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The Ohio Library and Information Network (OhioLINK) is a consortium of eighty-eight Ohio
college and university libraries that was founded in 1987 to provide research information
for students, faculty, and researchers throughout Ohio. By 2006 OhioLINK technical services
librarians had extensive experience cooperating with each other, and had collaborated well
at the consortium level. But they did not have a history of cross-institutional collaborations.
Therefore, no infrastructure had been developed for cross-institutional project
management. No one knew how to best create or manage collaborative cross-institutional
workflows. Given OhioLINK’s cooperative climate, and a tougher economy, it was natural
for the consortium to investigate environmental factors and best practices for cross-
institutional collaborations. The original intent was to foster collaborations by creating the
tools needed, such as an OhioLINK technical services skills inventory and by defining best
practices for collaboration. Over time this work resulted in the creation of the CollaboraTeS
Toolbox.

This presentation provides the results of research undertaken as a background to the
creation of the OhioLINK CollaboraTeS Toolbox. What was discovered is presented in the
hope that other consortia or institutions will consider collaborating cross-institutionally,
once they too learn about the management of collaborative projects.

Project and workflow management, change management, outsourcing best practices, and
financial management can all be applied to cross institutional collaborations. Technical
services librarians know how to manage people and projects and they can apply these skills
to collaborations.
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CollaboraTeS Database of Expertise

e Library contact information

* Libraries that have / need expertise
¢ Subjects
* Technical skills
* OCLC products and services
 Foreign languages
e Specific formats and schemas
¢ PCC participation

OVGTSL 2013 Margaret Maurer, mbmaurer@kent.edu

In October 2008 the OhioLINK Database Management and Standards Committee (DMSC)
asked Julie Gedeon, Barbara Strauss and | to create an inventory of technical services
expertise within OhioLINK libraries. The inventory, and the best practices documentation
that was later created to accompany it, comprise the CollaboraTeS Toolbox. Most of the
content in the CollaboraTeS Toolbox is openly available.

This furthers the CollaboraTeS mission is to foster collaboration between technical services
departments. The vision was, and is, that institutions would be more likely to participate in
collaborative ventures if they were aware of the resources that other institutions had or
needed, and if they had information about collaborating.

The inventory was created and exists on the CollaboraTeS website. OhioLINK institutions
were surveyed to gauge institutional willingness to share, barter or contract expertise with
other libraries. Institutional needs were also inventoried. Expertise was revealed in foreign
languages, formats, cataloging schema, metadata standards, technologies, OCLC products
and services and participation in Program for Cooperative Cataloging (PCC) programs.

Using the inventory is a two step process. An institution that is seeking a partner, looks at
the related expertise page, identifies a potential partner and uses the contact information
to initiate the conversation.

Unfortunately for non-OhioLINK libraries, the inventory pages are password protected.
Inventories such as these are very helpful, and we should create more of them. In the

interest of fostering them, I'd be happy to give anyone advice on how we surveyed the
libraries and analyzed the data.



Margaret Maurer, mbmaurer@kent.edu OVGTSL 2013

Survey Results (in brief)

* Capacity existed to collaborate
e Libraries large and small were willing to collaborate

Libraries identified more expertise than needs
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The survey proved that OhioLINK libraries’ technical services units had the capacity to
engage in collaborative technical services projects.

The survey revealed other interesting findings about OhioLINK libraries, several of which
are relevant to this discussion.

Libraries large and small were willing to barter, share, or do work on contract for each
other, and smaller libraries, in particular, indicated a willingness to share across all the
survey categories.

More libraries indicated having more expertise than needing it, and OhioLINK libraries were
more likely to identify expertise than they were to identify needs.

This all seemed very promising in terms of fostering collaborative librarianship.
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Context and Research

¢ 2CUL - Columbia and Cornell University Libraries

* Next Generation Technical Services - University of
California Libraries

* Orbis Cascade Alliance
» Denison University and Kenyon College

MaRLI - New York Public Library, Columbia University
Libraries, New York University Libraries

» North American Collaborative Projects:
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With the inventory completed, the second phase began to create the supportive tools that
would enable un-skilled libraries to make deals with each other.

We're librarians, so the first thing we did was to explore what others were doing. We read a
lot of literature about project management and collaborative librarianship---which resulted
in a bibliography (available on the CollaboraTeS Toolbox page).

