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MINUTES 

OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

OF THE PARK RIDGE PUBLIC LIBRARY HELD  

IN THE FIRST FLOOR MEETING ROOM OF THE LIBRARY 

AT 7:00 P.M. ON TUESDAY, JANUARY 17, 2017  

 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
Mr. Trizna called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m. 
 

ROLL CALL 

TRUSTEES PRESENT: Robert Trizna, President; Berardino Parisi, Vice-President; Charlene Foss-
Eggemann, Secretary; Michael Reardon, Treasurer; Karen Burkum, 
Stevan Dobrilovic, Joseph Egan (8:03 p.m.), Patrick Lamb, Judith Rayborn 

 

TRUSTEES ABSENT: None 
 

OTHERS PRESENT: Janet Van De Carr, Library Director; Jodi Bemis Whitney, Angela Berger, 
Anastasia Daskalos, Gretchen Kottkamp, Peggy Maiken, Parry Rigney, 
Laura Scott, Library Staff; Joshua Kiem, Park Ridge resident; Drake 

Dietrick, Videographer with Drake Dietrick Video 
 
 

CONSENT AGENDA 
Mr. Trizna solicited questions on the Consent Agenda. There were none.  
 

Mr. Reardon MOVED to approve the Consent Agenda. 
 

Mr. Lamb SECONDED the motion 
 

Roll call vote 
 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
 

Mr. Dobrilovic stated he has a change to the minutes of the December 20, 2016 minutes. He 
referred to page 3, first sentence under the Special Committee to Select an Attorney where it states, 

“Mr. Dobrilovic stated he will be happy to review the Attorney Selection Committee meeting.” He 
asked that the word “review” be replaced with “report on”. Mrs. Van De Carr stated the minutes will 
be changed to reflect this. 
 

 

COMMENTS FROM THE GENERAL PUBLIC 
Mr. Trizna solicited questions from the general public on non-agenda items. There were no 
comments. 
 

 

SECRETARY'S REPORT 
Mrs. Foss-Eggemann stated she has no bulletins or letters to report. Mrs. Foss-Eggemann stated 
she has isolated the recording of the December 13, 2016 closed meeting minutes and placed them 
on a thumb drive and will be ready to seal them once the minutes are approved by the Board. Mrs. 
Van De Carr stated that the Board can approve these closed minutes at their January 23, 2017 
Personnel Committee meeting during the closed session planned for that evening. 
 
Mr. Trizna informed Mrs. Foss-Eggemann that at that same meeting he would like to discuss 
comments attributed to him in the minutes for the closed session that may have actually been those 
of Mr. Reardon.  
 
Mrs. Foss-Eggemann stated that she had brought hard copies of the closed session minutes of the 
December 13 meeting to the December and January Board meetings to distribute to the trustees. All 
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trustees indicated that they have received a copy of the minutes. 

TREASURER’S REPORT 
Mr. Reardon stated all items under the Treasurer’s report are covered under the Consent Agenda 
and solicited questions; there were none. 
 
The Year-to-Date Budget Report in the packet indicates that as of December 31, 2016 with 67% of 
FY17 completed, the Library has expended 52% of the operating budget and 56% of the total 
budget. 
 
Acknowledged in the packet were numerous generous gifts to the Library Restricted Fund by: Mr. 
Antosh, Mr. & Mrs. Babich, Mr. & Mrs. Hoffer, Mr. & Mrs. Itter, Ms. Nagel, and Mr. Salita; and the 
purchase of two bricks for the Reading Garden by Ms. Manos and Ms. Scott.  
 
