




























































updates will be loaded into the computer to form the 
entire bibliographic database for the integrated system. 

We selected OCLC for the retrospective conversion 
proj ect. OCLC is locat ed in a suburb of Columbus, Ohio. 
Because of the proximity, it would be convenient to 
communicate with them and to transport the files to them. 
Of course, OCLC's reputation in providing this kind of 
service is quite well known. After negotiations on the 
total price, the date of completion, and other details, an 
agreement was entered. The contract further contained 
technical specifications and standards under which the 
project was to be conducted. 

It was not feasible to send the shelf list file to 
OCLC for the retrospective conversion project because we 
needed it for our day-to-day operation. We decided to 
send photocopies of our main entry cards of the card 
catalog instead. The retrospective conversion project 
took about ten months to finish. The total number of 
records converted under this project was 25,249 titles. 

Except a slight delay, the project was completed 
according to contract specifications. The delay was 
caused by the fact that we made photocopies of the front 
of the main ent ry cards only. This presented no problem 
with the majority of the cards, especially the ones 
supplied by the Library of Congress. However, some of the 
main entry cards produced by our own cataloging department 
have tracing information on the back side of the card. We 
had to photocopy these cards twice. This oversight 
contributed to the slight delay. Fortunately, because the 
retrospective conversion project was started so much ahead 
of the rest of the au toma t ion proj ect, the delay has not 
caused any interruption of the overall automation planning. 

On the issue of upgrading our card catalog information 
to the AACR2 standards, some records have already been 
upgraded through the matching of our records and the OCLC 
database records during the conversion process. Other 
no-match records have been convert ed as they, were. The 
upgrading of these records will be performed at a future 
date. All our new records after June 1, 1984, the date on 
which the retrospective conversion project began, have 
been entered in conformity with the AACR2 rules. 

The Survey of Our Manual System 

The National Center for State Courts dispatched a team 
of consultants to survey our present manual system of 
operation on June 27, 1985. The purpose was to 
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familiarize themselves with our existing manual operation 
and procedure. Mr. Samual D. Cont i, Direct or of 
Northeastern Region of the National Center for state 
Courts is the manager for this proj ect. The survey team 
was headed by an automation expert, Mr. Keith Bumsted who 
is Director for Administration and Technical Services for 
the National Center for State Courts. Other team members 
include Ms. Patti Fields, Librarian-consultant, and Ms. 
Cheryl Letchworth, Systems Analyst. 

The consultants met wi th all department heads of the 
library and those staff members whose duties have been 
targeted for automation. They interviewed each person in 
great detail with regard to the staff member's duties and 
procedures. The consultants took extensive notes, 
gathered statistical information and forms, and fully 
documented every phase of the library operation. 

The preparation for a survey of this magnitude and 
comprehensiveness is a true test on how well the library 
as a whole has been performing its services. The library 
must be ready to produce documents on matters such as 
budget, job descriptions, organizational charts, 
acquisitions records, circulation and patron statistics, 
cataloging procedures, and library rules, etc. All staff 
members must be ready to answer any questions and to 
explain procedures. The degree of preparation required is 
directly proportional to how thoroughly the library's 
operation has been carried our on a regular basis. The 
more accurately the daily routine has been performed, the 
less last minute rush the library has to go through in 
order to be ready before the consultants arrive. 

The consultants spent two days in Columbus. The 
professionalism and dedication exhibited by the entire 
team was truly an inspi ra t ion to all of us. The results 
of the survey were released in a document entitled Supreme 
Court of Ohio Law Library Operations Review. l 
Subsequent ly, Ms. Pat t i Fields also di scussed some of the 
issues in an insightful article 2 which was published in 
the National Center for State Courts Report. Both the 
Review and the art icle reflect their thorough 
understanding of our present manual operation and what we 
hope to achieve in our automated system. 

The Requirements Analysis 

Based on the information contained in the Operations 
Review, the consultants embarked on the second phase of 
our automation project, the Requirements Analysis, in 
October, 1985. 
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We are now at a critical stage of the development of 
this project. Many important decisions must be made. 
These decisions will determine the success or failure of 
our integrated system. The consultants have already begun 
to ask complex and technical questions. They have also 
requested for supplemental information. In order to 
handle the extra work load necessitated by the automation 
project, a three-member Law Library Automation committee 
was formed. The members include, Ms. Niann Lao, Assistant 
Librarian and Cataloger, and Ms. Melanie Putnam, Reference 
and A-V Librarian, and the author. 