Next we searched for and interviewed participants in other collaborative technical services
projects, a short list of which is provided on this slide. The link on this slide connects to a
longer list of collaborative project information that we put together in 2011. | am certain
there are many more available now.
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The Context for Collaboration

* Management practices, work cultures and consortial
environments all impact collaboration

Workflow re-design disrupts current processes
» Existing processes have stakeholders

* “Sharing can be difficult and uncomfortable because it
involves a loss of control and a dilution of one’s
institutional identity”

“Sharing well is hard work”
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Next we looked at the context for collaborative projects. Collaborative projects do not take
place in a vacuum. They are impacted by their management practices, work cultures, and
their consortial environments. There are, however, some characteristics that are more
prevalent in successful collaborative projects.

Writing in 2007, Mitchell identified change management best practices as pivotal to cross-
institution collaborations. Mitchell lists the following factors that impact organizational
change to build cross-institutional collaborations:

1. how well the organization manages change and risk;

the importance of strong leadership leading the change;

broad buy-in by staff and constituents;

the contributions of outside assistance, perhaps through consultants or other
professional colleagues;

5. careful, comprehensive planning;

6. excellent communications;

7. group decision making;
8
9

HwnN

. original thinking; and
. time and timing—managing the group’s time, and initiating at the best time.

Organizational work-culture has also been identified as having an impact on successful
collaborations. Prather-Rodgers observed that workflow re-design disrupts current
processes, many of which may have protective constituents. Therefore Wicks’ and Wolven'’s
assertion makes sense that activities that are new to both parties are often easier to re-
engineer into more collaborative workflows. David, Davis, and Darnell also reported that
when established systems exist there is greater potential for pushback from the
stakeholders. This is one of the reasons Hayes and Sullivan recommended using an
independent consultant when re-designing workflow.

However, Rick Lugg reported that the more problematic part is human nature itself; the
mental and political hurdles, needed to deal with change. According to Lugg, “Sharing can
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be difficult and uncomfortable. It involves a loss of control—and to some degree a dilution of
one’s institutional identity.” Lugg also recommended exploring shared work in areas that do
not require collocation, where there is a volume of work, and where resources are licensed
rather than owned, because there is less resistance to sharing.

The complexities of the consortial environments also pose a challenge. For example, libraries
that want to share cataloging skills within their consortium must consider the implications of
any OCLC commitments. Winjum and Wu articulated that belonging to a consortium
compromises local interests and diverts staff time. Jin and Maurer wrote that, “the
overlapping layers of consortial agreements that connect libraries form almost a web that
can be constricting.” Again, according to Lugg, decision making becomes more complicated
and travel to more meetings is required. “Sharing well is hard work.”
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| looked at the researchers work, and at the characteristics of the successful projects that
we surveyed and asked myself — what features do successful collaborative projects have in

Successful Collaborations Feature:

Strong support — Pressing economic reasons to
collaborate - Geographically proximate (or have good
delivery systems) — Experienced at creating workflow

agreements and MOUSs - Exhibit similar work cultures -
Experienced at cooperating with each other — Often hire
a consultant - Good project planning and management
practices - Find grant money - Manage communications
well - Manage staff buy-in well - Have a shared backend
on their automation system - They plan a manageable
project — Territoriality is neutralized —
They trust each other.
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common? The complete list that | came up with is replicated on the CollaboraTeS page and

on the back of your one-page handout so you don’t have to read it here thankfully. I'd like

to just highlight some of the commonalities that | consider important.

First of all administrative and staff support and buy-in are both vital. This can only be
accomplished through good communication and management.

Experience at cooperating, or at least already having a working relationship are important.

Similar work cultures and collections also help.

But the one | found most consistently helped foster collaborations was having a shared
backend on the automation system.

BTW, we also discovered that the conditions identified as fostering collaboration did not all

appear to be present in each successful project, but some mix of them did, and successful

projects exhibited a synergistic balance.
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Project Planning

* Good planning enables the library to avoid problems
» First-time collaborators should start simply and small
Gain administrative support

Determine you have the staff to coordinate and
accomplish the project
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With all this in mind, Julia Gammon (University of Akron) and | then began the more
practical work on the creation of tools to foster cross-institutional collaborations.
Information on workflows, costing models, agreements and projects are consequently all
available for use at the CollaboraTeS Toolbox. There is a small number of handouts near the
CollaboraTeS display that are reprints from the CollaboraTeS Toolbox. These handouts are
also available on my webpage — both of these links are on your one-page handout.