 

LIBRARY DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
Mrs. Van De Carr stated that the statistical reports begin on page 31 of the packet, and solicited 
questions on her report. Mr. Reardon inquired about the statistics on page 41, and asked if Mrs. Van 
De Carr knows why there has been a significant drop in virtual visits (i.e., visits to the Library’s 
website from outside of the Library) in every month except May, 2016. Mrs. Van De Carr replied that 
the new website was launched on July 1, 2016 and although she has investigated, no explanation 
seems to be evident. Mr. Trizna asked about the decrease in Computer Use in the building and Wi-
Fi use. Discussion ensued and Mr. Parisi suggested that, since the source of the data is Google 
Analytics, they may need to be contacted to determine if they have changed the reporting 
mechanisms, or algorithms by which the data is reported. Mr. Parisi surmised that, as an example 
perhaps in the past Google used to count the total number of times a single IP address logged in 
over the course of twelve hours, and now they are only counting it as one time per twelve hours. 
 
Mr. Trizna asked for comparables for the Media Lab and Business Use Fees to last year because 
the chart on page 41 only shows the current year. Mrs. Rayborn and Mrs. Van De Carr stated that 
these two fees only started in March, 2016; Mrs. Van De Carr added that comparables for Business 
Use Fees won’t be available until March, 2017 and those for the Media Lab might be a little earlier. 
Mrs. Van De Carr asked Ms. Scott to report on her observations on use of the Media Lab. Ms. Scott 
stated that use has been steadily increasing, and there is at least one person using the Lab every 
day, although she doesn’t have numbers with her this evening. 
 
Mr. Trizna asked Mrs. Van De Carr if she knows the reason for the marked increase in Visits to 
Groups Outside of the Library (page 43) for December, 2016 compared to December, 2015. Mr. 
Lamb asked if it could be additional senior citizen’s homes, Mrs. Van De Carr replied it could be 
additional school or preschool visits, larger class sizes in attendance, she is not sure but she will get 
the data for them. 

 
Mrs. Van De Carr solicited questions on her written report but there were none. Mrs. Van De Carr 
reminded the Board that the Library’s annual Preschool Fair will be this coming Saturday, January 
21 and invited them to stop in to see this popular program. She explained this annual event is a 
great opportunity for the Library to partner with the Park Ridge Community Women to provide this 
event to the community. The Preschool Fair affords parents the opportunity to talk to representatives 
of over 40 area preschools, daycare facilities and enrichment programs to choose the best setting 
for their child. The Preschool Fair has been expanded over the years to include other educational 
and enrichment activities such as museums, dance studios, and other programs.  
 

Mrs. Van De Carr reported that staff have assembled a team to discuss the circulation of “non-
traditional materials” and the team hopes to have policies for the Board to review in February or 
March. 
 
Mrs. Van De Carr reported that Wednesday and Thursday this week staff will have “person in 
charge” training. She explained there is always designated staff in charge in the building and gave 
an overview of the designation and responsibilities. There was discussion regarding possibly having 
staff photos and information posted in the building, similar to grocery stores, to advise patrons of 
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who is in charge or on duty that day. Mrs. Van De Carr stated she will look into it and inform the 
Board of what is involved. Mr. Parisi asked what problem the Board is trying to solve with this 
approach. Mr. Trizna responded “a more user-friendly, more welcoming, more ownership-driven 
library; he believes it would create a familiarity, a transparency”. Mr. Lamb stated he believes there 
is value in knowing the employees of the Library. Mr. Parisi asked if in all the surveys that the 
Library has done, have there been comments that the respondents don’t know who to go to, they 
don’t know who’s accountable, they don’t feel like it’s a friendly environment; in other words is a 
pattern seen that indicates this is problematic. Mrs. Foss-Eggemann replied “no” there haven’t been 
comments saying these things. Mr. Trizna suggested that maybe instead of comments that “Library 
staff is great” the comments will specifically state the name. It was stated that all staff wear 
nametags. Mr. Dobrilovic stated that having photos with staff names might promote familiarity. 
 
Josh Kiem, Park Ridge resident – stated that in the Library’s survey making the Library more 

personal or less personal is a “satisfier”, therefore he thinks that he considers putting a 
sign with a staff member’s information on it (Children's Services Manager, Facilities 
Manager, etc.) would be a satisfier; maybe rather than having 35 signs instead have a 
slide on the TV screen.  

