
To: Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>
Subject: Block threshold
 
Hi Eric,
 
Thanks for suggesting that the block threshold at SPCL might be of concern to the other library
directors. I found yesterday’s discussion helpful. I am glad that the other directors had no major
concerns, and they are also interested in hearing how this is going for SCPL at next month’s meeting.
 
Given this, when is the soonest you would be able to update our block threshold so that we can
begin collecting lessons learned?
 
Best regards,
 
Charity Thorne (she/her)
Executive Director
Schenectady County Public Library
99 Clinton St, Schenectady NY 12305
518.388.4543
http://www.scpl.org/
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From: Trahan,Eric
To: Thorne, Charity
Subject: Re: Checking in on block threshold
Date: Thursday, May 25, 2023 4:28:43 PM
Attachments: Central Library Draft Plan 2024.pdf

Central Library draft Plan is attached. Let me know if it is OK with you, and sometime next
week I'll send it out to the committee.

I am sorry for the foot-dragging about the fine block policy. There are several factors at work
here. One is that I am not sure that the other libraries have actually answered the real
question, which would go something like "is your library comfortable with another library in
the system having a $100 fine block limit"? And it's not that they all have to say yes. But if they
all said no, that would be another thing.

Then there is what I think of as the JA guardrail issue. My view is that JA needs to implement
many more standards - like the new User Account Policy. This is all just my opinion, but I think
there should be common standards that all libraries agree to stay within. Of course, standards
can change, but that shouldn't be done without consultation.

And that brings us to this specific SCPL policy. I have no objection to the policy. But I do have
an objection to how it came about. It wasn't something the library staff carefully considered,
in consultation with MVLS and JA, and then brought to the SCPL board. My understanding is
that it was done at the whim of a board member (s?) with little or no consultation with SCPL
staff and none at all with MVLS or JA. This kind of profound change should be controlled by
existing (but currently non-existing) JA guardrails and should only happen after thorough
consultation consideration. My hope is that establishing and amending standards becomes a
new role of the JA Operations committee.

That said, I am fairly confident that after the DC meeting on Wednesday we can change the
settings in Polaris and begin finding out the real ramifications.

Eric

From: Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info>
Sent: Thursday, May 25, 2023 2:23 PM
To: Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>
Subject: RE: Checking in on block threshold
Congrats to your daughter, that’s a big achievement!
I’m a little confused about the block threshold matter – none of the replies talked about ways SCPL’s
policy change might be detrimental to other member libraries, can you help me understand the
obstacle to implementing our Board-approved policy at this point?
I’ll be on the lookout for the Central Library Services stuff later today.
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Mohawk Valley Library System 


Central Library Draft Plan, 2024 (using 2023 Central Library Aid) 


 


Background 


New York State changed Central Library Aid paid to public library systems in 2021, putting all aid in one 


category.  In 2022, changes were proposed to Central Library regulations; those changes became 


effective in 2023.  MVLS and SCPL agreed to develop a new Central Library Plan, in an effort to make 


more efficient use of the aid to benefit the users of all MVLS libraries, including Schenectady.  A survey 


of member library directors was developed, and the Central Library Advisory Committee was convened.  


The plan outlined below is an initial effort to define the consensus position.  In brief, the survey results 


and committee discussions indicate a comfort level with keeping the existing level of central library 


spending on Overdrive resources and the adult nonfiction print collection.  New services that were 


highly ranked by most libraries include the following: 


• Additional Overdrive e-resources  


• Expanding Overdrive platforms to Kanopy and other video and audio products 


• CE opportunities for library staff 


• A floating, popular materials collection 


Draft Budget ($168,696) 


 Existing Services 


Nonfiction Print Collection $25,000 
Overdrive access, content and magazines $45,000 


 


New Services 


CE – speaker fees, etc. $10,000 
Kanopy, etc. $16,250 


Tech Talk $2,500 
Floating Collection $50,000 


Remainder (Overdrive content?) $20,126 
  


Notes 


• The remainder could be used to add to any other category 


• The committee, or any other group, can determine the specifics of CE and the new platforms 


• $50,000 is about the minimum amount to make the proposed, new floating collection impactful.  


That will put a reasonable number of materials in each library, allocated by library size 


(circulation?) 


• While this is proposed 2024 spending, MVLS is prepared to have some services start in 2023.  


We would want any new Overdrive platforms to begin October 1, in keeping with the existing 


Overdrive contract. For the floating collection, we have an opportunity to pilot a new Ingram 


service that has the advantages of a lease without the hassles.  We could make that begin this 


summer. 







From: Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2023 4:03 PM
To: Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info>
Subject: Re: Checking in on block threshold
Hi Charity,
I apologize for being slow in getting back to you about this. My youngest daughter's college
graduation was last weekend, so I have been away and distracted.
I did compile all of the responses to the email discussion - see attached. At thin [point it seems
best to wait for the meeting. I expect that after that we can implement on a trial basis and see
what happens.
I am also working on some options for central library fundied services in 2024, and will get
back to you with a draft on that by the end of Thursday. It includes the things we discussed at
the meeting.
Eric

From: Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info>
Sent: Thursday, May 18, 2023 2:57 PM
To: Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>
Subject: Checking in on block threshold
Hi Eric,
It’s been about four weeks since we posed the question of concerns about SCPL’s block threshold to
the mvls-directors list and I just wanted to check in on when we can expect the configuration to be
updated to match our policy? I’d like to be able to update the group at the next directors’ council
meeting, even if it’s only a week or two of official lessons learned at that point.
Best regards,
Charity Thorne (she/her)
Executive Director
Schenectady County Public Library
99 Clinton St, Schenectady NY 12305
518.388.4543
http://www.scpl.org/

SCPL Board Packet 09.19.2024 
Page 42

mailto:cthorne@mvls.info
mailto:etrahan@mvls.info
http://www.scpl.org/


 

Re: Block threshold policy at SCPL 
 

 
Acklin, Valerie 

 

• mvls-directors (All directors at all MVLS libraries) 
Cc: 

• O'Brien,Sharon 
Wed 4/26/2023 10:07 AM 

What Kim said.  
 
The jump to $100 would be a tough one for us. But totally agree that 5 bucks is ridiculous. And, 
y'know, maybe the dollar-based metric has had its day, as Eric pondered.  
 
I'll be discussing all this over the next couple of weekly staff meetings and will bring thoughts 
and ideas to the next DC meeting (the date of which is TBD -- watch for an email asking about 
date/time availability).  
 
Best, 
Valerie Acklin 
Library Director 
Gloversville Public Library 

Block threshold policy at SCPL 

 

ZK 
Zimmer, Kimberly 

 

• mvls-directors (All directors at all MVLS libraries) 
Cc: 

• O'Brien,Sharon 
Wed 4/26/2023 10:01 AM 

Thanks Eric for getting this conversation on standards started.  
 
I agree that a block is a reminder that something needs to come back and maybe it is just 
training staff to mention it once the amount is raised. 
I agree that the 5.00 threshold needs to change, I am not sure 100 is my first choice. I would 
also be interested in discussing the number of items vs. the $ amount.  
I look forward to hearing how it is working out at SCPL.  
 
Kim 
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RE: Block threshold policy at SCPL 

 

B 
Burnett,Michael 
To: 

• Trahan,Eric 
Tue 4/25/2023 7:50 AM 

I think it is very interesting that people don’t wish to make others responsible for their actions, follow 
the rules, and be punished for breaking the rules. 
Now, I bet I just lost 85% of those reading this. 
  
If an adult loses one book, his/her acct should be blocked and closed until a decision is made as to how 
this can be rectified. See, at a small library (knowing everyone) that rectification could come about in a 
variety of different ways: pay the full price, give me $10, renew it and keep looking, forget about it as it 
was in need of replacement, etc… 
  
A juvenile that loses a book involves a bit more finesse, but many of the options above are still in play. 
(often taking in account his/her home life/parents) 
  
We have no fines/overdues, but do have our Fine Jug that allows those with generous or guilty hearts to 
give money. 
  
Yet, the further issue is that many of the libraries operate differently. Cash or credit; self-check-out or 
staff, one person or multiple staff members on desk, etc.. These are factors that influence each library’s 
management and thus this issue before us now. 
  