Careful project planning is important both for the library initiating the service and for the
library providing the service. Planning helps avoid problems that can occur down the road.
The initiating library first must define the scope of the project. For example, it could be a
project to acquire expertise that the library lacks, or to support a staffing shortage. It may
satisfy an ad-hoc need, or represent a way of sharing skills or resources on a permanent
basis. Many technical services tasks lend themselves to collaboration such as cataloging,
ordering, serial check-in, binding, electronic resource management, sharing best practices,
digitization projects, and so on. The project may have multiple parts, or not. It is
recommended that first-time collaborators start simply and small, expanding only when
they have attained more experience collaborating with each other.

Next, ensure that administration supports the collaborative project. This will be needed as
the project moves forward. Check to be sure there are no personnel issues that might
affect the project, such as a staff union contract with restrictions on what can, or cannot,
be done.

Once you have confirmed it will work, ascertain if you have the staff needed to coordinate
or direct the project. Take some time to determine what the impact could be on the local
workload. Does the capacity really exist to do the work? No one wants to so over-burden
staff that morale is impacted. However, in a barter situation in particular, increasing
workload in one area may lessen it in another.

The library initiating the project may also want to determine if it is more economical to do
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the project commercially or with a collaborating library. Do not assume that collaboration
with another library will always cost less than paying a vendor. Price quotes can be requested
concurrently. Of course, if the other library is willing to barter or trade for the work, then
those payments will not be a factor. Also be aware that there may be other reasons for going
with a collaborative partner, such as building relationships and experience for future
projects.
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Locating a Partner

» Use existing directories
* Current partners
PCC libraries

Proximate libraries
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The next step is to locate a library that might be willing to share their expertise. This can be
problematic, because directories of technical services skills do not exist. For OhioLINK
libraries, locating another institution is easier because of the existence of the CollaboraTeS
Database of Expertise. The development of similar regional directories is recommended,
and can be done following the CollaboraTeS model.

Locating a library in the absence of such a directory can require some creative searching.
Current partners are of course a first source. Do not make assumptions about other
libraries’ capacity to provide expertise.

Research by Maurer, Gedeon, and Strauss has shown that participants in the PCC libraries
tend to have more resources, and more resources to share with other libraries. This might
be a good place to start.

Maurer, Gedeon, and Strauss also discovered that small as well as large institutions have
specialized expertise, and that some smaller libraries will have the capacity to offer that
expertise to the right partners. Locating a partner library that is proximate will facilitate
sharing.

Once the potential partner library is identified, the next step is to establish a relationship
between the two institutions. Taking the time to build this relationship will build trust, grow
buy-in, and improve communications. This is especially true if the two libraries have never
worked together. If the libraries are geographically proximate, then a visit might be in order.
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Project Implementation

* Define specifications and workflow

* Cataloging workflow challenges
¢ Physical or electronic manifestation to be cataloged
¢ Cataloging from surrogates
» Bibliographic record transmission
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Project specifications and workflow must be defined for each project at an appropriate
level of detail. This ensures that all participants understand how the project impacts their
work. Good project communications also depend on agreed-on expectations.

Here’s an example:

Cross-institutional cataloging projects represent unique challenges for libraries because the
resource, or its surrogate, must be transmitted to the cataloging institution. For electronic
resources this is simple, provide that access can be granted.

Deliver actual resources in person, via courier service, or mail. Perhaps you can use a
delivery service.

Represent the items in the catalog with brief that records indicate that they are part of a
collaborative cataloging project.

Transmit print or photocopied surrogates via courier service, fax or mail. Deliver scanned
surrogate electronically via email, social network site. Send digital images electronically.

The cataloging records must also be transmitted.

OCLC libraries can utilize a Connexion save file to transmit records. This can be done in
several different ways. The cataloging institution can use one of the receiving institution’s
OCLC authorizations to place records in a save file. The receiving institution then accesses
this same file to update the record, bring it into the catalog and post holdings. In this model
the cataloging credits are earned by the receiving institution.