 
 Secondly, in regard to the Preschool Fair, Mr. Kiem suggested that a sign be posted for 

those who might only be coming in for the Fair, asking “Parent’s, do you need a library 
card?” to get their attention. 

 
Mr. Trizna stated that it appears on pages 39-40 for program attendance that attendance at Young 
Adult programs is very low and suggested maybe the Library isn’t connecting with teens. Mrs. Van 
De Carr noted that the teen programs with better attendance are those offering service hours. Ms. 
Scott stated that there is a lot going on during December, and sometimes a number of teens will 
register for programs and then won’t attend. She added that Ms. Griebler, the Young Adult Librarian, 
is open to changing programs and coming up with new programs (like KnittFlix – knitting while 
watching Netflix – which is very popular). Mrs. Van De Carr noted that program is reflective of the 
maker movement that is currently popular. 

 
Mrs. Van De Carr distributed the Park Ridge Civic Orchestra 2017 concert booklet, noting the ad in 
the booklet from the Park Ridge Library highlighting the winter reading clubs. She distributed a copy 
of the current edition of the Library’s newsletter, reminding the Board that in every issue the Library 
highlights a staff member. Mr. Reardon stated he always finds these very interesting and suggested 
they be posted in the Library as well. Mrs. Van De Carr stated she is reminded of an initiative the 
Library participated in a few years ago in conjunction with the American Library Association, and 
created staff “READ” posters similar to the celebrity “Read” posters, rather than just lining up 
people’s photos. This might be another way of introducing Library staff to the public. 
 
Mrs. Van De Carr introduced the Library’s newest staff member, Peggy Maiken, who has joined the 
Library as the Technical Services Manager, to the Board. Mrs. Van De Carr noted that Ms. Maiken is 
already learning the procedures and has scheduled a meeting to discuss outsourcing some of the 
Technical Services department’s more routine tasks.  
 
Mr. Lamb asked Ms. Maiken to explain a little bit about what Technical Services does. Ms. Maiken 
explained that the department places orders for materials for collections from all the Library 
departments, then receives all the materials, makes sure they are catalogued, physically process 
them, which includes adding barcodes and labels. Ms. Maiken added that one of the things she is 
currently doing is determining ways to assure the process is working as efficiently as possible so 
that staff can be available to create more programs and spend more time interacting with patrons. In 
response to Mr. Trizna’s inquiry, Ms. Maiken stated that RFID (Radio Frequency Identification 
System) is something Mrs. Van De Carr has asked her to look into, but it is a different component of 
what her department does – it’s more an inventory and circulation module with a security 
component; RFID doesn’t replace anything her department currently does, it just enhances it. For 
example, barcodes are still needed and it has a security component. Mrs. Van De Carr added that 
Ms. Maiken has experience in a previous position with conversion to an RFID system. 
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Josh Kiem, Park Ridge resident – asked when the Library will start the process of deciding what 
kind of RFID system to purchase. Mrs. Van De Carr replied that she is drafting an RFQ (request for 
quote) and as soon as that is complete she will contact vendors. She added that before an RFID 
system is implemented, it is important to weed the collections because there is a cost to the RFID 
tags, and if items are removed from the collection after they have been tagged for RFID it would be 
a wasted expense. Therefore, it is important that staff review the collections thoroughly to avoid this 
kind of scenario, which staff are currently in the process of doing. Mrs. Van De Carr added that she 
and staff have been visiting libraries with RFID and self-check systems and reviewing features. Mr. 
Trizna asked when the RFQ will be ready, to which Mrs. Van De Carr stated the Board will most 
likely have information to review at the March meetings.  

