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      PREFACE

      As stewards of the intellectual record, historically libraries developed local print and audiovisual collections to meet readers’ information needs. Changes in the information environment and user expectations have impacted collection development methods. As a result of the transition from print to electronic publishing, libraries are shifting resources to support electronic collections. Steady increases in open access publishing increase the breadth of available content, remove access barriers, facilitate the use and reuse of information and research, and expand library publishing services.

      As a result, the scope of the collection is broadening to include an array of formats, and is no longer merely a physical collection housed within the library or shelved remotely. Content that is accessed virtually is often dynamic in nature—whether owned electronic content, leased access to aggregated electronic content, or locally digitized or open access digital content—requiring libraries to develop new strategies for evaluating, selecting, and managing access to information.

      Although various types of libraries have different goals and approaches for serving their readers’ information needs, a common goal is to provide access to a barrier-free collection that supports reader preferences for analog as well as digital content. Local libraries are challenged by inflation and escalating prices in the face of budgets that remain flat or decrease; by the infrastructure needed to support reliable access, discovery, and delivery; by user expectations for seamless access from point of discovery to delivery of content; and by the re-purposing of library spaces. Their investments in collections and the associated services that support them are changing.

      Increasingly libraries of all types are pooling resources to purchase and store, as well as to provide access to materials that serve their readers’ expanding information needs. The shift from institutional stewardship and resource sharing of local collections to building collaborative collections and managing shared collections in various formats continues to evolve.

      Policies and best practices for creating and managing shared collections will continue to develop. This book reviews some current models for curating content at the collective level. The three parts of the volume highlight strategies for intentional decision-making for developing and managing shared collections and leveraging resources to meet users’ complex information needs.

      Part I outlines general considerations influencing relationship building when developing shared collections, including:

      
        • arenas for collaborative collection building (chapter 1)

        • governance and business models that contribute to the sustainability of shared print collections (chapter 2)

        • assessing risk for evaluating retrospective print collections for deaccessioning or moving materials offsite to ensure preservation of the optimal number of copies to meet user needs (chapter 3)

      

      Part II comprises case studies, ranging from local and regional efforts to consortial approaches that leverage institutional resources for developing a collective collection. The case studies describe:

      
        • a regional shared print serials retrospective collection that frees up space in individual libraries and ensures long-term access to back runs of print serial volumes (chapter 4)

        • domain-based collaborative stewardship of federal government documents (chapter 5)

        • a statewide approach for managing multi-type libraries’ distributed shared print monograph legacy collections (chapter 6)

        • developing a collective collection of low-use scholarly monographs published by university presses and foreign language publishers as well as foreign language open access publications (chapter 7)

        • a consortium’s ebook demand-driven acquisition program that allows members to access a wider spectrum of materials than the print books on local library shelves (chapter 8)

        • shared digital asset management of a university system of aggregated digitized special collections materials that enables individual libraries to utilize a shared infrastructure that supports storage, discovery, and use of digitized special collections (chapter 9)

      

      Part III suggests future directions for both retrospective and prospective shared collection building and management as libraries transition from maintaining local isolated collections to robust collaborative stewardship of the intellectual record (chapter 10).

      Strategies for developing and managing shared collections that meet the information-seeking behaviors of particular user communities will continue to emerge, and the concept and composition of “the collective collection” will evolve. The challenges of providing access to increasingly diverse content demand innovative approaches, risk-taking, and close collaboration to leverage the respective strengths of all stakeholders. Contributors to this volume offer considerations and experiences for those engaged in developing strategies for building, managing, and providing access to shared collections that meet the needs of current and future generations of readers.

      Special acknowledgment goes to the contributors, as well as to the members of the ALCTS Monographs Series Editorial Board, Christine McConnell, and Helayne Beavers, whose guidance and insights have been invaluable in shaping this volume.
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      COLLABORATION

      The Master Key to Unlocking Twenty-First Century Library Collections

      Karla L. Strieb

      The nature and function of library collections continue to evolve in response to the emerging online environment. Rapidly developing digital library collections exert powerful transformative pressures on libraries’ print collections. Yet collections are not simply shifting from print to digital. Instead, they are diversifying, embracing a wider range of formats, and supporting more kinds of uses. New strategies for managing both print and digital collections should reflect the understanding that print content will play a different role in complex ecosystems than it does in isolated print monocultures. In turn, although digital collections will sometimes mirror print collections, they increasingly will expand to encompass new forms free from print’s limitations.

      This new environment challenges many of the shared assumptions about collections that underpinned library professionals’ twentieth-century consensus regarding best practices. Collection building strategies, collection management practices, access policies, and resource sharing arrangements that were state of the art in the pre-digital world are no longer sustainable or acceptable. Dempsey, Malpas, and Lavoie argue that the network context is shifting the boundaries of organizations and collections, thus motivating a range of reconfigurations in library infrastructures.1 Cooperative strategies are highly incentivized by perceived economies of scale for both print and digital collections. Progress in collaboration around either print or digital collections can initiate a shift in management of the other. Institutions are constantly searching for opportunities to coordinate between local activities and the networks in which they participate. As a result, management of collections occurs at multiple levels—both within the institution and above the institutional level. While this complexity often requires new thinking and resource investments, it also promises to make collections more valuable to users and offers new efficiencies for libraries. This volume collectively addresses the challenges of learning how to operate cooperatively and to reorganize and repurpose past investments.

      THE CASE FOR SCALE

      One of the shared imperatives of collection management in a digital age is reconfiguring collections to function effectively within, and contribute to, new architectures of scale.2 This impetus to scale collections is analogous to drivers Wheeler and Hilton describe in the realm of information technology.3 In considering different strategies for institutions to move to scales above the institutional level, they offer a helpful distinction between communities of cooperation and communities of collaboration.

      Communities of cooperation are formed around shared principles and shared aspirations, but individual members fundamentally retain their autonomy.

      Communities of collaboration are bound together by a shared and fairly specific vision. Participants in communities of collaboration embrace intentional interdependence as instrumental to their individual success. These communities are built on principles of shared investment and coordinated action designed to achieve mutually desired outcomes within a defined period of time.4

      Cooperation and collaborative communities are visible in coordinated activities around library collections as well. It is now normal for libraries to participate in multiple communities of cooperation and collaboration as each strategy aligns with a library’s mission for various purposes or at different times. In many cases, collaboration becomes a trust-building experience, or may produce lightweight structures that later provide foundations for the deeper investments required for collaboration. In other instances, where cooperation proves insufficient to achieve desired aims, it incentivizes truly collaborative approaches. Communities of collaboration can also provide centers around which more extensive communities of cooperation are able to operate.

      While the benefits of building collection management capacities out to scales beyond the institution are tantalizing, it is far from clear how to create such capacity and how to re-architect legacy collections into a new alignment with an emerging networked collection. It has only recently become possible to describe a collective collection that could be shared by libraries. Perhaps the most influential descriptive studies have come from OCLC Research, which has shared reports outlining levels of uniqueness, as well as duplication, among various aggregations of library collections. This growing body of computationally intensive analysis of the collective collection has also begun to clarify geographic distribution and other key characteristics of library collections relevant for making decisions about coordinating activities.5 There is a new understanding of collections at scale. Libraries can better assess past successes in coordination and cooperation and map new frontiers for collaborative activities as well as clarify potential efficiencies and opportunities.

      FOUNDATIONS FOR A NEW ERA OF COLLABORATION

      Today’s new programs and strategies for coordinating library collections leverage the capabilities of an online era, but simultaneously build directly on deep foundations of earlier collections-focused cooperation. Long-standing efforts to cooperatively build print and, more recently, digital collections offer valuable lessons. In many instances these efforts created the vibrant collaborative infrastructures that underpin the current flowering of initiatives. The cooperative efforts described in this volume owe a great deal to earlier innovations in cooperation. A handful of the most formative early experiences in library cooperation provide a flavor of the key ingredients that lead to success or hint at missing elements that might stymie visions of new efficiencies.

      The Center for Research Libraries

      The Center for Research Libraries (CRL) is one of the longest running and most active library organizations dedicated to collaboration in collection building and management. Launched in 1949, it has focused on gathering and providing members with access to distinctive content that has not been widely collected.6 The model leverages a separately housed, centrally located collection managed by a membership organization. Members provide funds for supporting the shared collection and access to the shared collection is predicated on membership.7 The CRL organizational model and collection strategy have proven sustainable over a long period, perhaps because its collection has remained very tightly focused on distinctive, rarely duplicated materials. Even within this scope, there have been limited resources to support substantial growth of the analog collections—limited for acquisitions, and largely non-existent for space.