A second model has the cataloging institution using its own authorization to create and
update the bibliographic records, but not to post holdings. The OCLC number is transmitted
to the receiving institution, where the record is downloaded, and holdings are posted. In
this model the cataloging credits are earned by the cataloging institution.
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Holdings can also be batch loaded, with the cataloging institution communicating the OCLC
numbers via spreadsheet or text.

The third model involves the cataloging library receiving an OCLC agent authorization for the
receiving library. This model is the most efficient, as the holdings can be posted at the point
of update by the cataloging institution. The cataloging credits are also earned by the
cataloging institution. This model requires some setup, and is therefore more useful for

ongoing projects.

For non-OCLC libraries, cataloging records may be delivered in batches via FTP or via email.
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Collaborative Project Management

* Project coordinators are needed at both libraries
» Staff participation and buy-in are crucial

Beta tests or trial runs followed by evaluations will
foster success

» Have defined timelines.
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Both the library receiving the service and the library offering the service will need to
appoint a project coordinator or leader. Both leaders will need to understand the service
agreement and have the authority to get the job done. Regular communication through
this centralized conduit will limit errors and confusion.

As discussed above, more successful collaborative projects have been shown to have buy-in
from staff participating in the project. Trust development between project participants will
come with time, but must be jump-started initially by the project leaders.

Having a beta test, or trial run, and evaluating how well it went, will provide the project
coordinators with a method to evaluate the planned project workflow. This trial run will
allow both sides (the providing and receiving libraries) the opportunity to modify the plan.
It also allows everyone to ensure that the specifications on the work to be done are met.
Timelines are important and should be discussed in the planning process. The library
receiving the service may have an expectation that the library offering the service cannot
meet. Understanding the start date and the completion date (unless it is expected to be
ongoing) is vital to the success of the project.

10
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Methods of Compensation

* Do the work at no charge (especially for ad-hoc
occurrences)

Alternative compensation (credits, deliverables from
other partners)

* Barter system
* Non-cash tokens
$$$5 (cost recovery or profit)
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OhioLINK libraries do not have extensive experience determining how to compensate other
libraries for doing work. There are a variety of models for arranging for compensation for
inter-institutional collaborations, regardless of whether the collaboration is long term or
short term. The first is to do the work at no charge. Many libraries have informal
relationships with other libraries on an as-needed basis. Alternative compensation may
include credits or deliverables from other partners or vendors, such as receiving OCLC
cataloging credits.

Another attractive option for collaborations is the barter system. Here institutions agree to
exchange services or skills. For example, one library may have language skills and another

has systems expertise. This sort of arrangement is most useful when institutional skill-sets
complement each other.

Some consortia have experimented with barter systems that use noncash tokens or inter-

institutional credits to track contributions. Although cashless, these systems require
tracking and maintenance to process credits, so they are not entirely free.

11
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Costing Elements

» ALCTS Heads of Technical Services in Large Research
Libraries Interest Group Task Force on Cost/Value
Assessment of Bibliographic Control:

e Staff salaries

¢ Benefits

* Time spent for all bibliographic control activities
» Cataloging tools

* Database maintenance costs

¢ and Overhead
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Libraries can charge other libraries a fee, either for cost recovery, or to make a profit. Tasks
and jobs may be tracked by the project, by the item or by the hour. There is an array of
pricing models available to estimate how much it costs to do the work. Be certain that the
estimated costs account for the expertise needed to do the work. Remember that payment
procedures will need to be defined, including any needed financial accounting.

Determining how much to charge partner libraries can be complicated. Therefore quite a
bit of information is provided in the CollaboraTeS Toolbox on various methods to determine
costing. Before two institutions can determine the price of performing a collaborative
service, they must estimate the cost of doing the technical services tasks involved.

Knowing specifically what it costs for a library to perform a task can be useful for planning
purposes and for deciding what to charge the institution needing the work.

Costs can often be very specific to individual institutions and care must be taken to find the
appropriate methods of cost analysis for the libraries and for the specific tasks. The devil, of
course, lies in determining what will be measured and how it will be measured. In a final
report submitted to the ALCTS Heads of Technical Services in Large Research Libraries
Interest Group by the Task Force on Cost/Value Assessment of Bibliographic Control, a set
of elements was defined as contributing to costs for cataloging alone: staff salaries,
benefits, time spent for all bibliographic control activities, cataloging tools, database
maintenance costs, and overhead. While this list concerns only cataloging costs, it is a good
place to start when determining what to measure in technical services.