The preliminary study of the Requirements Analysis of 
our automation project was completed in January 1986. The 
study was sent to us by Ms. Patti Fields on January 27, 
1986 for review. In the following two weeks the Law 
Library Automation Committee held four scheduled meetings 
and several informal discussion sessions. In our reply, 
we made comments in some areas and suggested additions and 
deletions to the study in others. Generally speaking, we 
are qui te pleased wi th the preliminary study and looking 
forward to the release of the final Requirements Analysis. 

Screen Display Format 

On the issue of the OPAC screen display format, we 
studied the samples supplied by our consultants. We also 
did some research on our own and visited several local 
public and university libraries to view their screen 
display formats. It seems that most OPAC systems are 
using either the traditional main entry catalog card 
format or the tabular format which resembles a table of 
contents. We selected the latter because we believe that 
the tabular format is neater and easier to read by the 
patrons. 

Holdings and Copy Specific Records 

In order to have a truly fUnctional integrated system, 
the bibliographic database must be linked to a holdings 
record and a copy specific record. Our existing holdings 
record is not in strict compliance with the American 
National Standard. A library proj ect is now underway to 
recompile the holdings record. The next phase of this 
project is to compile the copy specific record. 
Ultimately, bar code labels will be used to uniquely 
identify all items in the law library. 

Conclusion 

The significance of the Supreme Court of Ohio Law 
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Library automation project lies in the fact that, when 
completed, it will be the first integrated system that is 
specifically designed for a law library. Several large 
university law school libraries have already installed 
integrated systems. However, these systems were designed 
for large university and public library systems, and none 
of the existing systems can meet all of our needs. Once 
the newly designed system is tested and operational, it 
could be helpful to many court, county, firm, and 
independent law school libraries. 

NOTES 

1. P. Fields & C. Letchworth, Supreme Court of Ohio Law 
Library Operations Review (Sept. 9, 1985) (available 
through publications Office, National Center for State 
Courts). 

2. Automating Ohio I s Supreme Court Law Library, 12 NAT I L 
CENTER FOR ST. CTS. REP. NO. 10 (Oct. 1985). 

AALL NOMINATIONS COMMITTEE SEEKS CANDIDATES FOR 1987/88 ELECTION 

The new AALL Nominations Committee, Kathy Carrick, chair, 
Wes Daniels, Jack Ellenberger, Jim Hambleton, Liza MacMorris, 
Jenni Parrish and Jill Sidford, encourage all members to 
suggest candidates for the 1987/88 slate. This will be the 
first election under the new bylaws requiring two candidates 
for each position. Please submit the form below. 

C&~DIDATES FOR THE 1987/88 ELECTION 
Name of Nominee: ______________________________________________ ___ 
Institution/Firm of Nominee: __________________________________ __ 
Office Suggested: ______________________________________________ __ 
Have you advised the person that you are submitting his/her name: 

yes no __ _ 
Association Activities and Service of Individual: 

Professional Experience and Accomplishments of Individual: 

If you have additional suggestions, please provide the same 
information on another copy of this form or on another sheet. 

SEND YOUR SUGGESTIONS TO: 

Kathy Carrick 
Case Western Reserve University law Library 
11075 East Blvd., Cleveland, Ohio 44106 
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COST EFFECTIVE ACQUISITIONS BY KENDALL SVENGALIS (C.OM. nJtom p. 11) 

the Publications Clearing House Bulletin as the natural outlet 
for them. 