 

Re: Block threshold policy at SCPL 
 

TH 
Thomas, Helen 

• Trahan,Eric 
Mon 4/24/2023 4:07 PM 

The number of books as a criteria is problematic for me because an audiobook or two would be 
substantial while two scholastic children's books would be negligable.  For that reason, I would 
lean toward a dollar amount. This is actually quite a challenge. The people who lose or don't 
return our books tend to be people who have moved away. 
As you know, we have a very active story time and moms come in with their hands full of books 
and children. Many times they have left one or two home, but they still want to take books out. 
I am always anxious to see children get the books they want. I think $50 is a reasonable 
amount. That would allow for this contingency. 
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Helen I. Thomas 
Director 
Sharon Springs Free Library 

 

Re: Block threshold policy at SCPL 
 

T 
Trahan,Eric 
To: 

• Thorne, Charity; 
• mvls-directors (All directors at all MVLS libraries) 

Cc: 
• O'Brien,Sharon 

Mon 4/24/2023 9:04 AM 

Here are some thoughts that I hope will get a more general discussion going. 
 
Just as we now have uniformity in all MVLS libraries being fine-free, it would, I think,  be 
advantageous to have less variability in other rules for library use.  Currently, the fine block 
threshold at MVLS/SALS libraries ranges from $5 to $50.  The fact is, $5 no longer makes 
much sense: it is just a leftover from when libraries did charge fines.  $50 basically means 
that a user can have 2 lost items (standard hardcovers) and still borrow with no block 
coming up at checkout.  A $100 fine block threshold increases that to 4 lost items.  
 
 

Of course, this is all related to the ability of circulation staff to override blocks at 
checkout.  At SCPL, blocks at checkout can be more disruptive since much of their 
circulation happens at self-check machines. But blocks can be very useful as reminders to 
patrons and staff about borrowers' status. 
  
What do you think?  Should we set a range of acceptable fine block thresholds?  Should $5 
be OK?  Should $100 be OK?  Should we all work toward having more uniform rules? 

  
And there is more!  Is a $-based block the best option we have?  What about number of 
items lost?  Is there a meaningful distinction between overdue and lost? Does it matter how 
long they are overdue?  What kind of standards should we have as a system and as a 
consortium with SALS? 

  
Feel free to reply all with your thoughts. 
 
Eric 
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From: Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info> 
Sent: Thursday, April 20, 2023 8:15 PM 
To: mvls-directors (All directors at all MVLS libraries) <mvls-directors@mvls.info> 
Subject: Block threshold policy at SCPL 
  
Hi all, 
  
In keeping with their desire to remove barriers to access and avoid punitive financial penalties, my 
Board of Trustees decided to change their policy to block library cards from use at a $100 balance 
instead of $5. I’ve heard other MVLS member libraries may have concerns about this policy change at 
SCPL and I’m reaching out to hear what challenges this might present for you, so please let me know. 
We’re hoping to be able to share how it’s going for us at the next MVLS Director’s Council (and many 
thanks to those of you who shared already after I posed this question at the recent one on Monday!) 
  
Best regards, 
  

Charity Thorne (she/her) 

Executive Director 

Schenectady County Public Library 

99 Clinton St, Schenectady NY 12305 

518.388.4543 
http://www.scpl.org/ 
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From: Trahan,Eric
To: Tina Chericoni Versaci; Thorne, Charity
Subject: Re: Block threshold
Date: Friday, July 28, 2023 11:40:31 AM

Hi Tina, 

The answer to "which libraries objected" is easy: it is "all of them."  The issue was discussed a a couple
of Director's meetings, and the typical reaction was in the vein of "$100! That's outrageous!"

The question of what they are objecting to is a bit more complex; but it really comes down to two
things: stewardship and a resistance to change. 

The stewardship angle is the library's desire to protect the public assets that they are entrusted with. 
So a library would say, "what's the difference between letting a borrower not return $99 worth of
materials and just letting them walk out the door with them without checking them out?"

Now, you might say why should other libraries care what you choose to do at SCPL?  That has to do
with the way the consortium works.  SCPL policies aren't the policies for what happens to SCPL patrons
and materials.  They are the policies for what happens at SCPL locations.  And what happens at SCPL
locations can and does involve other libraries' materials and patrons.  This means the issue of scale also
comes in.  To the smallest libraries, $100 is a lot of money.

But I think the resistance to change is a bigger factor here.  The other library's typical reaction above is
related much more to the degree of change than to the change itself.  You went from $5.00 to $100.00
all at once, without any warning or explanation.  So libraries responded with "Yikes! What is going on?" 
In this change, SCPL is the leader.  When you are the leader, you get pushback.  Nobody said anything
when you went fine free because you were the last MVLS library to go fine free.  But with this change
SCPL is pushing the envelope.

I can easily say yes to $49 because that seemed to be the consensus among the other libraries.  I expect
many of them to start raising their limits; and for the general trend to be in that direction.

Eric

From: Tina Chericoni Versaci <tinaversaci26@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 27, 2023 5:01 PM
To: Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>
Subject: Re: Block threshold
 

Caution: This email appears to have originated from outside the organization. Do not open
attachments or click links from unknown or unexpected sources.

Eric, 

Thanks for your quick reply.  I really appreciate your perspective.  I am glad to hear that you are
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willing to meet us halfway until we can get this resolved.  

In the meantime, I would be very interested to know and understand which member libraries are the
obstacle and what their objections are since that’s never been clearly articulated (at least to me). WIth
this information in hand, we can better explain our objectives and address their concerns. We feel very
strongly about the No Fine policy that we have implemented and we are seeing real progress in terms of
access. As such, we are very incentivized to resolve any issues that are subverting or watering down the
intent of the policy.  

I look forward to continuing this conversation - with Charity of course, in the mix!

Tina V.   

On Jul 27, 2023, at 4:06 PM, Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info> wrote:

Hi Tina, 

I am glad to see this moving forward.  I do want to make clear that the hold up isn't MVLS
or JA.  It is the other member libraries.  When libraries want to make changes that affect
other participants in the consortium, they don't so much have to convince staff at MVLS or
JA, they have to convince a majority of the other 55 member libraries.  Sometimes that is
hard.  Sometimes the consortium is frustrating and unwieldly,  But it is worth it, for two
reasons.  One is, of course, money. No library could do the technology, delivery and
resource sharing, etc. for what the systems cost.  But even more than that, the resources
that become available could not be accessed for any amount of money.  SCPL - the biggest
library in the consortium - has holdings of about 325,000.  Through JA, you have access to
over 2.3 million items.  You really can't put a meaningful price tag on that.

And actually, the trend is toward expanding the consortium.  We recently did that for
Overdrive/Libby.  Borrowers now have access to all resources in 15 counties between
Putnam way down the Hudson Valley to Hamilton and Warren Counties.  It took a long
time because finding common standards that all of those libraries and systems would
accept was a challenge: a challenge that is well worth the necessary compromises. 

Thanks for working with us on this, 

Eric

From: Tina Versaci <tinaversaci26@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 27, 2023 3:21 PM
To: Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info>
Cc: Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>
Subject: Re: Block threshold
 

Caution: This email appears to have originated from outside the organization.
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Do not open attachments or click links from unknown or unexpected sources.

Charity, 

Thank you for staying on top of this matter. 

This issue is of utmost importance to our Board as we have been hearing many complaints about this
inconsistency. I feel that when we explain the reason for the hold up, it does not reflect well on MVLS or JA.  

Eric, we are grateful for your partnership and look forward to your help in advocating for us on this issue! 

Fondly, 

Tina Versaci 

Sent from my iPhone

On Jul 27, 2023, at 2:36 PM, Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info> wrote:

﻿
Hi Eric,
 
I’m checking in on how we can make some meaningful progress towards
implementing our Board-approved policy regarding the dollar amount at which
SCPL patrons are blocked from checking out? At this point there have been
numerous discussions in numerous ways and it’s not clear to me how we can effect
change other than maybe getting our own ILS! Would you reconsider at least
setting our configuration to $49 like Saratoga’s to get us halfway there? I had asked
Sharon about this months ago and she declined to make the change since she
doesn’t want to do it twice. Please let me know.
 
Best regards,
 
Charity Thorne (she/her)
Executive Director
Schenectady County Public Library
99 Clinton St, Schenectady NY 12305
518.388.4543
http://www.scpl.org/
 
If you believe you have received this message in error or do not wish to receive this information
via email, please reply to this message.
To report this message as spam or offensive, please send e-mail to abuse@sals.edu including the
entire contents and subject of the message.
It will be reviewed by staff and acted upon appropriately.

