Preservation Issues in Small to Mid-Sized Libraries Discussion Group

Are Duplicate Copies the Double Edged Sword for 

Last Copy Repositories?

The ALA Annual Meeting for the PARS Preservation Issues in Small to Mid-Sized Libraries Discussion Group was held at the Palmer House Hilton Hotel in the Salon I meeting room on Sunday, June 26th from 8:30am – 11:00 am.   

Following a very stimulating and well-received discussion at ALA Mid-Winter in Boston, it became apparent that the conversation on last copy repositories needed to be continued and debated in the field as many questions, suggestions and concerns surfaced during the last panel discussion and it seemed important and valuable to continue the dialogue in Chicago.  There is still much to learn, exchange and debate about in this changing arena and it is hoped that you will be able to join and participate in another panel discussion on this important topic given by professionals who will discuss their day to day experiences, insights and challenges at their particular repository. 

Even though the chances for the long-term preservation are greater when multiple copies are retained, it is important to realize that not everything can nor should be saved.  Funding limitations, space issues, and opportunities for enhanced digital access all provide a rationale to only preserve a single last copy.  This panel will discuss how various institutions reconcile these differences between duplicate copies and last copies and the successes and challenges in implementing different policies for repositories.

* The following discussion notes were provided by Jean Ann Croft and Atalanta Grant-Suttie, Co-Chairs of the Preservation Issues in Small to Mid-Sized Libraries Discussion Group.  These notes are a transcription of the dialogue that took place and any errors or misquotations are unintentional.  
Perspective on Paper Repository

Melissa Trevvett,

Vice President and Director of Programs and Services

The Center for Research Libraries (CRL)

Melissa opened up the discussion by asking two questions in regards to last copy repositories:

“What level of risk is acceptable?”

“What level of risk is affordable?”

JSTOR Archive started in 2000 as a result of member concerns of possible loss of information in electronic form.  A Mellon grant established the Distributed Print Archive for a light archive.

No one institution could house all archives.   This is a collaborative effort among many libraries.  The libraries showed a very strong commitment and worked without additional funding despite the expensive of logistics.  They identified key factors such as trust and confidence in CRL for the long term; good HVAC conditions; policies on de-accessioning materials and community decision-making to move forward and received support from their Administrations and legal council.  

CRL is developing a framework for establishing the archive. The framework revolves around a network of archives and each institution would accept responsibility for their piece. They also developed a risk assessment matrix for the Government printing office for storage, service, and assurance. 

CRL received an Andrew W. Mellon grant which focused on establishing a distributive archives and CRL would be one of the nodes in the system for digital archiving including a process to audit and accredit a participating archive.  The members have agreed upon certification standards.  
Another aspect of the framework is to develop contracts, security, handling procedures, lending policies and how to manage problems such as how long a contract lasts, whether the focus is to have dark or light archives and to set funding aside in case an institution cannot continue with their commitment.
Perspective on Electronic Repository
John Kiplinger

JSTOR Director of Production

How can repositories work for the long term?

JSTOR’s archival strategy includes

1. Maintenance of paper copies

2. Security of digital files

3. Stewardship of the archive

JSTOR is investigating how to preserve born-digital files with Portico.  Portico (www.portico.org) was launched in 2005 with additional support from JSTOR, Ithaka and The Andrew W. Mellon Foundation. Portico offers a service which provides a permanent archive of electronic scholarly journals. 
JSTOR focuses on digitized paper and advocates multiple digital copies for preservation. Paper copies of the journals are also needed for retrospective conversion.  JSTOR would provide the best digital versions.  JSTOR conducted a bound volume survey with 27 participating institutions, the results of which are such as some libraries will never de-accession incomplete or back runs as this  may not be appropriate. The Light archive allows JSTOR to correct errors - it is not always possible to work with digital files “as is”, the paper versions are also needed and multiple copies are needed from which to refer especially for rescanning.  

Perspective on Consortium Repository
Lizanne Payne

Executive Director

Washington Research Library Consortium

** Please note that the text for Lizanne’s section was taken directly from the

handout of her slides that she provided during the discussion.