At the invitation of Ruth Matz, LLNE President, several of 
the publishers discussed in my article were gi ven the 
opportunity to respond. Anthony Scudellari, President of the 
Callaghan Company, accepted the invitation and replied in the 
March, 1986 issue of the LLNE News. More importantly, 
Callaghan invited me to Wilmette, Illinois to discuss my 
comments in depth and to provide me with an opportunity to tour 
their publishing operations. The trip took place on March 
13-14. After flying from Providence to Chicago's O'Hare 
Airport, I was met at my hotel by Callaghan's Vice-President of 
Publishing Bill Danne and Editor-in-Chief Roger Klause. Over 
dinner, we had an excellent opportunity to discuss Callaghan's 
philosophy of legal publishing in general and my criticisms in 
particular. The following day was devoted to a series of 
meetings and discussions with various members of Callaghan's 
management team, including Anthony Scudellari, Bill Danne, and 
Roger Klause, as well as the Director of Acquisitions and 
Development Charles Huxsaw, Vice-President of Marketing and 
Director of Sales Dick Vorndran, and Group Product Manager 
Grant Meier. 

Our discussions were particulary valuable because they 
afforded us the opportunity to identify those "problem" areas 
which are the result of misunderstanding of the publisher's 
intent and those which reflect natural differences of opinion 
between a producer and ultimate consumer of law books. Since 
we touched on many areas, I thought it would be best if I 
summarized my observations. . 

1) In general, Callaghan's supplementation decisions are 
based on the wishes of law book users and the nature of the 
subject matter. With some exceptions, Callaghan basically 
adheres to a policy of annual supplementation. 
2) Callaghan's steady stream of revised volumes over the 
last several years is a direct result of marketing research 
which indicated that many of their older case-bound sets 
were perceived to be "old", "archaic", or "not 
up-to-date". An accelerated revision program was the 
company's way of responding this public perception. 
3) New titles are being published in loose-leaf format to 
facilitate revision without the necessity of issuing 
totally new bound volumes. The company claims that this 
policy, which includes the issuance of revised chapters, 
should lower the cost to customers over the long run. 
Callaghan regrets the public perception which was created 
by this policy that they were attempting to increase annual 
supplementation and, thus, profits. I suggested that these 
chapter revisions be incorporated into annual supplements, 
thereby reducing annual supplementation costs, as well as a 
library's administrative and clerical costs in handling the 
additional material. In addition to a promise to 
accommdate my suggestion, Callaghan agreed that better 
communication on their part will help eliminate such 
misconceptions in the future. 
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4) There is no question that the annual supplementation 
cost for a number of Callaghan's case-bound sets is high, 
particulary when compared with the initial purchase price. 
This perception is heightened because the large discounts 
offered to new purchasers give the impression that the per 
volume cost is much lower than it really is. Callaghan 
actually takes a loss on these new sales in hopes of 
building its subscriber base. We addressed the problem 
confronting a library on a fixed budget which is unable to 
anticipate receiving a large number of revised volumes in a 
given year. The Callaghan people indicated that they were 
on the downside of their accelerated revision program and 
hoped that this would not create as much of a problem in 
the future. I indicated that it would be helpful if they 
informed their subscribers of the likely number of revised 
volumes in future years and attempted to spread the 
revisions out over a longer time period. Knowing what 
motivated the revision of sets such as Fletcher Cyclopedia 
of Corporations is small consolation to the library on a 
fixed budget which has paid out $539.50 in 1984 and $593.50 
in 1985 to keep it up-to-date (figures courtesy of 
Callaghan's 1986 Catalog). This problem is compounded for 
libraries with most or all of Callaghan's case-bound sets 
in their collections. Many of us will be watching to see 
if Callaghan's prediction of lower future supplementation 
costs is an accurate one. 
5) It should be pointed out that the percentage increases 
in Callaghan publications have been falling, in most cases 
to under 10%. A number of their publications experienced a 
decline in the percentage increase between 1984 and 1985 
and they anticipate future decreases in 1986. 
6) On the publishing side, Callaghan is proud of the 
quality of its supplements which include appropriate 
changes in text as well as current case notes. Moreover, 
as Roger Klause was eager to point out, changes in text or 
footnotes are keyed to specific locations rather than to 
the broader section numbers. My subsequent examination of 
various supplements revealed that many publishers merely 
string together a series of case notes, although the use of 
a larger type face may give the impression that these are 
changes in the text. The level of analysis is what 
separates the good supplements from the mediocre or poor 
ones. 
7) Callaghan does not publish an author's manuscript 
without engaging in extensive editorial revisions for both 
content and style. 
8) Callaghan pays its authors well and does not buy big 
names with actual writing done by in-house authors. 
9) The high cost of certain Callaghan publications is a 
result of the small 'number of existing subscribers. There 
are, for example, only about 600 subscribers to Negligence 
and Compensation Cases which helps explain why the cost of 
the last bound volume was $100.70. This is one of several 

