To: Xiaoli Li, Chair, LAUC-D Research Committee, on behalf of the LAUC Research & Professional
Development Committee

From: Lisa Spagnolo

Re: Application for a LAUC Presentation Grant, 2011-12

Date: January 11, 2012

A. Summary and current status of the research project/activity.

Two teams from the Library met with a consultant between January and April of 2011 as part of a
campus-sponsored Business Process Improvement program. The Acquisitions/Accounting team used
this opportunity to analyze the workflow for credit card ordering, significantly improving throughput and
markedly decreasing the need for paper records in the process. | served as Facilitator for the group,
and, along with the Head of Accounting as the Project Lead, functioned as a key member of the project.
This program formally completed work in April, although the units continue to assess the workflow and
plan on using the techniques learned to analyze additional workflows.

The project was presented at the Charleston Conference: Issues in Book and Serial Acquisitions,
November 2-6, 2011. | was the sole presenter. | have also submitted a paper on the presentation for
inclusion in the conference proceedings.

B. Description of and timetable for the activities to be funded by the Presentation or Mini-Grant. If
release time is required, please have that line signed by your department head or supervisor.

Three days of release time approved from November 2-4, 2011 (Wednesday-Friday). See attached
Professional Activity Form for signatures.

C. Summary of budget. There should be one line for each item in the budget.

Registration (early bird): $395
Airfare (R/T Sacramento/Charleston): 5434
Lodging expenses (4 nights/3 shared): $646.85
Meals (estimated): $200
Incidentals (shuttles, etc.): $29.44
Total Expenses: $1705.29

Funding requested from LAUC presentation grant: $500



D. Indicate whether the applicant is a member of the bargaining unit represented by the UC-AFT
(applicant may be a member of the bargaining unit and not be a member of the union) or a non-
represented librarian.

| am a member of the bargaining unit represented by UC-AFT.
E. Abstract of the paper accepted for presentation.
Presentation Title “Give a Little Bit: Using Lean Tools to Create Efficiencies in Acquisitions and Beyond”

Faced with a higher-level imperative to improve organizational effectiveness, how do you approach that
task at an operational level? What are the specific teams and skills needed to transform processes for
the future?

This session will provide an opportunity to explore topics related to workflow analysis and redesign
based on a Business Process Improvement effort at the University of California, Davis. Working with a
consultant, a team composed of key players from acquisitions and accounting units examined ordering
processes that were particularly cumbersome, eventually focusing on credit card ordering. The team
learned many useful process evaluation tools including developing a “swim lane” map, cause and effect
diagrams, and a variety of methods for identifying wastes and assessing customer satisfaction (or lack
thereof). While some attention will be paid to the particular aspects of the credit card workflow, more
weight will be given to general principles, tools, and applications to other workflows. Attendees will
learn about the process analysis tools, with emphasis on the swim lane map, in enough detail to start
applying them in their own environments.

F. Name and sponsoring organization(s) (if applicable) of the conference.
Charleston Conference, Issues in Book and Serial Acquisition
http://www_katina.info/conference/

G. Also, please indicate if funds have been requested from other sources.
Expenses are likely to be submitted to the LAUC-D Professional Activities Committee for funding from

available year-end monies. Regular allocation for EY 11-12 has been expended for two conferences in
June 2011, including ALA Annual.



Librarian Professional Activity Form

Please complete sections 1-5, whether or not you are requesting reimbursement of expenses. Ej
I
1. Name: _Lisa Spagnolo Department: _Collection Support Services Date: 9/12/11 ME
Meeting/Wdrkshop, etc:  Charleston Conference: Issues in Book and Serials Acquisition -
Location: Charleston, South Carolina Meeting Date(s): _November 2-5,2011 Eﬂ

\ »
Member of Sponsoring Organization: [ Yes [JNo [ Not Applicable ?‘r‘!

Important: Prior to departure for each trip for out-of-state and foreign travel, please complete the
Business Traveler Insurance form at http://www.uctravel.org.