      The Conspectus Experience

      The other most influential twentieth-century experience with print coordination, the RLG Conspectus program, taught some rather different lessons. Promoted as a foundational tool for coordinating collection building, the RLG Conspectus provided a framework for collection analysis that could enable institutions to make bi- or multilateral agreements. It was expected that these collection analyses would lead to widespread coordinated, distributed collection building.8 Conspectus was widely deployed and publicly supported by a range of influential library organizations. Ultimately, its common vocabulary for collection description has proven highly valuable to the community. However, it proved difficult to catalyze coordinated collection development or management once the descriptive framework was applied, and almost no coordinated action around either collection building or management emerged from the project. The Conspectus experience demonstrated that data may seem a necessary precursor to coordination but it is not a sufficient driver by itself.9

      E-Resource Licensing

      Cooperative licensing of electronic resources grew rapidly late in the twentieth century. It powerfully demonstrated the substantial benefits achievable with coordinated collecting of digital resources. Licensing ejournals and databases provided a fresh raison d’être for existing consortia originally formed to advance print resource sharing and seeded a crop of new consortial entities.10 Unhindered by the need to physically house the shared collection, consortia collected content that could be owned equally by all members and delivered instantaneously to all of their users. Cooperative licensing initiated a range of new sociotechnical infrastructures to manage licensing, implement funding models, and in some cases develop shared infrastructure to store and make accessible digital content. Within the first decade of the current century, most academic and many public libraries formed and joined consortia charged with creating and managing digital collections on their behalf.11

      Mass Digitization

      Hard on the heels of the era of cooperative ejournal collecting, Google challenged the powerful preconception that because moving content from print to digital formats was prohibitively laborious and expensive, print and digital collections could be conceptualized and managed independently.12 With the announcement of Google’s plans to scan millions of volumes in just a few years, “mass digitization” created a new arena for digital collection building.13 Mass digitization built large digital collections that connected directly to existing print collections. By converting existing print collections, creating a publicly accessible resource, and offering partner libraries digital copies of print works in their collections, large-scale scanning opened new vistas for coordinated action. Suddenly cooperative housing and delivery of multi-million-volume digital collections became conceivable with contemporary technology. The Google scanning project rapidly led to a new kind of collaborative digital infrastructure project to build a large scale shared digital collection, HathiTrust.14 The HathiTrust was created to provide preservation and access to the large-scale scanned collections created by mass digitization programs.15

      ARENAS FOR ACTION

      Only a few decades into this new era of networked, hybridized library collections, a plethora of cooperative initiatives have emerged and many more are being contemplated. Any careful observer will notice the diversity of efforts and how they vary in scope, pace of progress, and degree of success. The contributions to this volume also highlight the richness of emerging cooperative ventures. As collaborative strategies have become mainstream, traction for progress is proving to be somewhat variable among different segments of library collections. Success is not guaranteed and librarians must weigh when, why, and how to engage with collaborations.

      Four general arenas of opportunity for planning, assessment, and decision-making are shaping up around two primary axes of focus: prospective and retrospective collection management, and monographic and serial publications (see figure 1.1). Prospective and retrospective arenas for collaboration currently diverge by format, with retrospective collaboration engaging around print and digitized print and prospective collaboration focusing on digitally published content (although dual-format publishing is still common).

      The challenges are quite different and frontiers of opportunity are opening at different times, as the collaborations discussed in this volume show. The serials arena has emerged more quickly as a source of opportunity for both prospective digital collecting and retrospective print management. The arena for monographs is developing more slowly in seeding collaborative action. Because no field of collaborative activity is yet mature, there are many opportunities to translate lessons back and forth, but it is risky to extrapolate success in one arena to another.

      
        Figure 1.1 | Arenas for collaborative collection management
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      Starting with Retrospective Collections

      Looking beyond the first generation of consortial success in collaborative ejournal collecting, the greatest progress and most active collaborative investment seems to be taking place in the arena of retrospective collecting, particularly in collaborative approaches to managing legacy print serial collections. Despite the twentieth-century focus on and investment in laying groundwork for collaboration around prospective print collecting, success at scale seems easier to achieve in the realm of retrospective content. Cooperative activity around lending print collections; the increasing duplication of print collections by digital; and the growth of high quality, highly concentrated, usually off-site storage of substantial print collections have lowered political barriers and risks while increasing the incentives to create programs that address legacy print content. The high levels of duplication and ease of direct-to-user, scan-on-demand delivery of serial content have made serials the obvious starting place for many cooperative projects. The number of projects aimed at building shared print collections has exploded in response.16 A 2014 survey of research libraries documented the very rapid growth occurring in the launch and development of shared print archiving programs, numbering six new program agreements in 2012 alone. The study reported an estimated five to eight million secured shared print monograph volumes and 27,180 print journal titles subject to retention commitments.17 Crist provides a window into one of the many projects addressing serials in chapter 4, “Creating a Regional Print Serial Program.” In chapter 5, Cole-Bennet, McAninch, and Martin use their experience with an ASERL program to describe some of the opportunities and complexities that arise from a coordinated approach to analog federal documents.

      Monograph-oriented projects have proven more challenging to launch, likely because of lower levels of duplication within print collections and between print and digital collections, and because of greater challenges associated with providing access services from cooperative collections comparable to local collections. Nonetheless, several models are now in place and additional programs are rapidly launching within the retrospective monograph quadrant.18 In chapter 6, Revitt describes perhaps the most visible and intentionally prototypical project to date: the Maine Shared Collections Strategy. Nadal, Peterson, and Aveline delve more deeply into opportunities for coordinating preservation review with information on network-level digital and monograph archives in chapter 3.

      Inroads to Prospective Collecting

      Cooperative prospective print collecting remains more elusive. While there is substantial activity in the arena of collaborative collecting of digital serials, it has not translated into substantial activity in prospective collecting of print-only serials. The ongoing expectation that print serials will likely convert to digital or simply cease publication makes it hard to justify the very substantial efforts required for coordinated prospective print collecting.

      Experimental activity is beginning to emerge in a small way in the arena of print and digital monograph collecting. Carreño and Maltarich’s chapter 7 describes an unusual experiment in collaborative print monograph collecting coordinated with shared purchasing of corresponding digital monographs in their chapter describing an initiative of the Manhattan Research Library Initiative. A different strategy for coordinated ebook collecting has emerged in the form of consortial demand-driven approval plans. In chapter 8, Levine-Clark, Level, Lamborn, and Machovec provide an overview of several innovative consortial Demand-Driven Acquisitions (DDA) programs including the Orbis Cascade Alliance and the Ontario Council of University Libraries, among others, before providing an up-close look at the work of the Colorado Alliance of Research Libraries. Berger and Mitchell push the boundaries on prospective consortial collecting into the frontier of consortial publishing in their chapter on a California program to promote the creation of open access digital collections in chapter 9.

      ARCHITECTING COLLABORATION

      In considering a range of collaborative projects addressing different segments of the collections landscape, common concerns also recur regularly. Effective governance structures are increasingly understood as essential to successful collaborative strategies for collection management. Governance structures both drive and reflect mission; they enable coordination, decision-making, planning, and resource management. At the same time they also conform to community culture, politics, resources, needs, and constraints. The emergence of both new strategies for developing governance to support the creation of collective collections and innovation in the application of existing governance structures has been striking. Payne explores this issue directly in chapter 2, but details about governance structures are discussed at length in most of this volume’s chapters. A careful reader will note instances where collaborations leverage and build out existing governance and organization, and instances where new organizations or modifications to existing governance have been implemented.

      Rather than constructing archipelagoes of isolated collections, increasingly libraries are seeking to create ecosystems of shared collections. This goal requires not simply governance structures, but new kinds of architectures of commitment that can span organizational boundaries and network levels. Architectures of commitment increasingly include memos of understanding among communities’ members that articulate mutual expectations but also include resource sharing agreements that can extend the value of the community’s collective collection to libraries beyond that community. Public statements of policy, scoping, etc., enable communities of collaboration to communicate their intentions and commitments to broader communities of coordination. Chapters 2 and 6 particularly highlight some emerging architectures for print archiving.19

      WHY COLLABORATE?

      Cooperative initiatives around collection management seek to enhance libraries’ collective ability to secure the products of scholarship and cultural heritage while provide ongoing access to those works for current and future users. Efficiency in managing library collections is not a goal for its own sake, but a necessary strategy to ensure that finite resources can be leveraged to achieve broad collecting, ongoing curation, and continuous access. In the twentieth-century world of print-based publishing, uncoordinated action by individual libraries leveraging their local resources independently to build and house the largest collections they could afford and make available to their affiliated users, built necessary coverage and redundancy for the collective collection. In the twenty-first century, use of print collections is gradually decreasing, but still valuable, while digital collections become increasingly resource-intensive to maintain. Balancing current and ongoing access to the fullest possible collection is not merely a local concern but a community-wide concern. Even where a library wishes to reduce the redundancy of its analog collections relative to the collective holdings of the library community, it wants to be assured that its users will continue to have access to the full range of print scholarship available currently. Meanwhile, limited resources also pressure libraries to coordinate prospective collection building so that the fullest scope of publishing can be brought into active management.

      Increasing coordination somehow has to take place in a manner that not only pushes to scale but also attracts the resources needed to do the work of shifting from managing isolated local collections to managing at different network levels. To carry out this transformation, libraries must individually and collectively recapture resources through new efficiencies and attract resources to build a range of social and technical infrastructures that release the potential of collection management at the network level. The cases in this volume provide a window into both kinds of investments, and the returns on those investments that are accelerating the present shift to networked, collective collections. The vibrancy of the activity that is shaping a new ecosystem of collections and collection management infrastructures is on display in the following pages.
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      SUSTAINABLE GOVERNANCE AND BUSINESS MODELS FOR SHARED PRINT COLLECTIONS

      Lizanne Payne

      Historically collaboration and resource sharing have been vital parts of library operations. In recent years, more and more libraries have been planning and implementing programs to share print holdings as a strategy to manage limited campus shelf space, leading to fundamental integration of their collections and services. Unlike traditional resource sharing agreements, which were designed to provide materials that most likely were outside the borrowing library’s established collecting areas, shared print collections may involve materials that were part of each library’s primary collection. The degree of commitment required is substantially higher than for a traditional interlibrary loan (ILL) or consortial lending agreement, because some participants are likely to give up some of their own primary holdings and rely on the shared print collection. Libraries participating in a shared print collection need guaranteed long-term access to the shared holdings in order to reclaim current or future space by deselecting or choosing not to buy their own corresponding copies.

      This chapter will describe the elements of governance and business models that libraries need to define and adopt in order to ensure the long-term sustainability of a shared print collection. It will outline the elements of shared print agreements, identify how those elements contribute to sustainability, and describe how selected shared print programs have chosen to define their agreements.