Lizanne discussed the difference between a depository and a repository.  She defined a depository as, “an individual, shared or cooperative storage facility where the depositing libraries retain ownership of the materials.”  A repository is “a facility serving a regional area or a group participating libraries where ownership of the materials transfers to the repository to facilitate de-duplication, thus resulting in a “last-copy repository.”  

“De-Facto” Repositories

· Voluntary de-duplication

· No duplicates allowed in storage by policy

· Original owners retain ownership of stored volumes, guarantee to make available to other members.

· Other members rely on that guarantee to deaccession from their own collections.

· Examples are

· Five Colleges (Ohio) CONStor

· PASCAL (Colorado)

Shared Repository

· Only (known) example if Five Colleges, Inc. Library Repository (Massachusetts)

· Assumes ownership of bound journals deposited by the college libraries

· Coordinates bound journal deposits to store the most complete run and the best copy.

New Directions in Shared Storage

· Cooperative archiving (new shared print copy direct to storage facility)

· Virtual storage (agreement to preserve and share copies already stored)

· Conversion from depository to repository

Conversion to Repository: Operational Issues

· Ad hoc (coincidental) deposits rather than selected collections.

· Serial runs not necessarily complete

· Stored copy may not be the best copy

· Delivery options

· Only electronic to preserve print copy, or

· Allow physical delivery and risk loss or damage

National Repository Network Issues

· What is already stored?

· Storage facility inventory project

· Common mechanism for identifying stored/archived materials

· What should be stored?

· Identify collecting responsibilities

· How many copies are enough?

· Who should have access?

· Financial support from nonmembers for access

· What services should be provided?

Conversion to Repository: Ownership and Governance Issues

· Libraries still valued in part by collection size

· Faculty fear loss of ownership of material in their particular field.

· Specific legal commitment for perpetual member access to stored copy.

From Individual Repositories to a National Repository Network

· Increasing reliance on digital resources increased the need for archival print copies

· Existing storage facilities form a natural infrastructure to support a network of print archives

· Preservation environment

· Storage and delivery services

Perspective on Cultural Heritage Repository

Nancy Davenport

President

Council on Library and Information Resources

Do we need an institution for all printed matter in the United States? 

Should cultural heritage repositories reflect contemporary literary culture?  It is not as scholarly as a research institution.  

The cultural print repository in Canada preserves the first copy after publication for future use thus it is a “first” copy repository.

Should a cultural heritage repository be based on copyright publishing?  Is this something that the government has to do?  Assets for safe keeping, not for property but holding on behalf of the American people. Example:  UMI and LC have an agreement on dissertations – materials held in the form of a business asset and held in trust for people.  

Nancy Davenport posed many rhetorical questions, discussed her experience at LC, and looked outwards to what Canada was doing in comparison with a business model with both UMI and LC.  She mentioned that the job of CLIR is to look beyond the inside of the circle that has been drawn and include popular culture and ephemera which can sometimes be a pivotal moment historically.    She envisioned an American culture repository and explained that the materials that are currently coming through the copyright office are highly specialized or highly personalized. LC is highly selective in what it retains.  
Questions and Discussion Points

How is a “last copy” identified?  What if there are various versions including digital?  

What is an act of publication?

Will the best manifestations be electronic?  Publishers determine the version of record for print

Question was raised on the difficulties of selection

Multiple leaps of trust need to be developed – how will this be achieved?  Example.  Finland backs-up Australia and visa versa.

Strategic redundancy in the risk assessment framework at CRL.  
An institution would probably only pull out of CRL once it already had its materials deposited because of lack of funds or changes at the university administrative level.  Thus, have contracts that renewal at CLIR.  The institution would take the responsibility and pay for moving items out of the Center.  This would be built into the contract. 

Questions regarding storage all started at the ARL level.  When move down to other levels, mostly shared repositories who feel less need to keep their own in perpetuity as opposed to ARL libraries.   Most repositories are geographically based because of the ease of location and logistics.  There is a theory that maybe we should move towards a national repository, but there are logistical and ownership issues that would need to be worked out for this model to work.   