2. Attendance (Attach a copy of flyer or program description, including a description of your leve! of involvement.)

[ Necessary for successful job performance, or at admin request [J Committee member
Chair, organizer, promoter, speaker, secretary, etc. [] Observer, listener, etc.

3. Estimated Expenses
$ Library Van
$ University Vehicle. Shared with
5 Personal Car (estimated mileage @ current rate of 55 cents/mile)
3 434,00 Airfare / Train / Bus
$ Berkeley Bus Tickets (one-way $8.00, roundtrip $16.00)
$ 516.00 Lodging
$
5
$
3

200.00 Meals/Incidentals (not applicable for travel less than 24 hours without overnight stay, unless meal is integral part of meeting)
395.00 Registration Fees
50.00 Miscellaneous (parking, tolls, shuttles, rental car, etc.)
1595.00 Total Estimated Expenses
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5. Funding i a,”,[ ",\5 for WW
O rAC / B4 Year-End 'E Research Grant (3 Sigit cost type ) {7 Statewide LAUC
[ Department Head {7] External Funding [ No Funding Requested
[ Administrative (Amount § / Source )
' Approval of expenses subject to those allowable by policy (UCD PPM 300)
Recommendations Signature / Date

Department ﬁDiscretionary 0 Administrative
Head J@ Release Time Kakow\—&'—/\/k qQ-12-1
Discretiona 0 Administrative R
AUL ﬁ ry /&'ﬁ %—’t ? 7R~7¢

m Release Time $ or fully funded
For PAC OwA
Funding J {/}l '
Requests For Ap?roval/Commems W m ( l ‘
Fund Amount
Admin )
Use 3
3

Copy of approved Activity Form returned to initiator on [ o~ V' . (Revised 1/5/09)



Zigbra https://mail.lib.ucdavis.edwzimbra/l/printmessage?1d=190 /5%

[

Zimbra Ispagnol@lib.ucdavis.edu

2011 Charleston Conference Proceedings - Publication Agreement

From : Leah Hinds <leah@katina.info> Tue, Dec 20, 2011 12:15 PM
Sender : hindsi@gmail.com
Subject : 2011 Charleston Conference Proceedings - Publication Agreement
To : Lisa Spagnolo <Ispagnol@lib.ucdavis.edu>

Dear Lisa,

Thank you for submitting a paper for the 2011 Charleston Conference Proceedings. Please read the
Publication Agreement below, and reply "I agree” to allow us to publish your paper in the 2011 volume of
the proceedings, published in partnership with Purdue University Press. Please note that you, as the author,
retain copyright to your work.

Charleston Proceedings Publication Agreement

With the intent to publish the contribution (*"Work") in the Charleston Conference Proceedings
("Proceedings"), the Charleston Information Group, LLC, ("Sponsor”) and the author listed above

("Author") agree as follows:

1. In consideration of the Sponsor's agreement to publish the Work, Author hereby grants and assigns to
Sponsor the right to print, publish, reproduce, or distribute the Work throughout the world in all means of
expression by any method now known or hereafter developed, including electronic format, and to market or
sell the Work or any part of it as it sees fit, including distribution through third-party database aggregators.
Author further grants Sponsor the right to use Author's name in association with the Work in published form
and in advertising and promotional materials. Copyright of the Work remains in Author's name and the
Author reserves all other rights.

2. Author represents and warrants that the Work: (a) is the Author's original work and that Author has full
power to enter into this Agreement; (b) does not infringe the copyright or property right of another and has
secured any permission that may be required; (c) contains no material which is obscene, libelous,
defamatory, or violates another's civil right, right of privacy, or is otherwise unlawful; and (d) has not been
previously published. Author shall indemnify and hold Sponsor harmless against loss or expenses arising
from breach of any such warranties.

3. In the case of a multi-authored Work, the corresponding Author, by accepting this agreement, signifies the
acceptance of terms for herself/himself and all other authors of the Work.

By responding "I agree” to this e-mail, you represent and warrant that the above are true.
Thanks again for your participation at the Conference, and please let me know if you have any questions.