      SHARED PRINT COLLECTION AGREEMENTS

      Shared print collections rely on long-term agreements that govern the relationship among the participating libraries. During planning, any group of libraries considering a shared collection will need to consider and define these attributes:

      
        • membership

        • policy (services to and obligations of the participants)

        • business model (costs to be incurred and how those costs will be shared)

        • governance and administration (organizational and administrative structure)

        • Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) or other agreement that embodies the group’s decisions

      

      The following sections describe the nature of these decisions, how they affect sustainability, and how some current shared print collection programs have defined them.

      Membership

      Any collaboration across multiple organizations requires that membership be defined: which organizations are eligible to participate (membership criteria) and which organizations actually commit to participate.

      Most shared print programs in the United States have developed in the context of existing library consortia and their current member libraries. In these cases, the pool of eligible members is defined by the membership of the consortium. In some cases the entire consortium participates in the shared collection program, while in other cases a subset of consortium members elects to participate.

      Existing consortia constitute trust networks, where libraries usually have a relationship with consortial partners across a spectrum of activities, often including borrowing and lending. This trust relationship sometimes makes it easier for libraries to enter into a long-term shared print collection agreement and, especially, to trust that their partners will honor the agreement in the future. A consortial shared print agreement has a head start on sustainability because a long-term relationship already exists and is presumed to continue outside the context of the shared print program.

      A few examples of consortium-based shared print collections include:

      
        • The Committee on Institutional Cooperation Shared Print Repository (CIC SPR), a shared print journal program with centralized holdings at Indiana University, which serves CIC’s fifteen member institutions.

        • Five Colleges, Incorporated, which founded one of the very first shared print collections at its library depository shared by Amherst, Hampshire, Mount Holyoke, and Smith colleges and the University of Massachusetts, Amherst.

        • The Association of Southeastern Research Libraries (ASERL), a thirty-eight-member consortium supporting a broad array of programs to members, including a Collaborative Journal Retention Program.

      

      In some cases, libraries look outside of a formal consortium, or multiple consortia join together, to create a new participant group for a shared print collection. In these cases, a different non-consortial group of libraries may be interested in a shared collection among members in a common geographic area or with common academic programs. Sometimes new or larger groupings are encouraged by funding agencies to increase the scope of participation.

      A few examples of new extra-consortial shared print collections include:

      
        • The Western Regional Storage Trust (WEST), a distributed print journal retention program established in 2010, with more than one hundred members in eighteen states, including consortial members Orbis Cascade Alliance, Statewide California Electronic Library Consortium (SCELC), and the California Digital Library.

        • The Eastern Academic Scholars’ Trust (EAST), a distributed monograph and journal retention program among forty-seven academic libraries in New England, New York, and Pennsylvania, which began implementation in 2015.

        • The Academic Libraries of Indiana (ALI) and Private Academic Library Network of Indiana (PALNI), which are implementing a distributed shared monograph collection among thirty-six members across both consortia.

        • The Central Iowa Collaborative Collections Initiative (CI-CCI), an agreement established in 2013 among five Iowa colleges (Central College, Drake University, Grand View University, Grinnell College, and Simpson College) for distributed retention of monographs.

      

      Whether organizing through an existing consortium or a new extra-consortial group, planners should identify possible members or categories of members while defining the program. However, individual libraries usually wait until after the policies and business model have been defined before making final membership commitments.

      Policies and Services

      Policies and services are the decisions that usually receive the most attention when planning for a shared print collection. Libraries considering a shared print collection must define the nature of the program, as well as the obligations of and benefits to the participants, in the following areas:

      
        1. Selection. What kinds of library holdings will be included in the shared collection: journals, monographs, both, or other materials (e.g., government documents)? How will they be identified: corresponding to electronic availability (an approach typical for journals), library-nominated titles, monograph title circulation history, or collection analysis based on holdings overlap among participating libraries or with other groups (e.g., HathiTrust or OCLC)? Will the emphasis be on rarely held materials to preserve them, or on widely held materials to create more opportunities for space reclamation, or both? The selection or definition of shared print holdings often drives many other decisions, costs, and benefits.

        2. Retention commitment. How long will the designated volumes be kept? There is sometimes tension between members who want a very long retention period to ensure long-term availability and those who want a shorter retention commitment to reduce the burden on collection holders. A longer retention period could support longer sustainability for the collection, but if the required retention period is too long, it may deter participation by holding libraries, and thus might actually reduce sustainability of the program. Each shared print group needs to determine the appropriate balance for its own members.

        3. Holding location(s). Will the shared print volumes be moved to one or more central repositories or maintained at the original owning library locations? Shared print monograph programs almost always maintain holdings at the original library, while shared print journal programs may transfer holdings to central locations in order to build complete backfiles.

        4. Ownership. Will the print volumes continue to be owned by the original library or will ownership be transferred to a new holder or to the group as a whole? In practice, ownership is almost always maintained by the original owner because of legal and financial requirements, especially for state institutions.

        5. Validation. Will libraries be required to review the physical volumes to verify holdings or condition as a requirement for participation? The question of validation also requires balancing competing needs. Confirming that volumes exist and are in good condition supports sustainability of the shared print collection by encouraging libraries to trust the collection. On the other hand, the effort and cost of validation may deter participation and raise member fees, thus increasing risk to the shared collection as a whole.

        6. Disclosure and discovery. Will libraries use a common metadata format to record the shared collection information (e.g., the retention commitment) in local catalogs, consortial catalogs, or broader registries such as WorldCat and the Center for Research Libraries (CRL) Print Archives Preservation Registry (PAPR) system? Will a separate searchable catalog be desirable and if so, how would it be implemented?

        7. Access and delivery. What mechanism(s) will be used to request shared materials? What kinds of delivery will be provided (physical, electronic, both)? Will shared collection partners get preferential access compared to other borrowers (e.g., no-fee ILL, longer loan periods, faster fulfillment)?

      

      Business Model

      A business model identifies what costs will be incurred, which of those costs will be shared among the participants, and how shared costs are divided among members.

      What Costs Are Incurred?

      Certain activities necessary to support a shared print collection will potentially incur costs for the group or for individual participants.

      
        1. Collection analysis. Some form of collection analysis is often required to help identify materials to share, especially in the case of monographs. This may range from preparing local and group spreadsheets to contracting for sophisticated automated analysis of holdings overlap and usage across the member group and comparison to other holdings. Collection analysis costs include the associated library staff time to prepare holdings data and to evaluate resulting reports, in addition to any vendor costs.

        2. Space. Libraries that agree to retain print volumes over time incur the cost of providing and maintaining that space, plus the opportunity cost of not being able to use that space for something else. In some cases, it may be necessary to upgrade the physical facility to support long-term preservation to agreed standards (e.g., environmental conditions, security).

        3. Validation. If the program requires inventory and/or condition review, libraries will incur the labor cost to retrieve, review, and reshelve the print volumes and document the findings in metadata.

        4. Transport. For shared print collections based at one or more centralized facilities, or for shared print journal programs that actively build backfiles by filling gaps, there are costs to ship physical volumes from the original location to the new holding facility. Depending on the geographic proximity of participants, the program may also provide bulk delivery of requested items (e.g., a van service).

        5. Disclosure and discovery. There will be staff costs to record the shared print collection information (e.g., retention commitment) in various catalogs and registries as may be required by the shared print collection disclosure policy.

        6. Lending and borrowing. There may be additional staff costs to support lending from the shared print collection, particularly if new workflows are required, as when the program accords special privileges to shared collection partners (e.g., free borrowing where normally there would an ILL fee).

        7. Deselection. Libraries that choose to reclaim space in their own collections will incur the costs to identify and remove their copies.

        8. Program staff. During the planning stage, defining policies and services requires significant amounts of staff time across library departments (e.g., collection development, access services, and metadata). Even after the planning stage, considerable time still is required to implement the program and, later, to oversee operations. In addition to staff required to perform regular library operations as described above (e.g., for lending), it is often necessary to identify a project manager (which may be an individual or shared role) to monitor progress against the schedule, evaluate shared collection usage, prepare internal and external communications about the program, and manage revision of policies as needed.

        9. Administration. Additional staff time may be necessary to support payments to vendors, grant accounting and reports (if applicable), and billing for member fees (if any).

      

      Which Costs Are Shared?

      Once planners have identified the cost categories that will be required to build and maintain the shared print collection (preferably with cost estimates where feasible), the next step is to determine which of the costs will be shared among the group and which will be absorbed by the participating libraries and not passed along to the group.

      Most of the earliest shared print programs, particularly those focused on print journals, did not choose to collect fees from the members, and all costs were absorbed by the participating libraries. The thinking was that all members incurred similar costs and received similar benefits, and the cost of administering fees would be more trouble than it was worth. In such cases, typically the administration of the program was handled by the sponsoring consortium as part of their ongoing service to the libraries. An example of this kind of no-fees business model is the Association of Southeastern Research Libraries (ASERL) Collaborative Journal Retention Program.

      In other cases, programs defined certain costs as part of a program budget to be supported by members. Note that the choice of which costs to share reflects the goals and principles of the program.

      One of the issues that almost always arises is the question of whether libraries should be compensated for holding volumes designated as part of the shared print collection (i.e., for the cost of space). The argument in favor of compensating collection holders is that such payments encourage libraries to commit to long-term retention by supporting the costs associated with using their own shelf space. The argument against compensating collection holders is that it increases the program cost for all members, including those libraries that may have been likely to keep at least some of those volumes anyway. There is no one right answer to this question; each group of libraries planning to share a collection will need to resolve the issue as it sees fit.