If you believe you have received this message in error or do not wish to receive this information via email,
please reply to this message.
To report this message as spam or offensive, please send e-mail to abuse@sals.edu including the entire
contents and subject of the message.
It will be reviewed by staff and acted upon appropriately.
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From: Thorne, Charity
To: Trahan,Eric
Cc: Tina Versaci
Subject: RE: Block threshold
Date: Friday, August 18, 2023 4:29:27 PM

Hi Eric,
My apologies for the delay, this week has been extra hectic. I appreciate you following up and
keeping this at the forefront.

The $49.99 was a concession on our part temporarily given the refusal to change it to the $100
our Board has set. We are perfectly happy to have it changed only once (to $100) if it’s so
labor intensive and the fees we pay to Joint Automation don’t cover changing this Polaris
setting more than once every several months. Unfortunately I can’t commit to stop doing my
best to implement the Board’s policy of $100. The Board has affirmed their desire for the
block threshold to remain as they set it when they went fine free in 2022.

I’m also unclear on the obstacle to implementing the $100, despite your email explanation to
Tina. You told me several months ago you were confident we would be able to implement it
“on a trial basis” after just one more discussion with other member library directors, and no
progress was made after that discussion. We offered to alleviate any outsized financial impact
caused to other member libraries by covering the replacement costs of long overdue items
borrowed by our patrons (which would surely incentivize us to reconsider the $100 if we
found there to be a large financial burden associated with the increased threshold). After yet
another meeting with other member library directors in June, Devon informed me of your
intention to conduct some type of poll related to our policy. I’m unsure what specifically the
poll was intended to address and it has not happened as far as I know. I’m unsure how the
other member library objections (that only seemed to surface on the third round of discussion)
are significant here when we’ve offered to make them whole if their fears end up well
founded.

I’ve been dismayed to find our membership in this cooperative the biggest challenge I’m
facing so far in improving efficiency, productivity and customer service to our community. I
have not encountered anywhere near this level of constraint and insistence on controlling
individual library policy and procedure as members of other library cooperatives, systems, and
consortiums, some of which have been considerably larger and had more complexities to
consider. Our participation in Joint Automation seems more of a detriment than a benefit. I
would love to find a way to adopt a more solutions-oriented approach to working together and
am open to any suggestions you have that address the (so far hypothetical) problems caused by
SCPL having a $100 block threshold.

Best regards,
Charity Thorne (she/her)
Executive Director
Schenectady County Public Library
99 Clinton St, Schenectady NY 12305
518.388.4543
http://www.scpl.org/
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From: Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info> 
Sent: Thursday, August 17, 2023 8:56 AM
To: Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info>
Subject: Fw: Block threshold
Hi Charity,
Did you have any requested changes before this goes through?
Eric

From: Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>
Sent: Monday, August 14, 2023 11:20 AM
To: Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info>
Subject: Re: Block threshold
Hi Charity,
Ok, we are moving forward.
Just to be clear - because this all gets seriously complicated - we (Jason at JA) will be changing

the 2nd level fine block threshold for all material types and all patron codes at all SCPL
locations to $49.99; meaning that the block will be implemented if a patron has a total
amount owed of $50.00. $49.99 will not trigger a block. Just FYI, that description is an
indication of why it gets complicated and why Jason has to do it: it involves multiple changes
in many tables in the back end of the database.
Because it is something that is time consuming, it is not something that we want to change
lightly, or often. That is just another way of saying that when we make this change - and it
should happen this week - the expectation is that the new setting will be "real". Meaning that
the routine response to a patron owing $50.00 or more will be that they need to get that
value below $50 before they can borrow other items; and that SCPL is not going to
immediately begin lobbying to have the threshold increased to $75.
Of course, I recognize that there will be many times when the appropriate costumer service
response will be to override the block, and that SCPL is fully within its rights to ask for another
increase in several months to a year. Frankly, I think every library should give nearly all users
the benefit of the doubt, and should regularly - at least every couple of years - review all of
these settings.
Sound OK to you?
Eric

From: Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info>
Sent: Friday, August 11, 2023 9:06 AM
To: Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>
Subject: RE: Block threshold
Yes, please do implement the $49. The Board is supportive of setting the block threshold at $49 as
progress towards their intended policy of $100 as I had requested on 7/27; Tina shared that you had
agreed to make that change at the Board meeting that day.

From: Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info> 
Sent: Thursday, August 10, 2023 9:26 AM
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To: Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info>
Subject: Block threshold
Hi Charity,
We apparently had a misunderstanding. Sharon was waiting for notice that the SCPL Admin
and Board was in agreement for setting the block threshold for all SCPL sites at $49 before she
starts that process. Can you confirm that is what you and the board want? She had a query
from Devon asking about $100; so we aren't sure where we are.
Just let me know. We can implement the $49 if that is what you want.
Thanks,
Eric
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From: Trahan,Eric
To: Thorne, Charity
Cc: Hedges, Devon; Tina Versaci; O"Brien,Sharon; Acklin, Valerie; Zimmer, Kimberly; Trahan,Eric
Subject: SCPL fine block threshold
Date: Monday, August 21, 2023 12:26:24 PM

Hi Charity,

There appears to be - still - a fundamental misunderstanding as to why SCPL’s request to raise
the fine block threshold from $5.00 to $100.00 has not been implemented. That reason is that
the other libraries are unanimously and ardently opposed to the concept of any library in the
consortium having a threshold that allows patrons to steal $99.99 worth of public assets with
impunity. MVLS/JA has every responsibility to respect that ardent and unanimous objection.

SCPL’s response to the other library’s concerns has, so far, totally missed the mark. Yes, the
SCPL board made the decision, and has since reiterated that decision. Yes, the decision comes
from a laudable effort to remove a barrier to access. Yes, the offer was made to make
restitution to libraries that are disadvantaged by the proposed SCPL policy; that offer being: “if
you bill us , we will pay.” Never mind that there isn’t a reasonable mechanism for libraries to
produce those bills. The bottom line is that none of this is effectively answering the other
libraries’ objections.

It seems to me that the only way to answer the other libraries’ concerns is to provide evidence
that a $100 fine block threshold is not unreasonable. You could do that by providing data and
examples showing that libraries that have implemented such policies have not experienced
the negative results that the other libraries fear. Are there examples that SCPL is using in
pursuing a $100 fine block threshold?

Now, I want to address your frustration with working within the JA consortium. In a way, I
understand, because 25-30 years ago I was a library director that was chafing under the
policies and procedures of JA. There was a good reason for my frustrations: my library was
different from the other fully automated libraries. We were smaller and much more distant
from Saratoga; and in those days - before DSL, fiber, and hosting - distance made a big
difference. It took years of working through the JA Council, with my providing lots of data and
examples; but I did eventually get the changes I was looking for.

I think, similarly, that SCPL’s frustrations with JA sometimes are a function of your difference.
It isn’t your fault, but SCPL has always worked with JA as a (very) large library using the “small
library” plan. Libraries like CPH and SAR do have more (but not unlimited) freedom; because
they have robust technology departments. So they are exempt from some rules on
workstations, etc. But that still doesn’t mean they can do whatever they want with no regard
for the other members of the consortium. The JA policies and rules exist for a reason: and
SCPL regularly provides evidence for those reasons. Your recent VoIP phone wiring debacle
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provides a perfect example: if you had just done it with JA to begin with you wouldn’t have
had a debacle. Unfortunately, nearly every SCPL building project provides similar examples of
the reasons for JA rules and procedures.

Of course, it is perfectly appropriate for policies, rules, etc. to change over time. And the way
that change is accomplished is through the JA Council. The recent approval of the User
Account Policy is a good example. A couple of years ago it became apparent that some
libraries were being negligent, and putting data security at risk, by keeping accounts open
inappropriately. So a policy was developed to address that problem. Yes, that policy
introduced controls that some libraries, including SCPL, had to implement procedures to
address. But it is for the benefit of all. The survey that you mentioned is the beginning of
potentially developing additional policies to set guidelines for library settings concerning
borrowing, fines, and fees, etc. That is how change is accomplished and implemented in the
consortium.