36 

I 
I 
! 

i 
I 
I 



Callaghan titles which are maintained despite their lack of 
profitability, primarily out of a sense of obligation to 
long-term subscribers. 
10) According to Bill Danne, Callaghan is committed to 
instituting a policy of discounting all supplementary 
materials shipped to "public access" law libraries. This 
will include all academic law libraries, as well as the 
state, court and county libraries. The only hitch in the 
implementation of this policy are Callaghan's present 
billing codes which allow only one price to be input into 
the system. He promises that sometime in 1987 they will be 
ready to implement this discounting structure. 
Our meeting provided an excellent opportunity to voice our 

respective concerns regarding legal publishing is an open and 
forthright manner. From a librarian's perspective, it also 
resulted in several positive developments including the promise 
of future discounts, reductions in supplementation costs and 
further improvements in billing procedures. I trust that our 
continued dialogue through Callaghan's Advisory Board will 
address the future concerns of the law library community. 

The Matthew Bender Company was also invited to respond to 
my article in the LLNE News, but chose to forego the 
opportunity. This confirmed my suspicions that Bender would 
prefer to ignore criticisms from law librarians because 
supplementation profits are so important to them and any 
changes in policy might jeopardize those profits. Moreover, a 
continued dialogue could leak out to the lawyers who constitute 
the bulk of their subscribers and create problems on that 
cri tical front as well. This would also explain why Bender 
management discourages their sales representatives from 
participating in law librarian programs in which their company 
practices might become an issue or in which the write-far-order 
method may be discussed. My sources tell me, however, that my 
article sent a shock wave through the Bender organization which 
has moved to counter the effects of write-far-order by 
tightening restrictions on its sales staff and modifiying a 
number of its marketing policies. I also understand that 
Bender is attempting to more closely monitor its subscribers as 
a means of determining which libraries are cancelling and then 
re-ordering their publications. . 

In an attempt to discourge write-far-order, Bender has made 
the following marketing decisions: 
1) The six months free service has been reduced to three 
months (incidentally, Callaghan has gone the other 
direction and increased its free service to six months). 
2) The trade-in price formerly offered to previous owners 
of a particular title has been eliminated. This reduced 
the total amount of the discount which can be offered on 
new sales 
3)Bender is attempting to place certain restrictions on 
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customers which would prevent existing owners of a set from 
purchasing a new set within a given time frame. They have 
also considered forcing customers to buy the more highly 
priced missing releases rather than a new set. The 
legality of such a move would certainly be questionable and 
could provide the basis for a complaint to the FTC if it 
proved to be true. 
In this new environment, the law librarian must become ever 

more conscious of special promotions to maximize savings. As 
of this date (April 25), Bender was offering a 30% discount on 
the purchase of four or more of its 1-2 volumes publications 
and a 40% discount on the purchase of three or more of its 
publications of three or more volumes. An additional 10% 
library discount also applies to academic and governmental 
libraries. Under the old system, a library could purchase sets 
at a cost approximately 41.5% of list. Under the new system, 
the price would be approximately 54% of list. 

Free volumes are still available on the basis of the 
following gross sales: $500-799 (1 vol.); $800-1199 (2 vols.); 
$1200-1199 (3 vols.); and over $2000 (two 3 vol. sets). Larger 
purchases should, of course, be grouped in $2000 batches to 
quali fy for the maximum number of free volumes. As before, 
there is no free supplementation of titles received free of 
charge. 

