PRESERVATION DATA & AUTOMATION SURVEY 

Conducted by:

ALA/ALCTS Preservation and Reformatting Section (PARS)

Intellectual Access Committee

April, 2004

The PARS Intellectual Access Committee is conducting this survey to determine :

●  What preservation activities libraries record;

●  How libraries record preservation activities;

●  What preservation data libraries share with other libraries via their online catalogs;

●  What information about preservation actions might usefully be shared via online catalogs

(that currently is not);

●  What levels of awareness and interest exist regarding the Digital Library Federation (DLF) Registry of Digital Masters.

After analyzing and distributing the survey results, the Committee would like to encourage discussion and participation in order to explore possibilities for further sharing of preservation data electronically.

Institutions will not be identified in final survey results

Deadline: May 3, 2004
RETURN COMPLETED SURVEY (electronic preferred) TO:

stgrant@northwestern.edu

or

Tyra Grant, Head, Preservation Department

Northwestern University Library

1970 Campus Dr.

Evanston, IL 60206

Fax: 847-491-8306

RESPONDENT INFORMATION:

Name of your institution: University of Rochester



Name of library: Sibley Music Library

Address: 27 Gibbs Street, Rochester, NY  14604

Size of library (# of volumes): 700,000 (including recordings)

Integrated library system (name): Voyager

Consortium membership (if applicable): (through UR libraries)

Name/Title of person completing survey: Alice Carli/Conservator

Email: acarli@esm.rochester.edu

Phone number: (585) 274-1375

A. TRACKING & ACCESSING PRESERVATION INFORMATION

Please complete as applicable to your library. (Cells will expand to accommodate responses.) 

	Preservation Activities
	1) Does your institution perform or

contract for the following activities? (Y/N)
	2) If you track this activity, how do you track it?  Please specify, e.g., bib. record, Excel spreadsheet, manually, other 
	3) Is the information you record accessible outside your institution? (Y/N)
	4) If you make this information available, please indicate how:

(B)ibliographic

(I)tem 

(H)oldings record

(O)ther (please specify).
	5) Would you like access to information about this activity from other libraries? (Y/N)
	6) For 583 encoding, which activities  should be: 

(R)equired 

(O)ptional

(N)either

(NA) not applicable
(?) don’t know

	a) Condition surveys
	?
	1 was done in 1982
	n
	
	
	na

	b) Interim treatments
	*y
	access database
	n
	
	
	n

	c) (Re)housing
	y
	access database
	n
	
	
	o

	d) (Re)binding
	y
	access database
	n
	
	
	o

	e) Deacidification (mass)
	y
	bib record
	y
	b
	
	o

	f) Deacidification (item)
	y
	bib record
	n
	
	
	o

	g) Repair (basic treatments)
	*y
	access database
	n
	
	
	o

	h) Conservation 
(complex treatments)
	*y
	access database
	n
	
	
	o

	i) Photocopying
	y
	access, bib
	y
	h
	
	

	j) Microfilming
	y
	access, bib
	y
	h
	
	

	k) Digitizing
	y
	only through OCLC yet
	y
	h
	y 
	o

	l) Reformatting (other)
	*n
	
	
	
	
	

	m) Retain original
	y
	bib
	y
	b
	
	o

	n) Special projects
	*y
	bib
	y
	b
	
	o

	o) Environmental  monitoring
	y
	done by facilities, RB curator
	n
	
	
	na

	p) Environmental improvements
	*n
	library is new
	n
	
	
	na

	q) Remote collection storage
	n
	
	
	
	
	o

	r) Remote storage of (film or digital) masters
	n
	(finally) putting in 7/05 budget
	
	
	
	o


*  Provide examples in “Comments” section

Add comments here: (refer to cell coordinates) 

b) We do use phase boxes for low use fragile books (very seldom for scores unless for Rare Books transfers); we actually don’t consider them interim unless there is evidence of further use. 

e) Mass deacidification we have done on a grant that requires update of the 583 field – we’ll be doing that en masse too, for about 5,000 items completed. 

g) We do page repair and rebinding of pamphlets that aren’t brittle; most books are rebound by a library binder, but we do the more fragile ones in-house. 

h) We consider rebinding of multi-signature volumes to be complex; as noted above, we do a few of these. We do not carry out museum conservation; old, fragile, valuable items we rehouse and restrict circulation; reformat (photocopy or film, so far) if we want a sturdy copy for circulation.  

i) We do a great deal of photocopying in-house and are working on finding ways to save digital image files of the scores we copy; haven’t yet determined if we can do that with our current copier (that’s this year’s project for me – we do now have the copier networked as a printer). Until this spring we had outsourced copying of thicker volumes to Bridgeport; we are now switching to the new OCLC BRITTLE program, very happy that files of these volumes will be saved. So far, as noted below, all of our notes on these volumes are on our holdings records, which does seem appropriate, but also does mean they don’t show up on OCLC.

k) see last comment  

m) we retain originals unless they are somehow noxious (see next comment; I’ve also discarded a few moldy originals) and add the new copies to the holdings records so patrons can tell easily what we have without being confused by duplicate records for the duplicate copies. 

n) We did one large grant-supported project of photocopying folio size diazo scores. In this one case, we discarded the stinking originals, and I decided that counts as a “special project.” 

r) I blush. Should have been done this year, but budgets were frozen. Hopefully we will experience no disasters this year...