Now, back to the fine block threshold. MVLS is agreeing to ask JA to increase the SCPL 2nd
level fine block threshold to $49.99. As already stated, we can do that because a threshold at
that amount is acceptable (for some, barely acceptable), to the other MVLS members of the
consortium. Again, this reiterates that this is not MVLS or JA setting unreasonable rules. It is
taking appropriate account for the will of the members.

I acknowledge that you and the SCPL board see this as an interim step and that you will
continue to advocate for a $100 threshold. That’s fine. I hope I have made it clear that the
only way for you to effectively accomplish that advocacy is to provide data and examples for
the other member libraries.

Eric
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From: Thorne, Charity
To: Largeteau, Michele
Cc: Trahan,Eric
Bcc: Tina Versaci
Subject: RE: TBS demonstration invitation
Date: Monday, October 2, 2023 9:08:36 AM
Attachments: MyPC-PaperCut System Requirements.pdf

You're more than welcome to send folks to attend the demo. We're in the very early stages of
exploring this as a potential solution right now, and I'm aware JA won’t support anything other than
Cassie and that there may be constraints from the JA end with regards to configuration. I did get
some system requirements from Mick that I'm attaching here in case they're helpful for you to
review at this point. If we end up deciding to go this route and find it's not compatible with JA's
requirements, that would certainly factor into our continued consideration of what the best IT and
automation solution for us looks like.
 
 

From: Largeteau, Michele <mlargeteau@sals.edu> 
Sent: Thursday, September 28, 2023 1:11 PM
To: Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info>
Cc: Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>
Subject: RE: TBS demonstration invitation
 
Charity,
 
We would like to remind you to always include JA staff when considering products that interact
with Polaris or are related to PC hardware, software or networks.  We would always want to be
sure the product will work with Polaris, follow our security requirements and will work with the
current PC and network setups.
 
It looks like TBS has products for printing, scanning, mobile printing etc. as well as PC
management.
 
Please remember that JA supports Cassie for PC management and does not have the resources
to support an additional product.  We believe this was discussed when JA staff and Sharon met
with your staff and county staff in June, as well as in the follow up message from Michele.  For
Schenectady to use anything other than Cassie or the standard JA public PC image (which you
use at your non-Cassie branches) for public PCs, JA would be unable to support them. JA will
assist with any interaction with Polaris for authentication, but would not be able to assist with the
setup and ongoing support.  JA requires a secure connection to Polaris for authentication, using
either the Polaris API or SIP over SSH.
 
Because of the interaction of this software with Polaris and to respond to any technical questions
from TBS or other libraries, JA would like to send three staff to attend the demonstration.  We
would also take that opportunity to show our new staff person Jesse Jensen around the library in
preparation for the upcoming RFID upgrades.
 
Please let us know if you would like to discuss any of this further.  Thanks!
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Configuration Requirements: 


MyPC/PaperCut System Requirements 


Rev. 9_1022 


*This environment includes a single server that runs as the Application, Database, and Print Server. 


(1-500 Clients) 


Server 2016 / 2019 / 2022 (must have all latest windows updates) 


Microsoft SQL 2017 / 2019 (Full or Express) Server with Management Studio   (provided by 


customer) 


4 CPUs (reserved/dedicated) 


8 GB RAM (reserved/dedicated) 


100 GB free space (More may be required based on print volume and how long you store print jobs.) 


 


(500-1000 clients) 


Server 2016 / 2019 / 2022 (must have all latest windows updates) 


Microsoft SQL 2017 / 2019 Server with Management Studio    (provided by customer) 


8 CPUs (reserved/dedicated) 


16 GB RAM (reserved/dedicated) 


200 GB Free Space (More may be required based on print volume and how long you store print jobs.) 


 


Optional Configuration: 
*This environment includes multiple servers that separates the Print Server from the Application and  


Database server. 


Application/Database Server: (1-500 Clients) 


Server 2016 / 2019 / 2022 (must have all latest windows updates) 


Microsoft SQL 2017 / 2019 (Full or Express) Server with Management Studio    (provided by 


customer) 


4 CPUs (reserved/dedicated) 


8 GB RAM (reserved/dedicated) 


100 GB free space 


 


Application/Database Server: (500-1000 clients) 


Server 2016 / 2019 / 2022 (must have all latest windows updates) 


Microsoft SQL 2017 / 2019 Server with Management Studio    (provided by customer) 


8 CPUs (reserved/dedicated) 


16 GB RAM (reserved/dedicated) 


100 GB Free Space 


 


Secondary Server: (Print Server) 


Server 2016 / 2019 / 2022 (must have all latest windows updates) 


4 CPUs (reserved/dedicated) 


8 GB RAM (reserved/dedicated) 


100 GB free space (More may be required based on print volume and how long you store print jobs.) 







 


MyPC/PaperCut Client Requirements: 


 


Easybooking/Pay Station Configuration Requirements: 


MyPC / Papercut Network Details 


**NOTE: NATing (Network Address Translation) is not supported as this will obscure the IP 


Address seen by the server and cause authentication issues . 


Port Protocol Device 
Traffic Direction 


Inbound? Outbound? Both? 
Device Notes 


TCP 


TCP 
Server 


 


Public Client PC 
MYPC Client 


(Windows and Mac) 


80 


443 


HTTP 


HTTPS 
Server 


 


Staff PC /  


Self-Signup PC 


MYPC Login Website 


/ EasyBooking PC 


9191 


9192 
Server 


 


 


CPAD/PaperCut 


Client 


All PaperCut 


Components 


8080 


443 
HTTPS Server 


 


Mobile Printing 


Site (Rendering 


station on server, 


pulling down print 
ePRINTit 


137 


138 


139 


445 


515 
 


Public Client PC File/Print Share 


 


Printer 


 


Windows 10/11 Pro/Enterprise (must have all latest windows updates) 


MAC OS 10.13 and up (must have all latest updates) 
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Eric and Michele
 

From: Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info>
Sent: Thursday, September 28, 2023 9:04 AM
To: mvls-directors (All directors at all MVLS libraries) <mvls-directors@mvls.info>; sals-directors (All
directors at all SALS libraries) <sals-directors@sals.edu>
Subject: TBS demonstration invitation
 
Hi all,
 
We’ve scheduled an on-site demonstration from TBS (https://tbsit360.com/) of their entire suite of
products (PC/print management, print/copy/scan/fax equipment, etc.) at our Central Library next
Thursday, October 5 from 10:30-12:30. I’ve used their products before at other libraries and their
Scan EZ station especially is the best patron and staff experience I’ve found working in more than
half a dozen public libraries across four states. If any of you are interested in attending the demo,
you are more than welcome – just let me know you’re planning to come so I can have a rough head
count.
 
Best regards,
 
Charity Thorne (she/her)
Executive Director
Schenectady County Public Library
99 Clinton St, Schenectady NY 12305
518.388.4543
http://www.scpl.org/
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From: Laura D. Baker
To: Largeteau, Michele; Trahan,Eric
Cc: Thorne, Charity; Rory Fluman; DeMidio, Beth
Subject: Schenectady County LIbrary IT Plan
Date: Thursday, November 9, 2023 2:41:07 PM

Caution: This email appears to have originated from outside the organization. Do not
open attachments or click links from unknown or unexpected sources.

Dear Michelle & Eric, 
As you are aware Schenectady County Library is moving under the purview of Schenectady
County IT. The library would like to get to a point where they are relying on the JA for support
of the ILS only and the rest is handled by County IT. It is a large undertaking and something we
would like to move quickly on so we don't have the department in limbo between who to call
for support. 
This is the plan outline we discussed internally. 

1. Move the scpl.org domain from it's current registrar to the County. We know the library
can initiate the transfer, but we need to know where to point the DNS to keep the
website active once that is completed. This is something we would like to do as early as
next week. 

2. The county will provision user accounts for all library staff in our Office 365 tenant.
Once the accounts are setup, the library would like to move their files and
pertinent email from the JA tenant over to the County tenant. The County will assign
@scpl.org email addresses to all users. Once they are ready they will put out of office
notifications on their @mvls.info email indicating the change and notify JA to
decommission the office accounts. 

3. The County will then start the process of replacing network equipment at each location.
Each location will be getting a firewall, new switch gear and wireless APs. With this we
will need to ensure access to Polaris and Leap and any other IP filtered service. 