 
 
COMMITTEE REPORTS 

Communications & Development: 
Mrs. Foss-Eggemann reported that the Committee discussed the summary of the patron surveys. 
Mrs. Foss-Eggemann stated that most of the data is what was expected, although the Committee 
was surprised that the number of website responses was very low this time; most of the survey 
responses came from the in-house, written surveys that people received when entering the Library. 
 
Mrs. Foss-Eggemann stated that the Committee once again discussed how to bring into the Library 
those Park Ridge citizens who don’t have a library card. The Committee came up with several ideas, 
and the next step will be to take these ideas to the marketing team; the marketing team had a 
proposal to do a targeting mailing. Mrs. Foss-Eggemann is looking forward to hearing if any of the 
ideas brought up in Committee are used to augment the mailing – the cost of which was another 
topic of discussion. 
 
Mrs. Foss-Eggemann stated that the Committee also discussed an action plan and discussed that 
staff need to get back to those respondents who made suggestions and who gave their contact 
information.  
 
Mrs. Foss-Eggemann noted that per the Library’s Strategic Plan another survey is due to be 
conducted in May. She noted that Mr. Dobrilovic suggested adding a question about satisfaction 
with the collections.  

 
Mr. Reardon asked that his remarks that appear in the last paragraph on page 54 be changed. He 
stated that he meant to say that the Library should identify fifty households in Park Ridge that don’t 
have a Library card and ask them why they don’t have one; ask them to help us understand what 
the Library can do to meet their needs and others like them. Mrs. Van De Carr stated the minutes 
will be changed. 

 
Mr. Trizna stated that on future surveys he strongly suggests that respondents be encouraged to 
provide their name and contact information on their surveys because he believes anonymous 
comments are worthless and there’s no way to know if one person is providing more than one 
comment form; he feels if someone really wants to praise some feature or person or to suggest a 
feature, it has more merit if a name is provided so that staff can follow up with them. Mrs. Foss-
Eggemann agreed, adding that many people shared their names.  
 
Mrs. Rayborn stated that she feels we are conducting surveys quite frequently and she wondered 
aloud about how often other libraries conduct surveys because it seems like the number of 
responses are falling; should the Board reconsider the frequency that surveys are being done. Mrs. 
Foss-Eggemann agreed, adding that the Committee discussed “survey exhaustion”, that it may be 
why the number of online respondents has fallen while the in-person ones haven’t, possibly because 
patrons may find it hard to say “no” to a friendly face. Mrs. Foss-Eggemann added that the Board 
can alleviate that burden by adjusting the Strategic Plan, which when it was drafted specified that a 
survey be taken every six months with just one question asked, “How would you rate the level of 
service provided by the Library staff over the past six months?”, so either the Library can truly make 
the survey only one question and maybe not get that “survey exhaustion” effect, or change the 
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Strategic Plan and return the surveys back to an annual event. Mrs. Rayborn stated that it seems 
like the Board no sooner receives the survey feedback and then another survey is being conducted. 
The patrons may feel like ‘if I haven’t even heard about the survey results yet and you’re surveying 
me again’, I may not want to participate. Mrs. Foss-Eggemann reviewed the thought process of the 
Board when the six month benchmark was created. Mr. Parisi clarified that the current benchmark is 
a survey once every six months, to which Mrs. Foss-Eggemann agreed, adding that the goal is a 
95% positive result and it also appears on Mrs. Van De Carr’s annual goals/review. She suggested 
that the Board might want to review the Strategic Plan again soon in the first quarter and see if this 
or anything should be adjusted.  

 

Library Resources: 
Mr. Lamb reported that he wasn’t able to attend the January Committee meeting but explained that 
the Committee discussed the circulating materials fees in Policy ID2, Loans of Books and Other 
Materials. Mr. Dobrilovic suggested Mr. Lamb review the red-lined version of the policy to see where 
the changes are. He added that the changes mainly focus on renewal policies for materials. Mrs. 
Van De Carr stated that the last time this policy, and the fee structure, was revised was in July, 
2016. With these proposed changes staff are asking to lengthen the renewal times to allow patrons 
to have the materials for a longer period of time because that is the most frequent patron request.  
 