      Two examples of shared print collection programs that explicitly share costs via membership fees are:

      
        • WEST, which includes the following cost categories in its shared print program budget: program staff and administration, automated collection analysis, and payments to holding libraries to support “archive creation” (completing backfiles, validation, and disclosure). All other costs are absorbed by the member libraries (e.g., for lending/borrowing, deselection, etc.). Originally the WEST business model also provided a discount to holding libraries as partial compensation for the space they were allocating for shared print collection volumes, but in 2014 WEST changed the business model to eliminate such compensation. WEST planning documents explicitly stated that a goal of the business model was to encourage sustainability by not building in long-term costs for space usage; that is, the costs of WEST are primarily the expenses to build backfiles.

        • The CIC SPR program, which shares program management staff and administration, ingest and ongoing storage at the host site(s), and support for costs to ship materials to the host site. Contributing CIC libraries absorb local expenses incurred to identify and contribute materials, record holdings in local catalogs or other discovery tools, and provide additional metadata as needed by the central host facility.

      

      How Are Shared Costs Divided among Members?

      If planners agree that participating libraries will provide a direct financial contribution to support shared costs, they need to develop a cost-sharing model or formula to determine member fees. Important goals of any cost-sharing model are to

      
        • encourage participation

        • provide sustainable revenue for the program over time

        • ensure equitable contributions among participants

      

      Member fees are often constructed with up to three components: annual fees to support ongoing fixed costs such as staffing and space (if compensated), per-unit activity fees to cover occasional and unpredictable activity costs such as borrowing a volume, and project costs that may vary based on participation, such as collection analysis.

      A pure cost-sharing formula simply divides the total fixed costs by the number of participants to determine individual member shares. This approach might work well in a heterogeneous group with similar costs and participation patterns (e.g., the CIC SPR). For shared collections with more diversity among members, a tiered approach is often used so that libraries of similar size would pay similar fees. WEST, for example, originally defined member fee tiers based primarily on library collection size, but in 2015 changed the tiers to use library operations budget.

      Libraries planning a shared print collection are often concerned about the “free-rider problem,” that is, libraries that are not official members of the shared print collection program that receive benefits but do not provide financial support. The shared print collection program can be designed in such a way that services are provided only to member libraries and their patrons, which requires implementing workflows to check membership credentials at appropriate points. Other shared print collections may decide that the overhead to prevent free riders is more trouble than the problem it is intended to solve. In some cases a very low entry-level membership fee is set to encourage libraries that might otherwise be free riders to join.

      Governance and Administration

      Like any program, shared print collections need governance and administration to support the necessary activities.

      Governance refers to the bodies or roles that provide oversight, manage long-term change, and render decisions about the program and its policies. Governance bodies may include an overarching group such as a Board of Directors (however named) and one or more operational groups to advise about policies and services. In the case of a shared print collection developed within an existing consortium, governance may be handled by the existing consortium’s governance, or a separate program governance may be defined. If the shared collection is composed of a small number of members, it is feasible to have each represented at each level of governance. If the program includes many member institutions (more than a dozen or so), it may be more feasible to define a representative governance in which a smaller number of participants represent other libraries of a similar size or type.

      Administration refers to the organizational structures that handle any staffing or financial activities that may be required. If the program incurs central expenses for staff or collection analysis services, collects cost-sharing fees from members, or receives grant funding, it will be necessary to identify or create an organization to support the program’s financial and legal obligations.

      If the program’s business model does not require any central funding or incur any central expenses, formal administration may not be necessary.

      AGREEMENT OR MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

      Once the services, policies, business model, governance, and administration have been established, these decisions should be embodied in a written agreement. The agreement also should outline procedures for handling future changes or problems. Typical clauses include provisions for:

      
        • Decision-making. Should specify who makes future decisions (the governing body) and how and when changes will be considered

        • Withdrawal by any member. May define a minimum notice period and a requirement to continue paying the member fee in the interim to minimize the financial impact on other members.

        • Withdrawal by a collection holder. May require that shared collection print holdings be transferred (or at least offered) to other member libraries.

        • Adding new members. May determine how and when new partners may join the agreement, and what obligations they may have upon joining (e.g., collection analysis).

        • Replacement of lost or damaged volumes. May require that holders (or borrowers) find replacement volumes.

        • Periodic review of the agreement. May define a future time period for explicit review of the retention commitment to allow for future changes in the scholarly communications and/or technology environments. For example, future members may decide that changes to copyright status or digital availability or other retention commitments means that certain holdings no longer need to be maintained.

      

      The shared print collection agreement may be a relatively informal MOU or a more formal contractual agreement that reflects the nature of the program and its membership. CRL’s PAPR maintains links to shared print agreements that have been developed at a number of programs (www.crl.edu/​archiving-preservation/​print-archives/​service-agreements).

      It is important to note that, whether the agreement is formal or informal, it probably is not ultimately enforceable in a strict legal sense. It is unlikely that one academic institution would sue another in a court of law over breaking the shared collection agreement. The value of a written agreement is to document for current and especially for future staff and administrators that a long-term commitment has been made between partner institutions with certain services promised. The agreement serves as a point of reference for member libraries within their own campuses in discussions with faculty, students, and administration.

      SUMMARY

      Libraries working together to define parameters for a shared print collection set the stage for deep collaboration. By giving careful thought to the policies and business model that will govern the relationship, partner libraries can promote sustainability or, unwittingly, discourage it. Planners should ask these questions:

      
        • Would this policy create significant additional costs for participating libraries in a way that may deter joining or encourage future withdrawal (less sustainable)? Would the policy provide enough benefit on the whole to justify the cost (more sustainable)?

        • Does the business model obligate libraries to pay fees long into the future (less sustainable) or only while active work is occurring (more sustainable)?

        • Does the member fee formula apportion costs in a way that is transparent and feels equitable to most members (more sustainable)?

      

      Carefully designed shared print agreements embody community values that contribute to long-term preservation of and access to library print holdings that are central to study and research at their institutions.

      Resources

      For further information about shared print programs and descriptions of many of them: Center for Research Libraries (CRL) Print Archives Preservation Registry (PAPR) (www.crl.edu/​archiving-preservation/​print-archives).

      For further information about the specific programs mentioned in this chapter:

      
        
          
            	Shared Print Program

            	Website (as of fall 2015)

          

        
        
          
            	
              ASERL Collaborative Journal Retention program

            
            	
              www.aserl.org/​programs/​j-retain/

            
          

          
            	
              Central Iowa Collaborative Collections Initiative

            
            	
              https://ci-cci.org/

            
          

          
            	
              Committee on Institutional Cooperation (CIC) Shared Print Repository

            
            	
              www.cic.net/​projects/​library/​shared-print-repository/​introduction

            
          

          
            	
              Eastern Academic Scholars’ Trust (EAST)

            
            	
              www.blc.org/​east-project

            
          

          
            	
              Five Colleges, Inc. Library Depository

            
            	
              www.fivecolleges.edu/​libraries/​depository

            
          

          
            	
              Academic Libraries of Indiana (ALI) and Private Academic Library Network of Indiana (PALNI) Shared Print Collection Initiative

            
            	
              http://​academiclibrariesofindiana.org/​home/​sharedprintproject

            
          

          
            	
              Western Regional Storage Trust (WEST)

            
            	
              www.cdlib.org/​west
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      SCARCE AND ENDANGERED WORKS

      Using Network-Level Holdings Data in Preservation Decision-Making and Stewardship of the Printed Record

      Jacob Nadal, Annie Peterson, and Dawn Aveline

      This chapter proposes methods of making preservation decisions based on holdings data for library collections, rather than on intrinsic characteristics of the damaged items. Although focused on monographic collections, it builds on related work in serials preservation and argues that there is potential for a common framework that encompasses both types of published materials. This chapter evaluates the role of regional and consortial holdings, as well as the relationship of print to digitized holdings, to help tie local preservation decisions to larger shared print initiatives. These methods borrow from economic assessments of risk and use simple, readily available data in a way that encourages fast and predictable decision-making. The outcome is a risk-management framework focused on ensuring access to a complete copy of a work at a given point well into the future, without requiring a specific set of future conditions for their success. Instead, these approaches are designed to serve as an adaptive framework for ensuring access to the records and artifacts that are in the library’s care.

      Beginning in 2008, the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA) Library conducted a series of experiments and pilot projects to explore the issues at stake in stewardship of the printed record and the best ways to structure preservation programs to support the Library’s commitments. The “preservation review” function developed for UCLA Library uses holdings data to expedite preservation responses to critically damaged or decaying materials as soon as they are identified in the course of day-to-day library operations. Because the process uses a variety of regional and national holdings data, it also lends itself to preservation management in a shared print environment.