B. 
RECORDING PRESERVATION INFORMATION

B1:
Into which bibliographic utility do you input or load records? (Check as many as apply.)


__x___OCLC

_____RLIN
          ______Other (please specify)

B2:
Within the bibliographic record, how do you make preservation information available from your institution?

Check all that you have used (even if use has been sporadic or inconsistent):

_____
MARC 533  Reproduction Note (R) (Describes an item that is a reproduction of an original)

_____
MARC 556  Information about Documentation Note (R) (Contains information about the documentation of described materials, e.g., a code book, that explains the contents and use of a file or a user’s manual to a serial)

__x__
MARC 583 Action Note (R) (Contains copy-specific information about processing and reference actions, as well as preservation actions and activities relating to an item)

_____
MARC 856 Electronic Location and Access (R) (Contains information needed to locate and access an electronic record, e.g., URL)

_____
Other (please list: e.g., 007, 042, 506, 534, 535, 538, 563)

_____
None of the above

B3:
What departments participate in developing preservation action information?  (check all that apply):

a. FOR ANALOG COLLECTIONS THAT REMAIN ANALOG:

	Departments
	Generate data
	Record data

	Preservation
	____x_____
	__________

	Cataloging
	__________
	___x______

	Other units (please list):
	__________
	__________

	1)
	__________
	__________

	2)
	__________
	__________

	3)
	__________
	__________


b. FOR DIGITAL CONTENT: i.e., information relating to its creation and/or maintenance:

	Departments
	Generate data
	Record data

	Preservation
	__________
	__________

	Cataloging
	__________
	__________

	Other units (please list):
	__OCLC __
	_OCLC ___

	1)
	__________
	__________

	2)
	__________
	__________

	3)
	__________
	__________


B4:
Are there obstacles to recording preservation data?  Please explain.

In our workflow, most info is recorded on our holdings records only. Works fine for us and our OPAC, but no info is on OCLC. 

B5:
Are there obstacles to making this information available to other institutions? Please explain.

All but the grant-supported mass deacidification information is available on our holdings records only, not in OCLC bib records.  The holdings info is important to us an dour patrons, and the cataloguers are understandably reluctant to add new tasks...

B6:
Would you consider using a standardized e-tool to help record information about preservation actions, that could then be downloaded into your integrated library system for access by both internal and external users?

_____
Definitely
__x___
Possibly

_____
Not likely

C. The Digital Library Federation (DLF) REGISTRY of DIGITAL MASTERS

A Registry of Digital Masters has been designed (by DLF, OCLC and others) to provide a centralized system for recording, maintaining, and locating information about the creation of, or intent to create, digital masters (either reformatted or born digital).  Preservation metadata* added to digital registry records will increase the usefulness of the records for information professionals who are considering preservation or reformatting treatments or other work with particular collections.

*Preservation metadata might include information relating to: queuing, creator, date of creation, file formats, file size, technical specifications, hardware, software, location of original, etc.  

C1:
Have you heard about the DLF Registry of Digital Masters?
_____Yes
___x__No

C2:
What do you know of the DLF Registry of Digital Masters? (check all that apply) 

_x___0:       No knowledge of it   

_____1:
      Have only heard of it    

_____2:
      Know about the basic idea for it
    

_____3:
      Have read about it or attended presentation(s)

_____4:
      Feel I understand it fairly well 

_____5:
      Our library is considering (or already planning on) using it

_____6:       Our library is using it (participating in pilot testing)

C3:
Does your library create digital masters?

_____Yes
__x___No

C4:
Might your library be interested in participating (along with other libraries who produce digital masters) in submitting preservation metadata to the Registry of Digital Masters?


__x___Definitely

_____Possibly

_____Not likely

_____NA

C5:
Would you like to:


__x___
Learn more


__x___
Participate in discussions

D. ADD COMMENTS, RECOMMENDATIONS, OR QUESTIONS HERE:   

So far the only digitization in which Sibley is involved is the new OCLC version of the BRITTLE program, about which I’m very enthusiastic. I had figured I needed to find out exactly how the info about the digital copies would be promulgated, since I dertainly don’t want to be redoing work done elsewhere! (For deacidification and analog reformats, I care more about local copies, since scores are usually useable only in paper copies, and ILL is slow for most patrons.)

Deadline: May 3, 2004
RETURN COMPLETED SURVEY (electronic preferred) TO:

stgrant@northwestern.edu

or

Tyra Grant, Head, Preservation Department

Northwestern University Library

1970 Campus Dr.

Evanston, IL 60206

Fax: 847-491-8306