The developments at Matthew Bender appear. to be part of 
one of the greatest periods of turmoil in the company's 
history. One of my sources at the Albany headquarters tells me 
that some sales representatives have left the company, others 
have been fired for actively encouraging write-for-order, and 
still others are suing the company for commissions allegedly 
denied them. I am also told that considerable tension exists 
between financial and marketing personnel. The marketing 
division has been accused of allowing its sales representatives 
to "churn" accounts, i.e. encouraging customers to adopt 
write-for-order. Certain elements within the company are 
attempting to argue that this practice is resulting in lost 
profits from subscription sales. What they fail to realize is 
that many Bender customers will never· pay their high 
supplementation costs, and write-for-order provides these 
customers with an alternative. These customers would purchase 
from Bender's competitors if they were prevented from buying on 
a write-far-order basis. Incidentally, sales representatives 
have been warned not to interfere with customer subscriptions 
(from which Bender earns 80% of its profits) and have been told 
that two infractions will bring dismissal. 

My sources also tell me that there is a good possibility 
that Times-Mirror (Bender's parent company) may be planning to 
sell Bender in the near future. This may account for recent 
attempts to increase net profits at the expense of both 
customers and sales representatives. These actions have 
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included recently instituted charges for shipping and handling, 
elimination of the 6% discount for payment within 30 days, 
reductions in sales commissions, increases in supplementation 
costs and the elimination of trade-in pricing. Since 
businesses are generally sold for approximately 10 times net 
earnings, any increase in current net earnings will be 
multiplied by 10 at the time of sale. Move over J.R. Ewing! 

The response of these two companies has been most 
interesting. One is open to discussion and suggestion, the 
other engages in behind the scenes machinations to choke-off 
the effects of customer criticism. It becomes increasingly 
obvious that Bender's marketing "games" would be so unnecessary 
if they would only reduce the frequency of their supplements 
and costs to a more acceptable level and deal openly and 
honestly with customer's complaints and desires. Instead, they 
feel compelled to continue on a path which will only perpetuate 
their badly tarnished reputation among consumers of law books. 

In conclusion, I would like to suggest that an attempt be 
made by AALL to monitor law book price increases by publisher. 
This will not only provide us with useful data at budget time, 
but will put all publishers on notice that we know exactly how 
they compare with others in the industry. Finally, I encourage 
law librarians at all levels to continue to be cost-conscious 
consumers of law books and to actively voice their concerns and 
criticisms regarding unacceptable publishing practices. 

As Reynold Kosek recently pointed out in the Publication 
Clearing House Bulletin (February, 1986), "the law book 
industry is not presently a high priority item at the FTC~ and 
"like it or not, we are in the midst of a period of our history 
when the aim of the federal government is away from 
governmental regulation and towards caveat emptor." The free 
market to which we must turn can only operate effectively if we 
are intelligent and critical consumers. It is clear that our 
neighborhood supermarket operates more effectively as a free 
and competitive market than the law book industry. We are, to 
a great degree, victims of our own affluence or the relative 
affluence of our supporting institutions. As law librarians, 
we are in the best position to foster the operation of a truly 
responsive and competitive law book publishing industry. 

Our unity as a consumer group is crippled if we respond to 
an offer to purchase highly priced legal publications largely 
on the basis of our ability to afford the item. The 
high-powered firm library which purchases such a publication 
because "cost is no object" makes the situation more difficult 
for the small county law library which had it budget slashed by 
10%. We must respond as a unified consumer group to this 
challenge. 
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RESERVATION FORM FOR SCCLL\ANNUAL MEETING 
Continental Breakfast\a:30 a.m. 

\ 
Sunday, July 6, 1986 

Cost of the Continental Breakfast and meeting is $10.00. 
Reservations are due by June 10. Please send check payable to 
"American Association of Law Libraries" with this form or 
a photocopy thereof to: 

Elizabeth Schneider 
Maricopa County Law Library 
101 W. Jefferson St.·, 2nd Floor 
Phoenix, Arizona 95003 
Phone: 602-262-3461 

(16 yo~ n~~iett~ ~hould happen ~o be delayed ~ ~email and you ~eeeive 
il. a6t~ June 2, pieMe eaU ~ yo~ ~u~va..tion ~o make ~~e ~~ il. 
~eaehu EUzab~ Sehneid~ on .time.) 

N~E: ________________________________________________ _ 

LIBRARY: 

AVVRESS: 

- : TELEPHONE: 

SCCLL NEWSLETTER 
c/o Law Library of Louisiana 
Supreme Court Building 
301 Loyola A venue 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70112 

Mr. Richard T. Iamele 
Los Angeles County Law Library 
301 W. First St. 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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