      The first section of this chapter describes the process of collecting and evaluating holdings data and applying these results to preservation decision-making. The second section extrapolates from the lessons learned in local preservation work to issues implicit in collaborative print archiving projects and other types of network-level collection management. In both sections, the problems inherent in making local operational decisions in the face of incomplete or imperfect information are confronted. This chapter expands upon a white paper published by Peterson and Nadal in 2011, updating that work to include additional data from UCLA along with Aveline’s observations about the development of the preservation review program.1

      BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE REVIEW

      Large-scale digitization efforts in research libraries have progressed rapidly. By July 2014, the HathiTrust contained over eleven million volumes, a quantity comparable to any of the world’s major collections of record.2 According to a recent report, however, only 27 percent of the then ten million volumes in HathiTrust were in the public domain.3 The existence of this body of digitized materials does not immediately create ubiquitous access to the pre-twenty-first century printed record. Numerous factors remain at play to determine the future methods of providing access to library collections: intellectual property, licensing, and copyright; the applicability of fair-use standards and first-sale doctrine to reformatted and born-digital works; the role of libraries in material culture scholarship; and diverse and changing user preferences for print and digital versions of a work. The list can go on, but whatever the near-term obstacles and unresolved questions, the intention of the library community is clear: the effort is well underway to create ubiquitous digital access to the published record. In turn, the print collection is being positioned as an adjunct or interdependent part of the library. Printed books satisfy a reading preference, function as a source of artifactual evidence, serve as a backup in case of loss to digital collections, and provide a future source for re-mastering to create new digital objects.4

      In general, preservation decision-making, cost management, and selection for preservation have been discussed from the perspective of how local decisions were made to manage capacity or to argue the need and value of libraries investing in preservation efforts overall. The national microfilming effort that began with the US Newspaper Program in the 1980s provided the impetus for much of this work. Robert Hayes’ 1987 report, The Magnitude, Costs and Benefits of the Preservation of Brittle Books, identifies keys factors in selection and costs associated with the microfilm projects into the 1980s and will be used as a source for cost comparisons in this chapter.5 Michael Lesk’s “Selection for Preservation of Research Library Materials” provides a thorough overview of selection methods for preservation effort.6 The focus of selection for reformatting in the late twentieth century was on pre-coordinated sets of materials, drawn from the areas of the collection identified as likely to yield preservation problems. These sets were generated through a “great collections” approach or through consultation of a scholarly bibliography. A great collections approach “begins with an evaluation of the relative strength of collections by classification” to produce “a ranking of comprehensiveness of various libraries in specific subject areas.”7 Scholarly lists are to be taken from published bibliographies or based on consultation with scholarly societies or ad hoc academic committees. Once a list is established or a great collection selected, preservation reformatting proceeds within that collection.

      In his overview of the preservation selection methods that were becoming established in the 1990s, Robert Mareck describes a two-part process of selection for preservation and selection in preservation.8 The first part considers the decision about whether a particular library ought to preserve something; the second addresses the decision about how to preserve the item in question. Implicitly, this process represents a shift from a collection-driven strategy that declares the value of a set of library resources in advance of an item-driven strategy. Mareck describes his model in terms of a “macro preservation decision” that “is not based on the individual discrete item, but on its inclusion in a larger coherent body of material.”9 Despite the language of macro decisions and bodies of material, however, the critical distinction must be made between two broad types of library decision-making processes. Item-driven approaches originate from an item-in-hand and then investigate relevant context. Collection-driven approaches begin with a hypothetically complete corpus and then investigate whether the specific members of that corpus exist in a given location and in serviceable condition.

      Mareck provides a four-part model for connecting the critical, or “macro,” assessments with the technical, or “micro,” assessments. Although Mareck presents a structured container for the critical and technical decisions and allowing that he is summarizing practices, his description of the “macro” stage remains loosely structured at best. He provides a list of questions to guide decision-making, but provides no metrics for determining an outcome or indication of what specific data would prompt a decisively positive or negative decision within any set of questions. Mareck’s second stage, the “micro preservation decision,” is more focused, and consists of a set of advantage and disadvantage statements for each standard preservation outcome. This chapter proposes an alternative that allows for more efficient decision-making by establishing clear metrics for the “macro” decision-making, and by using some of the data for “macro” decisions to guide “micro” decisions, as well.

      Surveys and statistical approaches to preservation decision-making trace their roots to the Yale condition survey of the 1980s10 and to the survey strategies that Carl Drott developed for collection management beginning in the 1960s.11 These surveys have primarily focused on understanding the physical condition of library collections as a guide to developing preservation strategies. Twenty-first century preservation efforts have shifted toward a balanced strategy of artifact conservation, digital reformatting, and the development of cooperative repositories for long-term storage. Much of the earlier literature has lost its currency due to simple changes in technology or more complex changes in the preservation decision-making environment. Jan Merrill-Oldham’s article “Taking Care” in the Journal of Library Administration offers a clear summary of the current context for preservation decision-making.12 Merrill-Oldham reviews the primary arenas of preservation activity and discusses the primary factors at play in each. In this survey article, however, Merrill-Oldham does not investigate specific methodologies for decision-making, selection, or specifics of cost assessment.

      Julie Mosbo and John Ballestro write about the feasibility of purchasing from secondary sellers, finding that purchases off the used, secondary, and out-of-print markets meet the needs of the Southern Illinois University Morris Library at a net cost savings.13 They found that only 3.5 percent of the items ordered required preservation treatment, but these were also works printed within the last decade. Very little has been written on the use of replacement as a preservation strategy specifically.

      Libraries have a substantial history of cooperating to retain the published record, through formal efforts such as the Center for Research Libraries (CRL), and through the uncoordinated network effect, where numerous research libraries across the world purchase copies to serve their local users but also share scarce resources via interlibrary loan. Cooperative print-archiving projects developed in the first decades of the twenty-first century as a corollary to large-scale digitization of print collections and the broad shift in usage of serials from print to electronic versions. On July 21, 2003, CRL convened “Preserving America’s Printed Resources (PAPR),” a conference focused on “the role of repositories, depositories, and libraries of record.”14 This conference considered the major issues around the mission of libraries in cooperative preservation as well as key operation concerns implicit in collaborations around shared resources.

      In October 2004—just over a year after the PAPR conference—Google launched the Google Books Libraries Project, followed shortly after by the Open Content Alliance and Microsoft LiveSearch collaboration.15 The advent of large-scale digitization placed a new focus on the role of print in library collections and raised questions about the relevancy of previous methods of selecting candidates for preservation reformatting. These trends are described in Oya Rieger’s 2008 report, Preservation in the Age of Large-Scale Digitization.16

      Late twentieth-century preservation reformatting efforts selected damaged items from within the larger collection. The large-scale digitization projects of the twenty-first century do the opposite. To create a workflow with high and predictable throughput, these digitization efforts reject damaged items from a workflow that is not strictly constrained by subject parameters or scholarly input. A desire for large amounts of text in digital form is the motivation for these reformatting programs. Although preservation is not the primary goal of these projects, they do offer an ancillary benefit, since more copies in more formats spreads risk across a more diverse set of formats with different advantages and disadvantages.

      In 2009, Ithaka S+R released What to Withdraw? Print Collections Management in the Wake of Digitization.17 This report encapsulates the lessons learned from the JSTOR project, digitization projects with Google and the Internet Archive, and the work conducted on print archives during the first decade of the twenty-first century. The report and accompanying Excel-based calculator introduce a methodology for deciding which print journals libraries can be withdrawn responsibly and how that set of materials can be expanded to allow libraries the maximum possible flexibility in managing their collections. What to Withdraw? builds on a study that Ithaka commissioned from Candace Arai Yano and her colleagues in the Department of Industrial Engineering and Operations Research at University of California, Berkeley. Yano’s study has also been used as the fundamental building block for the decision-making process described in this study.

      METHODOLOGY I

      RISK ASSESSMENT AND REPLACEMENT MODEL

      Yano’s framework considers time and rate of loss for serials, based on data from the JSTOR validation process, library claims rates filed with insurance companies, and loss rates for circulating materials.18 These data are used in a calculation for estimating the number of required initial items to produce a single perfect copy at a given point in the future. This method of assessing survival probabilities is similar to methods used to resolve supply chain management issues around the production of spare parts for manufactured goods or to do risk modeling for redundant array of inexpensive disk (RAID) systems.19

      Yano assumes that the intention for this final copy is perfect information content, not necessarily a single perfect artifact. Because her study focuses on journals, hybridization of a complete work from multiple sources is feasible as part of a later digitization process. More specifically, her work assumes that “virtually all of the journals will be stored in the form of bound volumes, so we take a bound volume . . . as the unit of analysis.”20 Applying this methodology to monographs raises the question of whether they exhibit the same survival characteristics as journals.

      If one considers the problem to be merely the loss of bound volumes, then serials and monographs should be interchangeable. The performance of book structures bears no necessary relationship to the intellectual content of the work. However, the process of loss and reconstruction is more precisely understood as the loss of some knowable percentage of a serial, itself composed of bound volumes, over time. The extant volumes from one instance of a serial replace the lost elements from other instances of the serial, each of which has also suffered loss. The survival probability represents a measurement of the likelihood that all of the extant serials have not lost the same parts and thus eliminated the possibility of creating a perfect hybrid serial. Using this model for monographic assessment becomes intuitively problematic. For clarity, the crucial question should be framed around the notion of repetition of parts in a monographic series. The mathematics remain agnostic about bibliographic conventions, so intellectual series in and of themselves yield to the relationship of parts to wholes, or members to sets.

      Although monographs are not explicitly cataloged as continuing resources, they are easily conceptualized into a variety of sets, based on common points of bibliographic identity, such as their author, year of publication, or language. Individual monographs can also be treated simply as members in a set of all instances of that monograph. Subsets could be conceived of in a variety of ways, including geographical regions and consortia, which are already common points of identity and collaboration among libraries.

      In this vein, Yano’s work draws on Martin L. Weitzman’s “The Noah’s Ark Problem,” which uses what Weitzman calls a “library model” to evaluate biodiversity risks.21 He treats the underlying conservation unit, the species as a library, observing that “the book collections in various libraries may overlap to some degree,” and develops a measurement of diversity as “the size of the set that consists of the union of all the different books in all the libraries” in the study.22

      The method suggested by this chapter follows Weitzman by treating WorldCat as the assemblage of libraries and UCLA Library’s collections as one branch within the larger set. Weitzman’s model proposes a diversity function, V, for a set of libraries, S. Each library within S holds a set of books held in common with other libraries, J, and a set of books unique to that library, Elibrary. This process examines each book in preservation review to determine if it belongs to the set EUCLA or J, and if the latter, to decide if its withdrawal adversely affects V(global), the diversity function of libraries globally. Because real libraries are being analyzed rather than the abstract library that Weitzman models, it is possible to investigate EUCLA, EUC, and ECA, in addition to J. Furthermore, for all of the theoretical value of Weitzman’s model, it is Yano’s formulation that does the heavy lifting by quantifying the extent of risk to the shared collection, the J set of V(global), created by withdrawal or replacement.