Mrs. Burkum stated she appreciates this update, and reported that since receiving this packet she 
received a notice from the Des Plaines Library that they had automatically renewed the books she 
had borrowed and it was nice to not have that pressure that she had to return the books; it was a 
very patron-friendly outreach, that she will suggest as something this Library might want to consider.  
 
Mrs. Van De Carr stated that Des Plaines and Niles libraries are doing automatic renewal, and the 
Park Ridge Library staff have also discussed doing the same but considering how much this Board 
focuses on statistics, staff felt it might be perceived that the staff was trying to inflate circulation 
statistics because checkouts would increase. Staff have wondered if it was something the Board 
would consider, so extending the renewal times, as proposed, seemed like a good compromise. In 
response to a question, Mrs. Van De Carr explained that if someone wants to renew a book that 
someone else has on hold, that book would not renew and would be held for the next person on the 
“hold” list. Mr. Parisi asked if Mrs. Van De Carr knew when Des Plaines and Niles had instituted this 
“auto renewal”, to which Mrs. Van De Carr replied that it was about six months ago. Mr. Parisi asked 
if the Library has the technology in place today that would allow the Library to do this if the Board 
decided to do so. Mrs. Van De Carr replied yes. He asked if this would require any additional 
investments or any change to Library staff, to which Mrs. Van De Carr replied ‘no’, it would just entail 
a change to the ILS (SIRSI) borrowing rules. Mrs. Van De Carr added that this would significantly 
reduce the Library’s late fees revenue. Mrs. Rayborn added that she was going to say the same 
thing, therefore it depends on what the Board’s goal is. If the Board wants to maintain late fees then 
we don’t want to do this; but if the Board is trying to be user-friendly and community-friendly then 
you do want to institute auto renewal for patrons, even if (for example) it is only offered for the first 
renewal and not the second or third. Mr. Trizna asked what about people waiting for the materials. 
Mrs. Rayborn reiterated that if someone is waiting for the materials it won’t auto-renew, but the 
patron won’t have to go online or come in to renew.  
 
Ms. Daskalos, Circulation manager, stated she’d like to suggest that the Board think about the 
Library offering this because many libraries are going fine-free and are implementing automatic 
renewals and if this Library wants to stay current with what is going on in the library world then it is 
something to consider because our patrons are going to Des Plaines and Niles libraries and are 
getting a different experience and they take note of that. Mr. Trizna asked if the Des Plaines and 
Niles libraries are now going to be benchmarks for what the Park Ridge Library should aspire. Ms. 
Daskalos replied no, but our patrons visit those libraries and get a more flexible experience and then 
they expect that from their home library too. Mr. Trizna stated that this is a free market and they 
have the choice to go there and we don’t have to capture them. Mr. Dobrilovic stated however we 
don’t want to drive people away. Mr. Trizna agreed. Mrs. Rayborn stated that is why she asked what 
this Board wants to do: to drive fines or to drive customer experience. Mr. Trizna stated he doesn’t 
feel we want to drive fines but we want the materials in stock for people to use. He added that over a 
year ago when the Board discussed the Director getting a rating for generating more fines but 



 

6 

decided that’s not what the Board wants but rather that the materials be here for patrons to use. Mr. 
Parisi stated that it sounds like the Niles and Des Plaines libraries might have more data in six 
months, and this Board likes data, but at this point on the surface it sounds like something the Board 
should consider. Ms. Daskalos stated that in her discussions with Circulation managers at other 
libraries, they have said that their patrons appreciate having auto renewal. Mrs. Foss-Eggemann 
stated she’d like to know if since they’ve instituted the policy is it bringing people in and are their 
overall checkouts going up, or is it hurting circulation because the materials aren’t turning over as 
frequently. Ms. Daskalos responded that it is just saving the patron from coming in or calling to 
renew their items. Mrs. Foss-Eggemann thanked Mrs. Burkum for raising the issue, adding she 
would like to see the data from those libraries. 
 