Best,
Leah

Leah Hinds
Assistant Director
Charleston Conference

www.katina.info/conference

1of 1/13/2012 11:52 AV



Date: May 18, 2012

To: LAUC Committee on Research and Professional Development

From: Lisa Spagnolo, Acquisitions Librarian, UC Davis, Icspagnolo@ucdavis.edu
Re: LAUC Research Grant Proposal--Request for Information

The presentation entitled "Give a Little Bit: Using Lean Tools to Create Efficiencies in Acquisitions and
Beyond" was given at the Charleston Conference on Thursday, November 3, 2011, in the afternoon.
While the talk described a process undertaken at UC Davis to retool a particular acquisitions and
accounting workflow, | also included information about the tools we used in order to make it applicable
to audience members' workflows in their libraries. 1 have included the final paper submitted for the
conference proceedings and will refer to it as appropriate below.

A swimlane map or cross-functional map is a flowchart that shows how a process moves across
functional responsibilities. Tasks are recorded in a horizontal space or "lane" with the workflow crossing
lanes as new roles enter into the brocess. This is described further on page 3 of the paper. A blank
swimlane map was included as a handout so that audience members could start mapping their own
processes as the discussion progressed.

The Customer Scorecard, described at the top of page 4 of the paper, was a simple set of four questions
posed to bibliographers, vendors and campus accounting to get feedback on our
Acquisitions/Accounting process. This is described at the top of page 4 of the paper.

The Cause-and-Effect or Fishbone Diagram was shown during the presentation as a method of breaking
down possible causes to a root problem. An example is provided below:

Policies Procedures

Plant People

Also discussed were the various passes the group made to the swimlane map to add process and cycle
times, areas of wait time, pain points, and value-added steps.

Two books were recommended to the audience and available at the front of the room: Dan Madison's
Process Mapping, Process Improvement and Process Management (2005), and John Huber's Lean Library
Management: Eleven Strategies for Reducing Costs and Improving Services (2011)



Discussion covered such topics as how to use this approach with workgroups who are new to a process,
assessment after implementation, and questions about working with the consultant. | had good '
conversation with some attendees after the session as well as at later in the conference, and received an
email follow-up from one of the attendees. | also asked another attendee to write a brief message about
the session for this request. Those are both included below.

Acceptance of the presentation occurred in between the previous year's presentation grant application
cycle and this year's. | appreciate the consideration of the committee, and am glad to provide any
additional information.

From: "Cheryl Fields NIH/NLM) [E]" <ﬁeldsc@mail.nlm.nih..-éov_>
Sent: Friday, December 16, 2011 1:36:34 PM
Subject: Charleston Conference Presentation

Lisa,

| attended your presentation at the Charleston Conference and am very interested in using swim lane maps for a
workflow analysis project. 1 checked the posted presentations on the conference site and am afraid | may be
overlooking your presentation. | wanted to find out what, if any, software you used in your project, in addition to
the paper wall chart. (You probably discussed this in your presentation and | failed to note it.)

Also, in preparing for my project, | intend to consult Process Mapping, the book you recommended.

Thanks for a great presentation at the conference and | will appreciate any information/experience you can share
regarding software for swim lane maps.

| realize the holidays are upon us and will understand if you cannot respond until the new year.

Cheryl Fields

Chery! Fields, MLS

Unit Head, Serial Records Section
National Library of Medicine
8600 Rockville Pike, MSC 3803
Bethesda MD 20894

301-435-7077 (voice)
301-402-0422 (fax)

fieldsc@mail.nlm.nih.gov

From: "Shelly Stuard” <shellys@alibris.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 15, 2012 3:00:56 PM
Subject: Re: Follow-up on my Charleston presentation



Hi Lisa,

| thoroughly enjoyed your presentation at Charleston last November. The topic was
obviously of interest to a lot of people since the session was full, despite being held in a
remote location. I'm guessing there were probably 40 people there.

The presentation itself was very organized, well-thought out, and clearly presented. It
was obvious the audience could relate to your topic, since there was a lot of head-
nodding. You had great visual aids, with your entire swim chart hung up around the
room.

| hope you are presenting again this November!