4. We plan to create new staff PCs that will be installed after the network is in place. The
machines will be connected to the County domain and users will be logging in with
unique credentials and using MFA. We will be returning to JA that hard drives from
existing staff computers and then rebuilding them to the County image and make them
ready to deploy to another site. It would be helpful if the JA could share any special
configuration needed to make the staff PCs work with Polaris and the RFID equipment.

5. We then move on to configuring new public PCs. We will need control of the Cassie
installation and server at this point as well for any branch running it. 

Once complete we expect to be able ot direct the library staff to the County IT helpdesk for
anything other than an issue with the Polaris ILS. 

We would need to know if there is any equipment that is not owned by the County library that
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we are not aware of or if all the equipment belongs to us. We know there are licenses that we
will not have access to, but are any transferrable that we already paid for. Deep Freeze for
example. 

JA will still have attended access through GoToAssist when someone needs support, but no
longer unattended access. That will come through the County helpdesk. 

We hope to work along side JA to assist in testing our imaging with Polaris. We will be
employing the EDR and various firewall filtering for ssl inspection, web filtering, etc  and will
need to be sure it doesn't stop processes that need to be allowed through.

Thank you in advance for your assistance in this transition. 

Best, 
Laura Baker 

Laura D. Baker
Chief Information Officer
Schenectady County
laura.baker@schenectadycountyny.gov
518-388-4705

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of
the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. This message contains confidential
information and is intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named addressee
you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender
immediately by e-mail if you have received this e-mail by mistake and delete this e-mail from
your system. If you are not the intended recipient you are notified that disclosing, copying,
distributing or taking any action in reliance on the contents of this information is strictly
prohibited.
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From: Trahan,Eric
To: Thorne, Charity; Largeteau, Michele; "Laura D. Baker"
Cc: O"Brien,Sharon
Subject: Re: Schenectady County LIbrary IT Plan
Date: Wednesday, January 3, 2024 1:00:38 PM

We can meet on Tuesday 1/23, Thursday 1/25, or Wednesday 1/31.  Concerning the location,
we are happy to come to the library if that works better for you.  We don't see any reason to
meet in a location other than the library or the system.

Let us know what works for you, 

Eric

From: Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info>
Sent: Tuesday, January 2, 2024 12:23 PM
To: Largeteau, Michele <mlargeteau@sals.edu>; 'Laura D. Baker'
<laura.baker@schenectadycountyny.gov>; Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>
Subject: RE: Schenectady County LIbrary IT Plan
 
Apologies for the delay – between illness and holidays, we’ve been swamped. What is your
availability for a meeting in the last two weeks of January? We’d like to meet at the county office
building, as the county manager wants to join us.
 

From: Largeteau, Michele <mlargeteau@sals.edu> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 12, 2023 10:09 AM
To: Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info>; 'Laura D. Baker'
<laura.baker@schenectadycountyny.gov>; Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>
Subject: RE: Schenectady County LIbrary IT Plan
 
Charity and Laura,
 
We would like to schedule a meeting in January to continue this discussion and work through the
issues surrounding your requests.  We feel we would be able to make better progress in person
rather than in email.
 
If you could send some possible dates and times, we would be happy to host the meeting at the
MVLS location.
 
Thanks!
 

Michele
 
 

From: Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info> 
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Sent: Friday, December 1, 2023 2:05 PM
To: Largeteau, Michele <mlargeteau@sals.edu>; 'Laura D. Baker'
<laura.baker@schenectadycountyny.gov>; Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>
Cc: 'Rory Fluman' <Rory.Fluman@schenectadycountyny.gov>; DeMidio, Beth <bdemidio@mvls.info>
Subject: RE: Schenectady County LIbrary IT Plan
 
Good afternoon,
 
Please see our compiled responses below.
 

From: Largeteau, Michele <mlargeteau@sals.edu> 
Sent: Monday, November 20, 2023 8:51 AM
To: 'Laura D. Baker' <laura.baker@schenectadycountyny.gov>; Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>
Cc: Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info>; 'Rory Fluman' <Rory.Fluman@schenectadycountyny.gov>;
DeMidio, Beth <bdemidio@mvls.info>
Subject: RE: Schenectady County LIbrary IT Plan
 
Laura and Charity,
 
We have reviewed your proposal for County IT taking over the local IT support for the
library.  We’d like to share some initial information and request more details for much of
the plan.
 
In order for SCP staff to use the Polaris ILS and associated services, they will need to keep
their MVLS/SALS user accounts and @mvls.info email addresses.  These emails are
necessary for our required communications, training and Security Policy tracking. We
understand that the library will be moving to the Schenectady County Office 365 tenant for
email and other Office 365 products.  Please note MVLS/SALS email accounts cannot be
auto-forwarded to any external mail system. 
While we do not allow forwarding either, we do allow for external contacts to exist in our
GAL for the purpose of communicating with staff who work for the County, but obtain
Email from other organizations. The purpose of putting the library on the County O365
tenant is to allow them to eventually take advantage of our SSO integration when the staff
computers are placed on the County's domain. We also have KnowBe4 training that is
mandatory as well as comprehensive Security Policies that have to be in place. 
For security and retention we employ a mail filter that allows staff to review their own
quarantines and an archiving system.
We would like to streamline this to fit our existing network for support purposes. It's not
practical for us to have staff checking 2 accounts as that will cause confusion and things
will get missed. We are happy to provide you with documentation of our training and
security measures to show we are doing what's required. Would you reconsider requiring
us to maintain and monitor an additional email account through you so we can move
forward with this? If not, unfortunately we will need to reconsider our membership in Joint
Automation entirely.
 
Could you please provide more information about your plans for the networks, as this is a
large part of the proposal? 
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We would like to better understand your plans for the staff network setup and
configuration, including how they would be connected to the county network, if that is
your plan.  JA is responsible for the security of the ILS and have strict rules and controls
over where and how the ILS can be accessed.  We would need to understand the plan for
each of the branches.  Please include plans for segmenting the staff network from the
other networks at each branch for credit cards, public computers and wireless access. 
Please note that the library owns the Meraki wireless hardware and licenses.
Our plan is to replace all of the existing equipment with County owned equipment. We
would be placing a firewall on each ISP line coming into any location. If the line is shared
between staff, public, wireless, service and credit cards, 3-5 firewalled VLANs are to be
created at the Fortigate with access rules that don't allow traffic to cross them, and only
allow those segments to access what is required on the internet. 
Staff computers will be joined to the County network and added to the Domain via site to
site VPN. This will enable MFA, SSO and our policies to take effect. The County requires
computers to have unique users logins and no shared accounts. Users are not allowed to
be administrators on their machines. Desktop computers and laptops are required to have
bitlocker installed on at the BIOS level. The updates to systems are handled by centralized
patch management software. All computers on the County network are required to have
EDR installed. All of our devices are monitored by a SIEM and alerted come to the IT
department. All devices will be MAC filtered. Wireless staff networks will use Radius for
access.
We are happy to work with JA to review security requirements are met by both parties.
 
We would also like to understand your short and long term plans for the public
computers.  The library currently has Cassie at three sites and uses the JA public lockdown
for the other sites.  What would be your short term and long term plans for supporting
those computers?
Public computers will no longer use Cassie. 
The Library has determined that a centralized PC and Print Management solution would be
the most cost effective solution given there are 10 branches. This traffic is controlled via site
to site VPN to one of the County datacenters that will house the central management
server. The server would need an API to the ILS to check barcodes for access to the PCs
and Print services. New public images are to be created with new licensing owned by the
County. This is to include Office, various Browsers, PDF readers, Video and Music players,
EDR. We will use Deep Freeze to clear computers on reboot. 
Other than to assist in enabling the API call to the ILS for barcodes and to assist if there is
an issue with it, we envision County IT managing the public computers in the future.
 
Once we have this information, we will probably have more questions.  What you are
proposing is unique and not how we have things structured at any of our other sites,
including Clifton Park-Halfmoon, Crandall or Saratoga Public libraries.  We want to make
sure that we are maintaining our responsibilities to the security and safety of the Polaris ILS
and JA services for all of our member libraries.  We appreciate you working with us on that
goal.  I hope that we can agree that we will not be making any changes to the networks or
PCs until we have worked through all of these details.