12
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Basic Calculations

Unit Cost =

cost of producing N units of work

divided by N
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According to Dougherty, there are many ways that technical services costs can be
calculated. It is therefore important to let the purpose of the analysis guide the type of
measurement used. This sounds obvious, but the costs chosen to be included will impact
the results. Therefore when the library is calculating costs, it should measure the cost of
only the functions that are part of the workflow. If the collaboration does not include
shipping costs, do not include them in the analysis. If the goal is to charge cost recovery
only, then a less detailed pricing model may be the choice.

At the most basic cost accounting level, libraries can calculate the unit
cost (the cost per unit supplied) by using the following:
Unit cost = cost of producing N units of work / N

Beyond this the cost of producing work can include the cost of ordering an item, the license
fees, cataloging costs, physical processing costs, supplies, and so on.

13
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Staff Costs

» Time studies
» Unit tasks
Cost of benefits
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Staff costs represent a significant cost within the library budget. When it is possible to
know how long it takes staff to perform a task, divide the staff costs by the time to do the
task to arrive at the unit cost for the task. This formula can be used to measure the cost of
doing a task, or a group of tasks. Unit costs can consist of work done by several types of
staff just by adding them together. The institution providing the service would more easily
provide this cost analysis.

Note, however, that this calculation does not include the cost of staff benefits. These costs
can be considerable. It is recommended that the cost of benefits be included in cost
analyses in order to obtain more accurate data. The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics reported
that in September 2011 employee benefits represented between 29.1% and 31% of
employer compensation costs.33 The institution may make actual cost information
available, or standard percentages may be defined for this purpose. Simply add these costs
to the staff costs in the equations above.

14
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Other Costs

* Supplies
* Indirect or overhead costs

Estimating costs
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The cost of supplies used in task performance can be included in the calculation. These
costs can be derived for a workflow by dividing the cost for the supplies by the number of
items in the supplies. These figures can then be added to any of the equations above to
reflect more accurate costs.

Overhead costs may or may not be taken into consideration. Direct costs can be attributed
to a specific activity or cost center. Indirect or overhead costs cannot be assigned to any
one activity, but rather support an array of activities. This category can include activities
such as clerical support and administration, building furnishings, postage, telephones, and
rent. Traditionally these costs are allocated based on the percentage of labor costs. If, for
example, 60% of the unit’s salaries are connected to the activity under study, then 60% of
the unit’s indirect costs would be assigned to the

total cost.35 Generating these figures is a complex process that requires effort and
expertise, but some cost estimations require them.

Finally, if it is not always possible to start by knowing exactly what it costs to perform a
function, there are other ways of estimating costs. For example, find out what a vendor
charges for the task and consider if that is appropriate. This may not be the most accurate
method, but in some circumstances it will suffice. Another source is data reported in the
literature. According to Robert M. Hayes and Virginia A. Walter, analogies can also be made
from comparable tasks.

Other costing models are available on the Costing Models handout — on the web at the
collaborates page and on my web page — a few at the back of the room.

15
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Writing a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU)

Having it in writing matters
* The complexity of the MOU is defined by the nature of the
project and the relationship between the two institutions.
» Focus should be on the service
» Include:
» State what is needed
¢ Define the mechanics and process of fulfilling those needs
= Describe the quantities of work
¢ Define the ways of measuring them
¢ Define deadlines and duration
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It is highly recommended that a memorandum of understanding (MOU) be created
between two collaborating institutions. Having it in writing matters.

There is little information available in the library literature on what to include in a
memorandum of understanding for cross-institutional collaborative projects, and therefore
information on crafting an MOU for outsourcing technical services was examined and
adapted. (A partner is a partner, afterall.)

According to James Kopp, the MOU provides a method of establishing and documenting
partnerships. Expectations are clearly defined when the project partners take the time to
create an MOU. The MOU can be a very simple document or a highly detailed one, and the
necessary level of complexity for the MOU should be defined by the nature of the project,
and by the relationship between the two institutions. Even projects that do not involve
monetary payments could be guided by an MOU. According to Shelia Pantry and Peter
Griffiths, the specifications should be flexible enough to allow for changes and unforeseen
roadblocks, but specific enough to allow monitoring.