Regards,
Shelly

Shelly Stuard
Director, Library Services
Alibris

1250 45th St. Ste. 100
Emeryville, CA 94608
1-877-ALIBRIS (254-2747)
(510) 594 4530

(510) 550 6052 (fax)

www.alibris.com/library




Give a Little Bit: Using Lean Tools to Create Efficiencies in Acquisitions and Beyond

Lisa Spagnolo

Acquisitions Librarian
University of California, Davis
lcspagnolo@ucdavis.edu

Abstract: Faced with a higher-level imperative to improve organizational effectiveness, how do
you approach that task at an operational level? What are the specific teams and skills needed to
transform processes for the future?

This session explored topics related to workflow analysis and redesign based on a Business
Process Improvement effort at the University of California, Davis. Working with a consultant, a
team composed of key players from acquisitions and accounting units examined ordering
processes that were particularly cumbersome, eventually focusing on credit card ordering. The
team learned many useful process evaluation tools including cross-functional “swim lane” maps,
cause and effect diagrams, and a variety of methods for identifying wastes and assessing
customer satisfaction (or lack thereof). While some attention was paid to the particular aspects
of the credit card workflow, more weight was given to general principles, tools, and applications
to other workflows. Attendees learned about the process analysis tools, with emphasis on the
swim lane map, in enough detail to start applying them in their own environments.

Introduction and Context

In our process-driven environments, it is all too easy to get mired in habits and day-to-day
routines. Organizational efficiency often requires stable processes. When our processes, are
broken, however, it is often difficult to step back to assess what is happening, and to take the
time to fix it. Our university is just one of many examples of institutions launching new
initiatives to re-engineer how we support the educational mission. What is described below is
one program to rework processes in the library, and the accompanying workflow analysis tools
that were learned along the way.

At various organizational levels, the university has mobilized to meet these fiscally-constrained
times. One initiative across the University of California is called “Working Smarter, which has
launched many projects and “envisions ten distinct campuses using one efficient administrative
framework.”' Locally at the University of California, Davis, this emerged as the Organizational
Excellence Initiative, which embarked upon a review of the administrative functions on campus,
specifically the accounting and human resources functions.? One result of the efforts was a
consolidation into Shared Service Centers to support both campus-wide and college-level
opera’tions.3

In the library, we were responding to this budget outlook by assessing every process and cost
center to explore possible efficiencies. Within Technical Services, we had already implemented
automated triage of bibliographic records and EDI invoicing, as well as other workflow
efficiencies. The processes that were left to work on were frequently deeply embedded within
processes outside of our division, and required additional collaboration with other departments.
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Two teams from the Library were recommended by our administration to work with an outside
consultant as part of a Business Process Improvement Program sponsored by the campus.
Shelley Sweet, the principal consultant at 14 Process, brought her expertise in process mapping,
redesign and lean principles and tools to work with our staff.* One team focused on the billing
process in our circulation unit. Our team comprised staff from Acquisitions and Accounting.
We carefully reviewed the possible workflows we could consider during this program, with the
intent to take the best advantage of the intensive workshops. Like many libraries, we had
automated a large percentage of our monographic ordering volume through online selection, EDI
invoicing, and related processes. Electronic journal content, though work-intensive, was largely
acquired through consortial packages. A process that seemed to loom large on the minds of staff
in both units was the credit card ordering process, which required special attention and handling
to meet campus accountability requirements.

Two cardholders assumed significant responsibility for providing documentation to the library
accounting department. In addition, a unit from campus accounting would randomly issue
transaction audits to the cardholders. These audits were frequently invoked by the cardholders as
justification for keeping all paperwork connected to an order--printing the website page before
and after the order, copying the packing slip, etc. In turn, this paperwork was routed to Library
Accounting for matching and reconciliation, What made this stage particularly challenging was
the lack of identifying numbers to serve as matchpoints in the various systems: the integrated
library system (ILS) provided a purchase order number, the campus accounting system assigned
transaction numbers, and yet a third number would appear on the cardholders’ statements. This
process seemed a perfect candidate to place under the microscope, as well as to serve as a way
for all parties in the process to come together.