Thank you!
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Michele and Eric
 

From: Largeteau, Michele 
Sent: Tuesday, November 14, 2023 8:14 AM
To: 'Laura D. Baker' <laura.baker@schenectadycountyny.gov>; Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>
Cc: Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info>; Rory Fluman <Rory.Fluman@schenectadycountyny.gov>;
DeMidio, Beth <bdemidio@mvls.info>
Subject: RE: Schenectady County LIbrary IT Plan
 
Laura,
 
Thank you for sharing your proposal for the library to move their local IT support to Schenectady
County IT.  As you mention, it is a large undertaking and we will need some time to study each
of these items to see how they will work with our requirements for the ILS and security. 
 
The first item, changing the domain registration for the scpl.org domain is not a problem and I
will have Jason work with you on that right away.
 
The rest of the items will require more thought and planning and we will get back to you once
we have had time to evaluate. 
 
 
Michele
 

From: Laura D. Baker <laura.baker@schenectadycountyny.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, November 9, 2023 2:41 PM
To: Largeteau, Michele <mlargeteau@sals.edu>; Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>
Cc: Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info>; Rory Fluman <Rory.Fluman@schenectadycountyny.gov>;
DeMidio, Beth <bdemidio@mvls.info>
Subject: Schenectady County LIbrary IT Plan
 

Caution: This email appears to have originated from outside the organization. Do not open
attachments or click links from unknown or unexpected sources.

 
Dear Michelle & Eric, 
As you are aware Schenectady County Library is moving under the purview of Schenectady
County IT. The library would like to get to a point where they are relying on the JA for support
of the ILS only and the rest is handled by County IT. It is a large undertaking and something we
would like to move quickly on so we don't have the department in limbo between who to call
for support. 
This is the plan outline we discussed internally. 

1. Move the scpl.org domain from it's current registrar to the County. We know the library
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can initiate the transfer, but we need to know where to point the DNS to keep the
website active once that is completed. This is something we would like to do as early as
next week. 

2. The county will provision user accounts for all library staff in our Office 365 tenant. Once
the accounts are setup, the library would like to move their files and pertinent email
from the JA tenant over to the County tenant. The County will assign @scpl.org email
addresses to all users. Once they are ready they will put out of office notifications on
their @mvls.info email indicating the change and notify JA to decommission the office
accounts. 

3. The County will then start the process of replacing network equipment at each location.
Each location will be getting a firewall, new switch gear and wireless APs. With this we
will need to ensure access to Polaris and Leap and any other IP filtered service. 

4. We plan to create new staff PCs that will be installed after the network is in place. The
machines will be connected to the County domain and users will be logging in with
unique credentials and using MFA. We will be returning to JA that hard drives from
existing staff computers and then rebuilding them to the County image and make them
ready to deploy to another site. It would be helpful if the JA could share any special
configuration needed to make the staff PCs work with Polaris and the RFID equipment.

5. We then move on to configuring new public PCs. We will need control of the Cassie
installation and server at this point as well for any branch running it. 

Once complete we expect to be able ot direct the library staff to the County IT helpdesk for
anything other than an issue with the Polaris ILS. 
 
We would need to know if there is any equipment that is not owned by the County library that
we are not aware of or if all the equipment belongs to us. We know there are licenses that we
will not have access to, but are any transferrable that we already paid for. Deep Freeze for
example. 
 
JA will still have attended access through GoToAssist when someone needs support, but no
longer unattended access. That will come through the County helpdesk. 
 
We hope to work along side JA to assist in testing our imaging with Polaris. We will be
employing the EDR and various firewall filtering for ssl inspection, web filtering, etc  and will
need to be sure it doesn't stop processes that need to be allowed through.
 
Thank you in advance for your assistance in this transition. 
 
Best, 
Laura Baker 
 
 
Laura D. Baker
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Chief Information Officer
Schenectady County
laura.baker@schenectadycountyny.gov
518-388-4705
 

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the
individual or entity to whom they are addressed. This message contains confidential information and
is intended only for the individual named. If you are not the named addressee you should not
disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender immediately by e-mail if you
have received this e-mail by mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. If you are not the
intended recipient you are notified that disclosing, copying, distributing or taking any action in
reliance on the contents of this information is strictly prohibited.
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From: Hedges, Devon
To: Trahan,Eric
Subject: RE: Joint Automation Council meeting January 10th 2024
Date: Wednesday, January 3, 2024 1:02:00 PM

Eric,
 
Based on your prior reply, I don’t gather I was being trusted for anything in particular. Your response
led me to believe that my inclusion was a missed oversight if anything. Also, you note your intent to
be out in the open with the details of JA’s response to a proposal. Is that statement not to be
trusted? Nothing you noted in your reply to the group was the result or cause of any additional
controversy; SCPL knows that JA has institutional resistance to certain kinds of change and JA knows
that SCPL as an institution balks at that constraint. Is it messy? Sure. Is this JA’s dirty laundry on
display? I don’t think so and would assume better of the JA as a whole than to view it as that. It’s no
secret that library autonomy within JA is a delicate subject.
 
I’m sorry to have lost your trust through sharing discussion points that you indicate your intent to
share broadly and openly. From your earlier reply, it’s surprising that you would assert your trust in
me was involved here at all. Thank you just the same for your earlier investment and trust in me; I
don’t feel it was misplaced.
 
Devon
 

From: Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info> 
Sent: Wednesday, January 3, 2024 12:24 PM
To: Hedges, Devon <DHedges@mvls.info>
Subject: Fw: Joint Automation Council meeting January 10th 2024
 
Devon, 
 
It has come to my attention that the message below, to which Kim added your name as an
outgoing JA Council member, has been widely shared among SCPL and county staff.
 
Thank you for so clearly identifying yourself as totally untrustworthy.
 
Eric

From: Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>
Sent: Tuesday, January 2, 2024 3:09 PM
To: Zimmer, Kimberly <KZimmer@mvls.info>; Largeteau, Michele <mlargeteau@sals.edu>
Cc: Hedges, Devon <DHedges@mvls.info>; Pavoldi, Teresa <tpavoldi@mvls.info>; Wing, Erica
<EWing@mvls.info>; Acklin, Valerie <vacklin@mvls.info>; O'Brien,Sharon <sobrien@mvls.info>
Subject: Re: Joint Automation Council meeting January 10th 2024
 
Hi Kim and others, 
 
This requires a bit of background - bear with me. 
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There has always been a dichotomy in JA between the big libraries and the rest.  A careful eye
will see this reflected in some JA policies.  The big libraries in JA are CPH, GLE, SAR and
sometimes SCP.   The thing that makes the SALS big 3 different from most libraries is they
have their own, internal tech departments and staff.  This means they handle some issues on
their own without using JA resources.  In some of these libraries, for example, JA has little to
do with the public PCs.  The big libraries handle them on their own, and don't call JA when a
machine develops a problem.  They deal with it themselves.  Because of the size and extent of
JA, it only works to manage individual machines in 8 counties if they are all the same, and JA
staff can solve many issues remotely.  Since these libraries have their own, on-site, IT staff,
they can have more control over their individual computers.  This is just one example of the
difference between big and small from a JA perspective.
 
Now to SCP.  SCP does not have the same robust IT staff that the other big libraries have.  So,
to keep with the same example, SCP follows all of the "small library" protocols for public
computers.  They do not have the limited freedom that the big SALS libraries enjoy.  Of
course, they also don't have to figure out and fix things on evenings and weekends.  JA does
that for them.  It is a mixed bag.
 
It has been recognized for a long time that SCP would be better served if they had more IT
staff.  In November, they submitted a proposal that they thought would give them more staff
and more freedom.  Unfortunately, there are a few complications.  The first is that they did not
work with JA to develop the proposal, and did not say "can we be like the other big libraries"? 
They invented a completely new, untested scenario.  So, JA can't say "sure, go ahead". To big
parts of their proposal, we have to say "no".   We are trying to say "how about this instead"?  
 
The other complication is a long-standing problem that is specific to Schenectady.  Part of the
proposal is for Schenectady County IT to expand and provide services to the library.  That is
uncharted territory that has the potential to open significant holes in the carefully constructed
JA security policy and procedures.  The basic issue is that JA and MVLS work with libraries. 
Schenectady County is not a library.  They don't sign off on the security policy and training;
and they don't follow (or even know about!) JA policies.
 