Mrs. Rayborn stated she doesn’t know if, personally, this would bring her into the Library more or 
less, but it would certainly save her the steps of having to go online to renew her materials (because 
that is the method she uses as opposed to calling or coming back into the building). Mrs. Foss-
Eggemann stated personally it might bring her in more because she feels that when she borrows 
materials she needs more time – or instead of borrowing it for a short period of time she might go 
buy it just so she can have it as long as she wants, therefore she might use the Library even more if 
she had the option for her materials to be automatically renewed, and she also might take out more 
materials too. Mrs. Burkum stated that having older children, they are responsible for keeping track 
of their books and she feels having auto renewal would take the pressure off of a lot of our patrons. 
Mr. Parisi agreed, stating there is always that frantic looking for the books and driving back here to 
renew them. Mrs. Rayborn asked if a book comes from another Library and a Park Ridge patron 
borrowed it here, would that matter. Mrs. Van De Carr replied that the circulation rules follow the 
item and where the item is owned are the rules that apply. Mrs. Rayborn asked to clarify if someone 
picks up a Park Ridge Library book in Des Plaines, it wouldn’t automatically auto-renew, to which 
Mrs. Van De Carr replied she’s not certain but she believes that is the case. Mrs. Rayborn stated 
she would like the rules to be the same at all the libraries she borrows materials from. Mrs. Van De 
Carr stated she will research this. 
 
Mr. Trizna questioned the Committee minutes that it “is a common practice in libraries” that the Park 
Ridge Public Library has both a “Most Wanted” list collection and a collection of materials that can 
be put on hold for a patron to pick up, and reiterated that how do we know it’s a common practice. 
Mrs. Van De Carr replied that it is known to be a common practice because staff visits many 
libraries and have meetings with staff from other libraries. While specific research has not been 
conducted it is common, not anecdotal. Mr. Trizna asked how do we know that (as stated in the 
minutes) “patrons seem satisfied with two opportunities to access best sellers while they are in 
demand”. Mr. Trizna asked when was the last time patrons were surveyed about holds versus the 
‘most wanted’ lists. Mrs. Van De Carr responded that to her knowledge the Library has never 
surveyed on this specific question, but in the hundreds of comments the Library has received from 
patrons in the last two years there have been zero comments complaining about having both 
collections. Mr. Trizna says he doesn’t see a comment that patrons like this, but he believes it’s not 
even on their radar. Mrs. Van De Carr responded that she believes that patrons are just happy when 
they get the item they are looking for.  
 