Process Analysis Tools: The Cross-Functional Map

The program required multiple workshops with the consultant, spanning three months overall.
Team members were given particular roles. Core to our group were the sponsor, project lead and
facilitator; these were filled by the Associate University Librarian for Administrative Services,
the Head of Accounting and the Acquisitions Librarian. Acquisitions and accounting staff
served as subject matter experts. We also had representation from our systems department to
assist with technology needs. Of these team members, additional roles were taken on to serve as
the “maverick” and the data gatherer.

The teams learned a variety a process analysis tools during the course of the program. The most
fundamental tool resulted from process mapping into a “swim lane” map which reflected the
individual tasks and roles involved in the process; this map became the foundation for the
remaining sessions and exercises. We were instructed to take a specific example of our process
that we wanted to map and repeatedly ask of the group “What happened next?” The case was to
be fairly representative, and one with which most of the group would be familiar.
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Fig. 1. Sample of Cross-Functional Map Transferred to Visio

Our group chose a routine faculty request for media. Depending on the circumstances a variety
of vending options would be at our disposal, but for this case we elected to use a credit card.
Individual steps were mapped and kept in a lane until the process passed to another role. Before
long, the length of butcher paper was covered in Post-Its, either representing a discrete task, or
placed on their corner to represent a diamond “decision point.”

The roles, which ran along the Y axis of the map, included the Acquisitions staff who were
cardholders, Acquisitions receivers, the Acquisitions Librarian, Library Accounting Staff and
Campus Accounting Staff. Systems were also represented and included vendor websites, the
ILS, and the campus’ financial system.

In order to preserve the flow of recording the tasks in the process, we kept a separate list of four
different categories that emerged during our conversation: 1) Issues; 2) Data to Be Collected; 3)
Improvement Ideas; and 4) Differences Across Instances. This last category in particular helped
us stay focused on the particular instance we were describing when variations were noted (e.g.,
“ifit’s for Reserves or for another branch, we would handle it a different way”).

Other Tools
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We used several other tools to inform our process. One useful tool was the Customer Scorecard,
which was used to gather input. A simple list of questions was posed to the “customer”:

What do you need/require from this process? List the top 3 and rank.
How are we doing today? (Give a grade of A-F.)

What does an A look like?

How is our competitor doing?

Based on the particular process we chose, much discussion was spent on determining our main
direct customer. Was it the subject librarians who placed orders with us? Was it campus
accounting who received data downstream from the library? Was it our vendors who received
the fruits of our invoicing processes in the form of payment? We knew for certain that although
our patrons are our end customers, they would not be aware of our processes to be able to give us
any helpful input (this is as it should be).

The group decided that all of these could be seen as “customers” receiving the outputs of our
work, and we eventually chose two to three representatives from each. As could be expected,
results varied across these groups. Campus accounting was positive, with no negative feedback,
but no specific feedback either. We surmised that from Campus Accounting’s perspective, if a
campus unit was not notoriously difficult to work with, or on “the list,” then it is doing well.

We received the most specific feedback from the subject librarians, having selected one
department head, and one librarian in Special Collections to interview. Core requirements
included timeliness and completeness. In some cases, especially with Special Collections items,
Acquisitions occasionally missed opportunities to purchase specific items. The comments from
the Special Collections librarian also alluded to past practices related to purchasing, including
staff reimbursements for purchases made “in the field,” a practice that had been phased out over
the years.

Data Gathering

Once the basic swim lane map was created, the group made subsequent passes to develop
additional measures. One iteration involved identifying areas where data was needed to evaluate
the process. We were urged to be aware of statements like “this happens all the time” as cues for
data-gathering. Some measurements were for lengths of time spent to perform a specific task.
These were timed and reported by the subject matter experts.