      The question at issue, “of the set of items, what is the chance of loss,” can be meaningful whether the items are individual bound titles (monographs), sets of bound volumes in unanalyzed serials, or multi-volume monographic sets. The issue that remains is determining the loss rate for monographs, in case it is different than the loss rate for serials/sets. Supposing 100 instances of a serial/set with 100 volumes, 1 percent loss means the loss of one volume. In the monographic parallel, something like 100 copies of a monograph with 100 pages, 1 percent loss means one page. Although the same risk evaluation formulas can be applied, monographs may seem more fragile than serials, since 1 percent loss occurs at a dramatically lower threshold. To account for this in the analyses below, loss rates are derived from observation and the rates are doubled to seek thresholds that are safe for both. In addition, several sets of monographs (UCLA, UC, CA, and Global) are used, in effect creating series at different consortium and regional levels, imitating the pattern of serials.

      METHODOLOGY II

      DATA COLLECTION, ACCURACY, AND APPLICABILITY

      For this study, data was used from 1,408 items selected at random from among the brittle materials identified at circulation points and by collection managers during the preceding decade at UCLA Library. This provided a set of materials from across the Library’s entire collection that is large enough to be statistically useful, provided it is truly random and free from major biases in selection. This set would ideally draw on a random sample of damaged materials from the entire collection to develop policies, strategies, and preservation actions at the institutional level, but there are significant barriers to the discovery of a sufficient sample of these materials.

      The common traits of interest among preservation candidates—paper decay and mechanical failure of book structures—are caused by inherent factors as well as external influences. Neither set of causes is tracked in library databases, so automated generation of a randomized sampling list is impossible. The only readily available proxies for severe damage are publication date and sometimes country of publication, but these factors show low correlation to severe damage: although severely damaged materials are somewhat likely to be old, older materials are not as likely to be severely damaged.23 Locating an ideal random sample therefore requires a hands-on survey across the entire collection. For UCLA Library, with a collection of over nine million items, the walking distance of the survey alone could approach forty miles.24 The sample used for this study matched the profile of severely damaged materials as they appear in a general preservation collection survey that included materials from all UCLA Library branches and collection areas, suggesting that this sample is representative of the collections as a whole. Because the preservation department is a fairly new entity in the UCLA Library, no systematic plan has been in place for collecting or treating brittle materials, so it is unlikely that the sample is biased by any long-running and consistent past practice for collecting candidate volumes for preservation treatment.25

      PRESERVATION TREATMENT OUTCOMES

      Preservation options for severely damaged materials are limited. These items are characterized by extreme paper decay, severe structural damage, or both. As a consequence of paper decay, the materials used for repair often exceed the mechanical strength of the paper. The double-fold test characterized this problem by counting how many times a page could fold before breaking apart.26 A sheet of paper in good condition will survive dozens of folds at least; hundreds if one has the patience. The books with paper decay in this study often fail before one fold is complete, or at best, two or three. Even the small level of adhesion generated by a repositionable note (such as the Post-it brand from 3M), which is on the order of 0.1–2.7 N/25mm, suffices to peel away a layer of paper from many of the items considered.27 Structural damage to the case or text block of the volume forms the other main factor. The materials in this study included some that the dog literally ate; most others exhibited enough damage that conventional repair or commercial rebinding was not possible. In many instances, chemical decay and structural damage play upon one another to create items with complex, compound problems. The physical integrity of all items subjected to preservation review has been so severely compromised that the item can no longer serve its function as an information carrier, and cannot be circulated without risk of further damage or content loss.

      In this study, preservation review leads to two broad outcomes: withdrawal or replacement. Replacement options include reformatting to a digital surrogate, print facsimile (or both), or purchase of another copy of the same edition in acceptable condition.28 The final disposition of the original volume is implicit withdrawal following reformatting or replacement. If an item of substantial artifactual value is identified for replacement and another print copy cannot be substituted, the item is reformatted as it came to preservation review, the original artifact is placed in a suitable enclosure, and then deposited into closed storage with an in-house use only status. In principle, the option of heroic conservation is available should materials of dramatic artifactual or associative value come to light, but this has not occurred in practice.29

      Yano’s survival probability algorithm assumes a survival scenario for a hybrid print and digital information environment where i) the availability of digital version will lead to low print usage, ii) the movement of print materials from open stacks to closed depositories will reduce loss and damage, and iii) chemical decay can be reduced through environmental controls.30 The treatment outcomes developed for the preservation review process are designed to achieve these conditions through digitization of scarcely held materials and, when replacement copies are purchased or a retention decision is made for the original book, relocating it to the Southern Regional Library Facility (SRLF). SRLF deposit with a restricted use status performs the functional role of a dark archive in Yano’s model, with good environmental conditions, near-zero loss, and an option for later reformatting. When the replacement option leads to the discarding of a print item, it is only after digitization.31 The loss to the library system is minimal in these instances. The materials in question are severely damaged, making them poor exemplars of the artifactual value of that work. Creating a digital surrogate allows the library system to gain the added preservation benefits of working in a hybrid environment and spreads the risks to the survival of content across multiple formats.

      HOLDINGS-BASED DECISION-MAKING SCENARIOS

      This project was predicated on the idea that complex decision-making strategies could be replaced with simple holdings analysis. To the extent that the simplified strategy is successful, the total cost of preservation actions can be more closely evaluated and controlled. In addition, the otherwise diffuse decision-making efforts of library staff can be clearly located in the organization, creating an opportunity for better accountability, reduced costs, and fewer delays in service. To test the assumption that holdings-based decision-making could be an effective proxy for other means of preservation decision-making, three decision-making formulas were created. These holdings-based scenarios are described as aggressive, moderate, and conservative, in reference to the degree to which they lean toward the “aggressive” option of disposal of materials instead of replacement, repair, or reformatting.

      Each of the three formulas has two thresholds, leading to three classes of preservation decisions. The first is the replacement threshold, the number of holdings in WorldCat below which the default is to take preservation action. The total number of WorldCat holdings includes only items of the same edition and format. Below this number, the default decision is to replace or reformat. The second threshold, withdrawal, marks the level of holdings above which the default is to withdraw the copy.

      The selected replacement thresholds were created for the specific survival probabilities based on Yano’s model, as were the upper thresholds in the aggressive and conservative formulas.32 The withdrawal threshold in the moderate formula reflects local practice, and was derived from an analysis of past collection management decisions at the UCLA Library. These decisions showed a strong trend toward withdrawal when global holdings in WorldCat were greater than twenty-six, so this number was selected as the upper boundary for the moderate scenario. The UCLA Library Preservation Department currently follows the moderate formula. Finally, a policy decision was implemented always to take preservation action when UCLA holds the last copy in the University of California system or one of only two copies in the state of California, independent of other holdings data. Although almost an afterthought in the early investigations, this policy has turned out to be one of the most compelling features of this method.

      The withdrawal and retention thresholds bracket a zone in which additional data, such as the existence of digitized copies and where they are held, are collected to make a decision. This category was established initially because the thresholds do not perfectly align, and it had been the intention for items in this middle group to be candidates for referral to a decision-maker outside of preservation. This category drew on the assumption that this group of materials would benefit from further knowledge, such as collection priorities or local user needs, in the preservation decision-making process. In practice, only about 1 percent of items fell into the middle category and almost none had their default decision changed by a secondary reviewer. The value of this group warrants further consideration for future implementations of this decision-making framework.

      FORMULAS FOR REPLACEMENT AND WITHDRAWAL

      The moderate formula indicates replacement of items with fewer than twelve global holdings, fewer than three California holdings, and zero additional UC holdings; withdrawal of items with more than twenty-six global holdings, more than five California holdings, and more than two UC holdings; and to ask collection managers to review all other items. Based on Yano’s model, and assuming an annual loss rate of 1 percent or less, these thresholds allow for estimating the probability that, after taking the local preservation action, a complete copy can be found or reconstructed in 2100 CE. For California alone this probability comes to approximately 78 percent, and surpasses 99.5 percent across global holdings.

      The aggressive formula replaces items with fewer than four global holdings, fewer than one California holding, and zero UC holdings, and withdraws items with more than twelve global holdings, more than three California holdings, and more than one UC holding; all other items will be reviewed. This formula reduces California’s perfect copy survival probability to about 65 percent and places the worldwide survival odds at 92.5 percent.

      Application of the conservative formula leads to replacing items with fewer than sixteen global holdings, fewer than four California holdings, and one other UC holding, and withdrawal of items with more than thirty global holdings, more than ten California holdings, and more than three UC holdings; all other items will be reviewed. This formula produces a California state-level perfect copy survival probability of 87 percent, based on four copies, and worldwide survival odds upward of 99.9 percent. Table 3.1 shows the withdrawal and replacement thresholds for each formula.