Further discussion ensued about the particulars about patrons being able to obtain books when they 
walk in the building, or having to wait for a book on the “hold” list, and whether they know about 
them. Mr. Lamb stated he looks at both options as positive, and even an incentive to patrons to 
come into the building to look at the ‘most wanted’ shelves. Ms. Scott, Reader Services manager, 
explained that in the eight years she has worked here she sees it as a very popular collection. If 
someone comes in to get the latest James Patterson book, she does a couple of things. First she 
places a ‘hold’ on it for them, she explains that they can be added to the “Preferred Author List” so 
that they will automatically get a ‘hold’ on his new books when they come out, she explains that the 
Library buys ‘x’ number of books that are holdable, and tells them that if they are in the building they 
should always ask a staff member to check if a copy of the book is on the ‘most wanted’ shelf 
because they cannot have a hold put on them, but sometimes a copy might be here before their 
hold comes in and she tells them that ‘the ‘holds’ are in trends, the ‘most wanted’ might make your 
day’. Ms. Scott says a lot of people tell her ‘thank you, I’m so excited this just came out and I found a 
copy of it on the ‘most wanted’ shelf. The ‘most wanted’ shelves incentivize people to come into the 
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building which she believes is a bonus. She added that if a book is holdable, her department buys a 
certain number of copies and she is always watching the usage; staff don’t want to get more than 
four holds on one copy because then patrons might be waiting a while with a two week checkout. 
The ‘most wanted’ is a separate matter, the department never buys more than six copies, and not as 
many copies as for the holdable authors. Ms. Scott stated that she believes patrons understand the 
two collections because they are well-used; staff explain the collections to them; there is a sign 
above the collection there is a sign that says “first come, first served” and they are notated in the 
catalog so that patrons know; the ‘most wanted’ shelves are a small collection right at the front of 
the department and many people come in, go right to that collection and find a book and go on their 
way. Mr. Lamb stated he doesn’t feel that someone’s life is ruined by not being able to get the latest 
Patterson book within a two week period; but I do feel if you use the Library and you are astute and 
you come in and if you happen to find a copy on the shelf then you’re happy. Ms. Kottkamp said 
some patrons use the ‘hold’ as a backup in case they aren’t able to find the book on the shelf when 
they are in the building; these two collections serve many needs. Mrs. Van De Carr added that if 
someone borrows a book off the shelf that they had on hold, when they check it out the system 
removes them from the hold list and the next person moves up the list. Mr. Reardon wonders if 
there’s a better way to publicize what Ms. Scott explained, adding that he’s always thought doesn’t 
“first come, first served” apply to every item in the Library, to which everyone laughed in agreement. 
 
Josh Kiem – mentioned that the eBooks offered on the Park Ridge Public Library website via 

Overdrive have the following categories: “available”, “place a hold”, and “too hot to 
hold”, so maybe those are good categories. He added that both he and wife like “hold” 
services for materials at the Library. He suggested some signage to explain the two 
collections. 

 
Ms. Daskalos stated that at another Library the ‘most wanted’ collection is called “lucky day”. 
 
Mr. Trizna stated that in searching the Library’s website just now on his laptop he isn’t seeing an 
explanation of the “most wanted” and “hold” lists on the website. Mr. Lamb asked Mrs. Van De Carr 
to look at the Library’s website and make sure that something is added to the website. Mr. Reardon 
noted that this practice isn’t limited to libraries, he mentioned that Target stores announced in 
December that they set aside stock that are available to patrons in the store only, and that same 
stock isn’t available to website orders; so he believes that the Library having both the ‘most wanted’ 
and ‘holds’ is similar in that it can entice people to come into the building; he can see both sides and 
it’s not just this Board struggling with the question. 
 

On behalf of the Committee, Mr. Trizna made a  
 

MOTION:  to approve Policy ID2: Loans of Books and Other Materials as revised 
 

Roll call vote: 7 Yay: Burkum, Dobrilovic, Egan, Foss-Eggemann, Lamb, Rayborn, Reardon 
 1 Nay: Trizna  
 1 Abstain: Parisi (he was absent from the Committee meeting, and in light of  

  this spirited conversation, he abstains) 
 

MOTION PASSED  
 
 

FRIENDS OF THE LIBRARY 
No report. 
 
 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
None 
 
 

NEW BUSINESS 
Mrs. Rayborn stated that Mr. Lamb informed her that he will be unavailable for the January 19 
Personnel Committee meeting, and since the goal is to have everyone at the meeting a new date is 
needed. After some discussion, the Personnel Committee and Attorney Selection Committee 
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meeting were tentatively rescheduled for Monday, January 23, 2017 at 5:30 p.m. at the Library, and 
it was decided that all trustees will confirm their availability with Mrs. Van De Carr by tomorrow 
morning. 
 
 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mrs. Foss-Eggemann MOVED to adjourn the Board meeting.  
 

Mr. Reardon SECONDED the motion. 
 

Voice vote  
 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  
 

The meeting adjourned at 8:29 p.m. 
 

 
   
 Charlene Foss-Eggemann, Secretary 