To support many of our questions, a dataset was created of monographic orders over an 18-
month period, covering the previous fiscal year and the first part of the fiscal year to the date of
our program start. This included a large number of data elements including order type, order
and receipt dates, vendor codes, and budget and invoice information. This dataset also helped to
put the pain of the credit card ordering process into perspective. Overall our library processed
over 35,000 total monographic orders, both approvals and firm orders. Of these, only 630 were
credit card orders. While these results gave us reason to congratulate ourselves in efficiently
handling this kind of volume, it did not diminish the pain of the credit card ordering process.
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Data related to the budget codes, specifically those that required manipulation in library
accounting from budget defaults assigned to the credit cards, eventually guided our decision-
making during our process redesign. Grounding our decisions in the data facilitated the
acceptance of the proposed changes to the process.

Additional Layers to the Swim Lane Map

Throughout the course of the program, we added subsequent layers to the swim lane map,
indicating the following:

Cycle time, or the time from the beginning to the end of a process or stage of a process
Process time, the time it took to perform a particular task in the process

Areas of errors or rework

Pain points

Wait time

Fundamental value-added steps

Each layer contributed to a deeper shared understanding of each aspect of the process that led up
to the redesign stage. As the picture became more nuanced on our butcher paper, we identified
wastes to eliminate in our process. The step of noting pain points allowed staff to express their
feelings about the current process and also provided the opportunity for the new design to relieve
some of the workflow suffering.

Outcomes

The final stage of the program was devoted to process redesign. The goals for our redesigned
process emerged as we were analyzing the swim lane map and collecting data. From the subject
matter experts’ experience with the credit card ordering process, they knew firsthand that they
were dealing with too much paper.

A key to success for the changes was the buy-in of the campus accounting unit who issued
random transaction audits to the cardholders. Any changes made to our process within the
library could quickly be undone if campus accounting had compliance requirements that
reinforced process-heavy practices. During the program a meeting was scheduled between two
representatives from campus accounting, including the supervisor of the staffperson who issued
the audits, the Library Accounting Supervisor and the Acquisitions Librarian. This exchange
proved to be very fruitful: campus accounting clarified their audit requirements of ensuring that
the item ordered was the item received. In turn, we were able to show a mock-up of a report
using data from our ILS that replicated information previously provided in paper. Not only was
campus accounting more than happy to accept this report in place of the paper documents, but
conversation also turned to some of their processes that might be more automated.

With this provisional approval, development quickly turned to finalizing this report from our

ILS. Not long after our program ended, one of our cardholders received two messages with
transaction audit requests. This was our first opportunity to use the report, with a reminder of the
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carlier meeting. It was a joyful day when we got the reply that this report met the needs of
campus accounting. The groundwork for this small success was already being laid at a campus
level with the Organizational Excellence initiative and Shared Service Center project. Often
accounting operations are viewed as inflexible, with compliance trumping all other values. This
experience emphasized that in this budget-constrained environment campuses are looking for
efficiencies in all processes, and that new ways of working can be achieved along with meeting
accounting requirements.

Benefits and Future Applications

During the program, participants remarked on the intensive time commitment required to re-
engineer a process that occupied a relatively small bandwidth compared to other library
processes. Among the benefits, however, was equipping several people in Technical Services
with a toolset for process analysis to apply to other workflows and subsequent projects. While
we have not embarked on a full workflow analysis for other processes since the program’s end,
we have applied the tools and approaches to other projects. The cross-functional map, for
example, has been one of the tools in one of several projects related to the systemwide initiative
of Next Generation Technical Services.

Despite the time commitment, one clear benefit to working with a consultant is having a definite
time period in which to work—no dragging things out, not doing your homework, sticking with
the status quo. Yet, with widespread organizational support and initiative, it is possible to
embark on similar re-engineering projects without the enlistment of a consultant. Some
resources that may help in this effort include Dan Madison’s Process Mapping, Process
Improvement and Process Management (2005), a core resource for our program, and a recent
publication by John Huber, Lean Library Management. Eleven Strategies for Reducing Costs
and Improving Services (201 1).>¢ 1t was noted during the session that while Huber focuses on
print-based workflows, both resources provide solid principles for print or electronic processes.
In addition, a recent article in the area of archives also provides examples of process mapping
and includes tools not covered here (Daines, 201 1).]
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