      Table 3.1 | Thresholds for preservation action

      
        
          
            	Formula

            	Grouping

            	Replace below

            	Withdraw above

          

        
        
          
            	
              Aggressive

            
            	
              WorldCat Global

            
            	
              4

            
            	
              12

            
          

          
            	
              California

            
            	
              1

            
            	
              3

            
          

          
            	
              UC

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              1

            
          

          
            	
              Moderate

            
            	
              WorldCat Global

            
            	
              12

            
            	
              26

            
          

          
            	
              California

            
            	
              3

            
            	
              5

            
          

          
            	
              UC

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              2

            
          

          
            	
              Conservative

            
            	
              WorldCat Global

            
            	
              16

            
            	
              30

            
          

          
            	
              California

            
            	
              4

            
            	
              10

            
          

          
            	
              UC

            
            	
              1

            
            	
              3

            
          

        
      

      Table 3.2 shows the WorldCat holdings and associated survival probabilities for each scenario described above and listed in table 3.1. In table 3.2, the survival probabilities can be read as risk tolerances. They could also be read as a statement about the level of risk at which the stakeholders feel compelled to hold the line against further loss (the replacement threshold) and above which there is confidence in the system’s ability to absorb the loss of UCLA’s damaged copy—and still maintain access well into the future (the withdrawal threshold). This implicit reading of the moderate threshold, which UCLA has been developing for actual application rather than theoretical study, suggests that UCLA Library evaluates preservation risks out to the end of the century, always takes preservation action when a work’s chance of survival drops below 90 percent, and never withdraws materials unless there is a 99 percent or better chance that the global library system can preserve that work until the year 2100 CE.

      Table 3.2 | Survival probabilities at each preservation threshold

      
        
          
            	Scenario

            	Replacement threshold

            	Survival probability, %

            	Withdrawal threshold

            	Survival probability, %

          

        
        
          
            	
              Aggressive

            
            	
              4

            
            	
              50.76

            
            	
              12

            
            	
              88.06

            
          

          
            	
              Moderate

            
            	
              12

            
            	
              88.06

            
            	
              26

            
            	
              99.00

            
          

          
            	
              Conservative

            
            	
              16

            
            	
              94.12

            
            	
              30

            
            	
              99.51

            
          

        
      

      Table 3.3 shows the range of probabilities for the library network to be able to produce a single perfect copy in 2100 CE, given an initial number of starting copies, based on Yano’s study.33 The table shows probabilities for two loss rates. There are strong reasons to include the 1 percent loss rate projection as the default assumption for planning purposes. This level closely matches the internal estimates of loss based on interlibrary loan data, circulation data from the Southern and Northern Regional Library Facilities, and data from the UCLA Library catalog and circulation records.34 A second section of the table shows the equivalent risks at a 2 percent loss rate to provide additional context and a worse- (if not worst-) case projection. In the interest of being risk-averse, the 2 percent loss scenario is employed in table 3.2 and in other analyses throughout this chapter.

      Accurate assessment of risk is most important at the lower threshold, where the decision branches between defaulting to replace the item in question, or to send the item for additional review. At the withdrawal threshold, the difference in survival probabilities narrows to about 1 percent. Even that 1 percent difference causes little real impact on survival probabilities in the sample studied, because very few items actually comprise holdings precisely matching the threshold level. Table 3.4 shows the median, average, and maximum holdings levels for global, California, and the UC system across the entire sample. At the median global holdings level of sixty-one copies, the difference in survival probability between the 1 and 2 percent loss rate projections shrinks to 0.002 percent. The high level of median holdings supplies important information for the risk assessment. Even if the real rate of loss is twice the estimated rate of loss—2 percent instead of 1 percent—at least half of the materials considered in preservation review will maintain the same survival outlook.

      Table 3.3 | Probabilities for survival of a single perfect copy in 2100 CE (based on Yano et al.)

      
        
          
            	Projection 1

              Single copy; 1% loss until 2100 CE

            
              • Planning horizon: 90 years

            
              • Loss rate: 1%

            
            	Projection 2

              Single copy; 2% loss until 2100 CE

            
              • Planning horizon: 90 years

            
              • Loss rate: 2%

            
          

        
        
          
            	
              Initial number of copies

            
            	
              Survival probability, %

            
            	
              Initial number of copies

            
            	
              Survival probability, %

            
          

          
            	
              1

            
            	
              40.4732

            
            	
              1

            
            	
              16.2311

            
          

          
            	
              2

            
            	
              64.5656

            
            	
              2

            
            	
              29.8276

            
          

          
            	
              3

            
            	
              78.9070

            
            	
              3

            
            	
              41.2174

            
          

          
            	
              4

            
            	
              87.4440

            
            	
              4

            
            	
              50.7584

            
          

          
            	
              5

            
            	
              92.5258

            
            	
              5

            
            	
              58.7508

            
          

          
            	
              6

            
            	
              95.5509

            
            	
              6

            
            	
              65.4460

            
          

          
            	
              7

            
            	
              97.3516

            
            	
              7

            
            	
              71.0545

            
          

          
            	
              8

            
            	
              98.4235

            
            	
              8

            
            	
              75.7527

            
          

          
            	
              9

            
            	
              99.0615

            
            	
              9

            
            	
              79.6883

            
          

          
            	
              10

            
            	
              99.4414

            
            	
              10

            
            	
              82.9851

            
          

          
            	
              11

            
            	
              99.6675

            
            	
              11

            
            	
              85.7468

            
          

          
            	
              12

              (moderate replacement threshold)

            
            	
              99.8021

            
            	
              12

              (moderate replacement threshold)

            
            	
              88.0602

            
          

          
            	
              13

            
            	
              99.8822

            
            	
              13

            
            	
              89.9982

            
          

          
            	
              14

            
            	
              99.9299

            
            	
              14

            
            	
              91.6216

            
          

          
            	
              15

            
            	
              99.9582

            
            	
              15

            
            	
              92.9815

            
          

          
            	
              16

            
            	
              99.9751

            
            	
              16

            
            	
              94.1207

            
          

          
            	
              17

            
            	
              99.9852

            
            	
              17

            
            	
              95.0749

            
          

          
            	
              18

            
            	
              99.9912

            
            	
              18

            
            	
              95.8743

            
          

          
            	
              19

            
            	
              99.9948

            
            	
              19

            
            	
              96.5440

            
          

          
            	
              20

            
            	
              99.9969

            
            	
              20

            
            	
              97.1049

            
          

          
            	
              21

            
            	
              99.9981

            
            	
              21

            
            	
              97.5748

            
          

          
            	
              22

            
            	
              99.9989

            
            	
              22

            
            	
              97.9685

            
          

          
            	
              23

            
            	
              99.9993

            
            	
              23

            
            	
              98.2982

            
          

          
            	
              24

            
            	
              99.9996

            
            	
              24

            
            	
              98.5744

            
          

          
            	
              25

            
            	
              99.9998

            
            	
              25

            
            	
              98.8058

            
          

          
            	
              26

              (moderate withdrawal threshold)

            
            	
              99.9999

            
            	
              26

              (moderate withdrawal threshold)

            
            	
              98.9996

            
          

          
            	
              27

            
            	
              99.9999

            
            	
              27

            
            	
              99.1620

            
          

          
            	
              28

            
            	
              100.0000

            
            	
              28

            
            	
              99.2980

            
          

          
            	
              29

            
            	
              100.0000

            
            	
              29

            
            	
              99.4120

            
          

          
            	
              30

            
            	
              100.0000

            
            	
              30

            
            	
              99.5074

            
          

        
      

      Table 3.4 | Median, average, and maximum holdings

      
        
          
            	
            	WorldCat global holdings

            	CA holdings

            	UC holdings

          

        
        
          
            	
              Median

            
            	
              1

            
            	
              3

            
            	
              1

            
          

          
            	
              Average

            
            	
              146

            
            	
              11

            
            	
              2

            
          

          
            	
              Maximum

            
            	
              4,085

            
            	
              263

            
            	
              23

            
          

        
      

      Figure 3.1 shows the relationship of the 1 and 2 percent loss rate projections to one another. Both projections approach 100 percent probability for the survival of a perfect copy in 2100 CE at the twenty-six copy threshold for withdrawal decisions that are used in the moderate scenario.

      
        Figure 3.1 | Comparison of asymptotic survival probability curves, 1 and 2 percent loss rate projections

        [image: ]

      

      When applying the three different formulas to the study materials, the findings emerged as expected. The aggressive formula led to more items withdrawn, fewer items replaced, and slightly more items reviewed. The conservative formula led to more items replaced, fewer withdrawn, and more reviewed. Table 3.5 shows the numbers of items, in a total sample of 1,408 items, that receive default decisions of withdraw, replace, or review.

      Table 3.5 | Actions derived from each formula

      
        
          	
          	Aggressive

          	%

          	Moderate

          	%

          	Conservative

          	%

        

        
          	
            Withdraw

          
          	
            765

          
          	
            54

          
          	
            631

          
          	
            45

          
          	
            521

          
          	
            37

          
        

        
          	
            Replace

          
          	
            585

          
          	
            42

          
          	
            760

          
          	
            54

          
          	
            872

          
          	
            62

          
        

        
          	
            Review

          
          	
            58

          
          	
            4

          
          	
            17

          
          	
            1

          
          	
            15

          
          	
            1

          
        

      

      IMPLICATIONS FOR COLLECTION STRATEGY

      Although these data collected to facilitate local preservation management, they can be analyzed with a view to shared collections management. For example, a telling indicator from the preservation review materials reveals that median holdings are lower than average holdings by a factor of roughly three (table 3.6).

      Table 3.6 | Average and median holdings

      
        
          	
          	WorldCat Global holdings

          	CA holdings

          	UC holdings

        

        
          	
            Average

          
          	
            146

          
          	
            11

          
          	
            2

          
        

        
          	
            Median

          
          	
            43

          
          	
            3

          
          	
            1

          
        

      

      This suggests that a relatively small number of very commonly held works inflates the average. Figure 3.2 illustrates this pattern, commonly called a “long tail,” after the book and article by Chris Anderson.35 Significantly, figure 3.2 is truncated at 400 holdings, the ninetieth percentile for holdings. The top 10 percent of global holdings for these materials cover an order of magnitude change from 407 to 4,085 holdings.