Also, many MOUs suffer from excess focus on the quantitative aspects of the agreement
while, “what is more useful is a focus on the quality of the service.” Shelia Pantry and Peter
Griffiths recommend that agreements state what is needed in a service statement, define
the mechanics and process of fulfilling those needs and describe the quantities of work to
be handled and the ways of measuring them.

David Ball recommends that an MOU include information about: the duration of the
agreement, concretely defined deliverables and methods, manager and contract names for
both parties, quality assurance measures, costs and resources. Defining a schedule and
timeframe for completion, including turn-around times will help both institutions manage
the project. If the library is charging for the work, define how payment will be made, and
which accounts the money will be paid to. Pantry and Griffiths suggest that a glossary
might be included for more complex agreements to prevent term confusion. Turnaround

OVGTSL 2013
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times need to be defined. Hirshon and Winters point out that there may be boilerplate
language that the library requires be included in any agreements. Check with the library
administration to see if this is the case.

16
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Evaluation and Assessment

* Regularly scheduled communications
* Flexibility regarding benchmarks and timetables

Periodic evaluation and assessment
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Once the project is implemented, periodic maintenance is required. Communication is the
key to a successful implementation. Regularly scheduled meetings, targeted e-mails, and
phone calls enable discussions of project

status, progress, and problems. Both parties must remain flexible and open minded as
unexpected situations could occur. Full production may not be the same as a beta test. The
original timeline or workflow may require changes.

Evaluative measures such as benchmarks and timetables should be agreed on in advance.
Provisions also need to be made that enable needed changes, or the cancellation of the
project.

Periodic and ongoing evaluation and assessment is important. This gives project
participants the opportunity to assess how things are going and to make modifications as
needed. Changes in procedures may be required by something outside the purview of the
libraries. For example, there might be a rule or standards change, a vendor problem, or
other outside influence. Or an internal change at one of the libraries could occur, such as a
staff change or an open position. Institutions can avoid frustration and problems by having
scheduled times for communication and assessment.

17
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Closure and Next Steps

» Collaboration has a bright future

» Creating an inventory of technical services expertise
fosters collaboration

» Technical services best practices can be applied to the
collaborative arena

* Costing models, financial management skills and skills
creating MOUS foster collaboration
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Collaboration represents a bright future for libraries struggling to meet tight budgets.
Cross-institutional collaborative projects are happening throughout North America, and
technical services librarians are becoming involved. The CollaboraTeS Toolbox is an
attractive alternative because it focuses on providing the information and tools needed to
foster smaller grassroots projects that could be initiated between individual libraries. By
using the tools outlined in this model other consortia or institutions could consider
collaborating cross-institutionally.

Creating an inventory of technical services expertise would be useful for identifying new
collaborative partners. Facilitating the discovery of collaborative partners is a key factor in
facilitating collaborations. Simply seeing where expertise exists can stimulate activity. The
authors recommend the development of regional inventories for this purpose.
Environmental conditions such as management styles, work cultures and consortial
environments have been found to impact collaborative projects. Some of these factors are
givens, or even barriers, but environmental conditions can be improved. | recommend that
technical services librarians look to the literature on change management as a resource.

Many of the best practices used to manage internal workflows, consortial relations and
outsourcing projects can be applied to cross-institutional projects. By applying knowledge
from one arena of librarianship to another, librarians will better manage collaborative
projects. Technical services librarians know how to manage people and projects and they
can apply these skills to collaborations.

| also recommend increasing skills in costing models, financial management and the
creation of MOUs for those new to cross-institutional collaborations. Additional
information is available in business financial management literature and in library technical
services outsourcing literature.

The next chapter for CollaboraTeS involves making OhioLINK institutions more aware of the
resources that are available for collaborative technical services. Selling collaboration takes

18
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ongoing work. Without constant reminders, it is too easy to forget that partnerships need to
be developed, nurtured and expanded. Work will include finding ways to make information
available and reminding potential users of the successes that have been achieved so far.

| am also planning on creating a 2" iteration of CollaboraTeS at either a regional or state-
wide level. This version of CollaboraTeS will feature different types of libraries in a supportive
mix.

| want to thank my co-researchers throughout this process and credit their many
contributions:

Julie Gedeon, University of Akron

Barbara Strauss, Cleveland State University

Julia Gammon, University of Akron

Bonita Pollock, Valencia College, Orlando, Florida
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Questions?

Margaret Maurer

330.672.1702
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