We want this to be out in the open, so it is on the JA agenda, and will also be on the MVLS
agenda in January.   It is a developing situation, so at this point there are no details, just the
general concepts.  At this point it amounts to an explanation of why we are, so far, saying no.
 
Eric

From: Zimmer, Kimberly <KZimmer@mvls.info>
Sent: Tuesday, January 2, 2024 12:28 PM
To: Largeteau, Michele <mlargeteau@sals.edu>
Cc: Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>; Hedges, Devon <DHedges@mvls.info>; Pavoldi, Teresa
<tpavoldi@mvls.info>; Wing, Erica <EWing@mvls.info>; Acklin, Valerie <vacklin@mvls.info>
Subject: Re: Joint Automation Council meeting January 10th 2024
 
Michele,
Happy New Year!
I see on the JA Council Meeting agenda SCPL IT proposal. 
Can you share the proposal or more information on this agenda item?
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Thanks 
Kim

From: Largeteau, Michele <mlargeteau@sals.edu>
Sent: Friday, December 29, 2023 12:49 PM
To: jacouncil <jacouncil@sals.edu>; all-directors <all-directors@sals.edu>; Ferriss,Jennifer
<jferriss@sals.edu>; Ryder, Jill <jryder@sals.edu>; O'Brien,Sharon <sobrien@mvls.info>; Scott, Jack
<JScott@sals.edu>; Oakley, Trevor <toakley@sals.edu>
Cc: Thomson, Jason <jason@sals.edu>; Jensen, Jesse <jjensen@sals.edu>
Subject: Joint Automation Council meeting January 10th 2024
 

The Joint Automation Council meeting will be Wednesday January 10th at 9:30 at MVLS.
 
The agenda and previous meeting minutes are attached.
 
Council members are asked to please let me know whether or not they will be able to attend in
person. 
 
Thank you!
  Michele
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
Michele Largeteau
mlargeteau@sals.edu
Joint Automation Project Manager
Southern Adirondack Library System
22 Whitney Place
Saratoga Springs, New York 12866
(518) 584-7300        FAX (518) 587-5589
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
 
Hi Kim and others
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From: Trahan,Eric
To: Thorne, Charity
Subject: SAPL, MVLS & JA
Date: Thursday, January 4, 2024 10:35:35 AM

Hi Charity, 

I have learned – and I expect that you have already heard that I have learned – that my reply to Kim Zimmer’s question, copied
below, is fueling an unfortunate and false “MVLS is against us” narrative in Schenectady.   This troubles and puzzles me, since there
is nothing in my reply that hasn’t already been said, more than once, before now.   

 But that is the past, and I want to address the future.  It was inevitable that the other libraries would begin hearing about SCPL’s
plans and that they will ask questions and have opinions.  I am concerned that unless there is much more open communication, it
is highly likely that there will be a similarly unfortunate “SCPL is against us” narrative developing among the other MVLS and SALS
libraries.   

 MVLS, and by extension JA, may appear to be administrative entities, but they are really communities of colleagues and
collaborating libraries.  Do you have any thoughts on managing SCPL’s reputation among the other libraries?  In order for positive
change to happen, you will need allies among the other libraries.  MVLS and JA are not going to go against the will of the majority. 
What is your strategy for bringing a majority to embrace your plans? 

 This is very similar to the fine block threshold issue.  Schenectady lost that fight, and lost the respect of the other libraries,
because there was too little attention paid to the views – right or wrong – of the other libraries.  They were not listened to and
respected, not courted as allies, and so they easily became – and remain - opponents.     

 There is no reason why any of this should be a fight.  There is nothing gained by having libraries pitted against one another.  The
only way forward is through consensus.  I am asking you to help build and to be a part of a consensus. I am convinced that a
positive consensus is possible if we find a way to hear and educate all of the libraries.  

Eric

Sent: Tuesday, January 2, 2024 3:09 PM
To: Zimmer, Kimberly <KZimmer@mvls.info>; Largeteau, Michele <mlargeteau@sals.edu>
Cc: Hedges, Devon <DHedges@mvls.info>; Pavoldi, Teresa <tpavoldi@mvls.info>; Wing, Erica <EWing@mvls.info>; Acklin, Valerie
<vacklin@mvls.info>; O'Brien,Sharon <sobrien@mvls.info>
Subject: Re: Joint Automation Council meeting January 10th 2024
 
Hi Kim and others, 

This requires a bit of background - bear with me. 

There has always been a dichotomy in JA between the big libraries and the rest.  A careful eye will see this reflected in
some JA policies.  The big libraries in JA are CPH, GLE, SAR and sometimes SCP.   The thing that makes the SALS big 3
different from most libraries is they have their own, internal tech departments and staff.  This means they handle some
issues on their own without using JA resources.  In some of these libraries, for example, JA has little to do with the public
PCs.  The big libraries handle them on their own, and don't call JA when a machine develops a problem.  They deal with it
themselves.  Because of the size and extent of JA, it only works to manage individual machines in 8 counties if they are all
the same, and JA staff can solve many issues remotely.  Since these libraries have their own, on-site, IT staff, they can have
more control over their individual computers.  This is just one example of the difference between big and small from a JA
perspective.

Now to SCP.  SCP does not have the same robust IT staff that the other big libraries have.  So, to keep with the same
example, SCP follows all of the "small library" protocols for public computers.  They do not have the limited freedom that
the big SALS libraries enjoy.  Of course, they also don't have to figure out and fix things on evenings and weekends.  JA
does that for them.  It is a mixed bag.

It has been recognized for a long time that SCP would be better served if they had more IT staff.  In November, they
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submitted a proposal that they thought would give them more staff and more freedom.  Unfortunately, there are a few
complications.  The first is that they did not work with JA to develop the proposal, and did not say "can we be like the
other big libraries"?  They invented a completely new, untested scenario.  So, JA can't say "sure, go ahead". To big parts of
their proposal, we have to say "no".   We are trying to say "how about this instead"?  

The other complication is a long-standing problem that is specific to Schenectady.  Part of the proposal is for Schenectady
County IT to expand and provide services to the library.  That is uncharted territory that has the potential to open
significant holes in the carefully constructed JA security policy and procedures.  The basic issue is that JA and MVLS work
with libraries.  Schenectady County is not a library.  They don't sign off on the security policy and training; and they don't
follow (or even know about!) JA policies.

We want this to be out in the open, so it is on the JA agenda, and will also be on the MVLS agenda in January.   It is a
developing situation, so at this point there are no details, just the general concepts.  At this point it amounts to an
explanation of why we are, so far, saying no.

Eric

From: Zimmer, Kimberly <KZimmer@mvls.info>
Sent: Tuesday, January 2, 2024 12:28 PM
To: Largeteau, Michele <mlargeteau@sals.edu>
Cc: Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>; Hedges, Devon <DHedges@mvls.info>; Pavoldi, Teresa <tpavoldi@mvls.info>; Wing, Erica
<EWing@mvls.info>; Acklin, Valerie <vacklin@mvls.info>
Subject: Re: Joint Automation Council meeting January 10th 2024
 
Michele,
Happy New Year!
I see on the JA Council Meeting agenda SCPL IT proposal. 
Can you share the proposal or more information on this agenda item?
Thanks 
Kim
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From: Madelyn Thorne
To: Thorne, Charity
Subject: Fwd: MVLS Update
Date: Tuesday, January 30, 2024 4:14:40 PM

Caution: This email appears to have originated from outside the organization. Do not
open attachments or click links from unknown or unexpected sources.

As requested, see below.
Mt

Madelyn Thorne

---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: Trahan,Eric <etrahan@mvls.info>
Date: Fri, Jan 26, 2024 at 3:05 PM
Subject: MVLS Update
To: mthorne53@gmail.com <mthorne53@gmail.com>

Hi Madelyn, 

I was nice to see you at the meeting yesterday, and to share memories about Esther and the
golf tournaments.  If you have any interest, we do still do golf tournaments to raise money for
library grants.

I understand that, if all went according to plan, you are now the SCPL Board President. 
Congratulations!  MVLS is here to help if you ever have any questions.  You probably have a
copy of the Trustees Handbook.  There is a new version - so new that it is not yet included on
the state education department website.  But there is pdf version online here:
https://nysl.ptfs.com/aw-server/rest/product/purl/NYSL/s/ecaec4e1-1c91-4ad6-85b6-5d23cfd2c61d.  I can
get you a paper copy if you would like one.

There are two issues that came up yesterday that I want to provide a little more information
on.  One is the status of library employees as county employees.  Library employees are
employees of the library, a separate, educational corporation (with its own EIN) chartered by
the NYS Board of Regents.  Yes, those employees are paid through the county, get their
benefits through the county, have their union agreements through the county etc.  Those are
all due to voluntary, informal (my opinion: they should be formalized), cooperative
agreements between the library and the county.  Those longstanding informal agreements do
not in any way negate the legal separateness of the library.  Rory made a statement yesterday
that exactly encompasses the facts concerning his authority over the library: he holds the $7
million purse strings (must be capital as well as operating).  And yes, that is huge, maybe even
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more important than legal authority.  But it is not legal authority.

That is related to two longstanding issues with the SCPL Board.  In the handbook chapters on
Personnel (p 65) and Budget and Finance (p75) it clearly states that library boards are required
to approve all personnel actions and all expenditures for library purposes.  Those things don't
happen at SCPL board meetings.  Yes, it is valid to say that the way things have been done has
mostly worked OK.  Anyone can get lucky.  But they can also get unlucky.  In an environment
where there seems to be more discontent about libraries, I submit that it could get somewhat
uncomfortable for the SCPL board if it comes out that the board isn't doing what it is
supposed to do.  MVLS is happy to help in any way we can in devising processes that bring
these issues before the board.  

Finally, and more directly related to the purpose of yesterday's meeting, it is, frankly, a bit silly
for SCPL to hold its ability to leave the JA consortium as some kind of bargaining chip.  The
truth is exactly the opposite.  If SCPL left the consortium, the consortium would go along just
fine, as would the other 49 libraries and their users.  The only people who would really be hurt
would be the library users in Schenectady.  Numbers tell the story. Ther are 2.3 million
physical items in the consortium database available for library patrons.  300,000 belong to
SCPL.  If SCPL withdraws, SCPL's users access to library resources goes from 2.3 million down
to 300,000.  For the other 49 libraries, it goes from 2.3 million to 2 million.  And the problem
for Schenectady users is even bigger than those numbers, because SCPL is a significant net
borrower of resources.  In 2023 you borrowed 44,000 items from other libraries and loaned
31,500.  Leaving the consortium means SCPL has to spend more money, and provides reduced
services.  

I would be happy to meet with you, a committee or the full board to discuss any of these
issues.  Thanks for listening.  Have a great weekend, 

Eric

If you believe you have received this message in error or do not wish to receive this information via email, please
reply to this message.
To report this message as spam or offensive, please send e-mail to abuse@sals.edu including the entire contents
and subject of the message.
It will be reviewed by staff and acted upon appropriately.
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858 Duanesburg Rd., Schenectady, NY 12306-1095    518.355.2010    www.mvls.info 

 
 
TO: SCPL Board 
 
FROM: MVLS Board 
 
RE: SCPL Executive Director's Letter of August 29, 2024 
 
September 9, 2024 
 
To the Board: 
 
The MVLS board has received and paid deep attention to the SCPL Executive Director's letter of 
August 29, 2024.  
 
We note that the letter states that the opinions expressed are "personal" and do not reflect the 
opinion of the SCPL Board of Trustees; it then makes many serious accusations, which MVLS 
will address carefully. 
 
However, we also note that the letter ends with an unequivocal request from the Executive 
Director of the Schenectady County Public Library for the Mohawk Valley Library System to 
develop a proposal for Library and the System to "part ways." 
 
The Board of MVLS firmly believes that the time and resources needed to develop such a 
"Removal Proposal" could, even at this stage of matters, be put to better use exploring a more 
positive resolution of the current situation. We also believe such exploration would be consistent 
with our obligations to our served communities. 
 
So, prior to the MVLS Board responding to the entirety of the Executive Director's letter, the 
MVLS Board asks the SCPL Board: is this request by SCPL Executive Director to prepare a 
Removal Proposal consistent with your instructions as a governing board? 
 
If this request is consistent with a directive by the Schenectady County Public Library Board of 
Trustees, the Mohawk Valley Board of Trustees will instruct the System leadership to connect 
with the Division of Library Development to explore the viability of such a plan. 
 
If, however, the request is NOT consistent with an instruction from the SCPL Board, MVLS will 
develop a proposal for a process of collaborative problem-solving through mediation, using a 
mutually selected neutral mediator (selected by both SCPL and MVLS), and offer that to the 
SCPL Board by the end of September. 
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858 Duanesburg Rd., Schenectady, NY 12306-1095    518.355.2010    www.mvls.info 

This request for clarity and offer of neutral mediation is to ensure our boards are 
communicating directly, and that both have been provided with the time and information needed 
to fully assess this matter in a way that serves our communities. 
 
Please direct your reply to the MVLS Board via MVLS, 858 Duanesburg Rd., Schenectady, NY, 12306 or 
via email to Eric Trahan at etrahan@mvls.info.   
 
If further discussion is warranted prior to a written reply, please request a board-to-board 
meeting from MVLS Board President Mary VanPatten at mvanpatten@gmail.com.   
 
Thank you. We look forward to our boards working together in a spirit of service. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
 
Mary VanPatten, President 
MVLS Board 
 
 cc:  Lauren Moore, Division of Library Development 
 Sara Dallas, Southern Adirondack Library System 
 

SCPL Board Packet 09.19.2024 
Page 74

mailto:etrahan@mvls.info
mailto:mvanpatten@gmail.com


SCPL Board Packet 09.19.2024 
Page 75



SCPL Board Packet 09.19.2024 
Page 76



SCPL Board Packet 09.19.2024 
Page 77



New response has been submitted to Microsoft Form at 8/1/2024 5:38:00 PM 

Bixler, Doug <DBixler@mvls.info> 

Thu 8/1/2024 1:38 PM 

To:Martin,Janice <jmartin@mvls.info > ;Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info> ;DeMidio, Beth < bdemidio@mvls.info> ;Hedges, Devon 

< DHedges@mvls.info > 

A new response has been submitted to Microsoft Form: 

Question/Comment: 

Comment 

Which SCPL location does this pertain to? 

Rotterdam Branch Library 

What is your Question/Comment? 

I just wanted to say my granddaughter and I have been really enjoying the stories and breakfast program with 

Miss Steph. She is so patient with the kids but also has a way about her that controls the chaos and makes 

everything fun. We have also been going to the library more! It's been a fun Summer. 

What is your Name: 

Natalie 

Best way to contact you? 

Email 

Please enter your email/phone number: 
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New response has been submitted to Microsoft Form at 8/22/2024 4:21:45 PM 

Bixler, Doug < DBixler@mvls.info> 
Thu 8/22/2024 12:21 PM 

To:Martin,Janice <jmartin@mvls.info>;Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info>;DeMidio, Beth <bd emidio@mvls.info>;Hedges, Devon 

< DHedges@mvls.info> 

A new response has been submitted to Microsoft Form: 

Question/Comment: 

Comment 

Which SCPL location does this pertain to? 

Hon. Karen B. Johnson Central Library 

What is your Question/Comment? 

I Would like to thank all the good things that happened to also met one of the worker she when out of her way 

to help me with jobs and the computer as well i also got a job with her help i just wanna say a big thank you to 

my friend Jenn Malave for the help ever 

What is your Name: 

scott robinson 

Best way to contact you? 

Email 

Please enter your email/phone number: 
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New response has been submitted to Microsoft Form at 9/3/202411:21:12 AM 

Bixler, Doug <DBixler@mvls.info> 

Tue 9/3/2024 7:21 AM 

To:Martin,Janice <jmartin@mvls.info>;Thorne, Charity <cthorne@mvls.info>;DeMidio, Beth <bdemidio@mvls.info>;Hedges, 

Devon < DHedges@mvls.info> 

A new response has been submitted to Microsoft Form: 

Question/Comment: 

Comment 

Which SCPL location does this pertain to? 

Overall Schenectady County Public Library System 

What is your Question/Comment? 

I would like to say how very helpful and knowledgeable Jenn Malave and her co-worker were 

What is your Name: 

Carol Eto 

Best way to contact you? 

Email 

Please enter your email/phone number: 
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