      
        Figure 3.2 | Holdings of the sample set in WorldCat, California, and the University of California

        [image: ]

      

      If the holdings for the entire set of 1,408 items are examined, a clear long tail trend appears, with the exception of the UC holdings. The fairly flat curve of UC holdings likely arises from the small number of UC campuses compared to the number of libraries in the world. This also fits with the shift in UC policy toward limiting the purchase and maintenance of multiple copies across the system wherever possible. Given the origin of this dataset in preservation review, the low UC-wide holdings remain consistent with expectations and UC collection development policies.36

      To view these data in another way, global holdings are plotted against the lower of UC or California state holdings. In figure 3.3, global holdings are plotted logarithmically, since they greatly outpace state- or system-level holdings, and the resulting scatter plot is divided into quadrants that show the default actions for each combination of local or worldwide scarcity.

      
        Figure 3.3 | Logarithmic plot of holdings with implied preservation activity

        [image: ]

      

      Materials that are widely held from a global perspective but scarcely held within the local system are particularly visible in this presentation, where they cluster in the upper left-hand quadrant. As noted above, adding replacement thresholds for local or consortial groups makes almost no impact on system-wide risk to the loss of print materials. However, it transforms preservation decision-making and the ability of a given library or system to independently meet its users’ needs.

      Forty percent of the materials in the study fall into this locally scarce but globally common set of materials. This is an important counterbalance to the idea of a single, centrally planned, national collection of record. The analysis suggests that preservation strategies may be best articulated on a regional or consortial basis, with national goals emerging from those efforts. To illustrate how local collection management decisions can create positive global outcomes, two scenarios can be played out using the data and risk projections presented thus far, by adding additional retain and withdraw thresholds for consortia or regional collections.

      THE INFLUENCE OF REGIONAL AND CONSORTIAL HOLDINGS

      In the first scenario, thresholds are added for the number of copies in the UC system and in the state of California. The differences between the thresholds to withdraw, replace, and review in each of these scenarios are small, as table 3.7 demonstrates. The Difference column of table 3.7 shows how much closer the UC and California numbers are to each other as compared to the global numbers, effectively narrowing the band of “review” materials needing input from outside the preservation department. Consequently, fewer items require secondary review in scenarios that include UC or California holdings, even though the system-wide risk of loss (driven by the global “withdraw above” threshold) stays the same.

      The total numbers of withdraw and replace decisions do not vary greatly between any of the original formulas; however, when one of the holdings groups is removed from the formula, the differences increase. Table 3.8 shows the percentage of each type of decision in the three formulas with and without UC holdings data.

      Table 3.7 | Withdraw and retain thresholds for each formula and holdings group

      
        
          	
          
          	Aggressive

          	Moderate

          	Conservative

        

        
          	
            Holdings

          
          	
            Retain below

          
          	
            Difference

          
          	
            Withdraw above

          
          	
            Retain below

          
          	
            Difference

          
          	
            Withdraw above

          
          	
            Retain below

          
          	
            Difference

          
          	
            Withdraw above

          
        

        
          	
            WorldCat Global

          
          	
            4

          
          	
            8

          
          	
            12

          
          	
            12

          
          	
            14

          
          	
            26

          
          	
            16

          
          	
            14

          
          	
            30

          
        

        
          	
            California

          
          	
            1

          
          	
            2

          
          	
            3

          
          	
            3

          
          	
            2

          
          	
            5

          
          	
            4

          
          	
            6

          
          	
            10

          
        

        
          	
            UC System

          
          	
            1

          
          	
            1

          
          	
            1

          
          	
            1

          
          	
            2

          
          	
            2

          
          	
            2

          
          	
            2

          
          	
            3

          
        

      

      Table 3.8 | Percentage of decisions with varied holdings groups

      
        
          	
          	Aggressive

          	Without UC, %

          	Moderate

          	Without UC, %

          	Conservative

          	Without UC, %

        

        
          	
            Withdraw

          
          	
            54

          
          	
            66

          
          	
            45

          
          	
            52

          
          	
            37

          
          	
            44

          
        

        
          	
            Replace

          
          	
            42

          
          	
            25

          
          	
            54

          
          	
            48

          
          	
            62

          
          	
            54

          
        

        
          	
            Review

          
          	
            4

          
          	
            8

          
          	
            1

          
          	
            0

          
          	
            1

          
          	
            2

          
        

      

      If UC holdings are ignored, but other constraints remain, the difference between the categories shifts by 16 percent toward withdrawal of material. Purely within the boundaries of this model, and if it had no obligations to the UC system, UCLA could, in effect, justify an 11 percent increase in the rate at which it deferred preservation responsibility to other institutions. This is not, in fact, the aspiration, policy, mission, or vision of the UCLA Library. And fortunately, there is some evidence that adding consortium or regional thresholds creates important benefits for the local library: savings in labor, by reducing secondary review of materials, and an additional level of protection against loss of materials. Taken together, these indicators provide a useful object lesson in how to situate evidence-driven practice in library management. These data allow the exploration of many possible paths and outcomes, but as a matter of institutional mission, UCLA Library intends to serve as a collection of record that “develops, organizes, and preserves collections for optimal use.”37

      Interpreted from an intention to preserve, these models reinforce the importance of explicitly declared networks for preservation, and provide an incentive to associate with other collecting institutions, the better to safeguard against withdrawal activity that would threaten our mission. In effect, the constraints of system-wide policy and obligations to local or regional groups enjoin the parties to a greater degree of collective preservation effort.

      The inclusion of California holdings information makes less of an impact than the addition of UC data, but it keeps items out of the review category in the moderate formula, and leads to a slight shift in the proportion of materials retained or withdrawn. The review category in the moderate formula increases significantly if the California holdings data are ignored, illustrating the common theme that having more decision-making data about each title allows for more default actions to withdraw or retain, and fewer review decisions, shown in table 3.9. The effect of removing the California holdings, but leaving UC and global holdings, is less dramatic than removing the UC holdings.

      Table 3.9 | Retention scenarios without California holdings group

      
        
          	
          	Aggressive

          	%

          	Moderate

          	%

          	Conservative

          	%

        

        
          	
            Withdraw

          
          	
            763

          
          	
            54

          
          	
            685

          
          	
            49

          
          	
            492

          
          	
            65

          
        

        
          	
            Replace

          
          	
            582

          
          	
            41

          
          	
            642

          
          	
            46

          
          	
            900

          
          	
            64

          
        

        
          	
            Review

          
          	
            63

          
          	
            4

          
          	
            81

          
          	
            6

          
          	
            16

          
          	
            1

          
        

      

      One conclusion is that California is simply a large enough state with enough major libraries that it operates as a good proxy for the world. This may be less true as the scale of analysis shifts from this case study to the entire collective collection, but the alignment between these data and the work on mega-regions merits further attention.38 States, regions, or other large affinity groups may provide a valuable scoping mechanism for planning preservation and shared collection networks. Such groupings may be large enough to approximate the global patterns of retention necessary for the long-term survival of materials, while also being small enough and having enough shared interests among stakeholders to organize collaboration. Indeed, at this scale, there are likely to be preexisting collaborative ventures that can be leveraged for print archive efforts.

      Table 3.10 shows how removing either the global holdings or the local holdings (UC and California) from the moderate replacement thresholds (replace below 12, withdraw above 26) leads to a more conservative outcome than a scenario that only looks at global holdings through WorldCat on the one hand, and a more aggressive approach than an exclusively local scenario on the other. Considering only global holdings leads to 30 percent more withdrawal but 50 percent less automatic replacement. Considering only local holdings, in this case California state holdings and UC system holdings, leads to slightly less (-19 percent) withdrawal and almost identical replacement outcomes (-2 percent).

      Table 3.10 | Moderate formula with varied holdings groups

      
        
          	
          	Moderate

          	Moderate, only Global

          	% Change versus moderate

          	Moderate, only UC+CA

          	% Change versus moderate

        

        
          	
            Withdraw

          
          	
            630

          
          	
            822

          
          	
            30

          
          	
            511

          
          	
            -19

          
        

        
          	
            Replace

          
          	
            761

          
          	
            382

          
          	
            -50

          
          	
            747

          
          	
            -2

          
        

        
          	
            Review

          
          	
            17

          
          	
            204

          
          	
            1,100

          
          	
            150

          
          	
            782

          
        

      

      The elimination of either the global or regional holdings increases review cases as well. Although the percentage change is staggering (782 to 1,100 percent), the actual number of review cases only becomes significant where global holdings are not evaluated. In that instance, there would be 150 items for review, 11 percent of the total sample. As we expanded this work from a pilot project with 376 samples to this case study of 1,408, the review category diminished in importance whenever groups of holdings data were added. From a purely practical view, within this model of preservation review, one could argue that it is worthwhile to always evaluate the global holdings just to reduce the amount of selector review required, and by happy coincidence, this also helps to avoid global scarcity problems.

      The impact of these scenarios on the review category has been of particular interest for two main reasons. First, keeping items out of the review category means fewer backlogs in the preservation department. Second, placing items into the review category shifts some decision-making work from preservation staff to collection managers. The time required to get the UC holdings from WorldCat is small and easily measured, unlike the time it takes for collection managers to receive and review an item in order to make a decision based on their knowledge of or beliefs about its usefulness to a field of study and relevance to the collection.

      Another factor considered in the decision-making was whether or not an item appears in HathiTrust. The original plan was to use HathiTrust data to resolve items left in a review status for several months, so that if collection managers had not made a decision on review materials and a full-view HathiTrust copy were available, it would revert to a withdrawal decision. Although the small number of materials in the study requiring outside review has made this a moot point, the rationale behind this consideration deserves attention. Reformatting options are evaluated for items that fall into a lower-risk category, indicating the existence of other copies. The damaged copy in-hand is a poor candidate for digitization in any case, so its withdrawal does not have an adverse effect on the system-wide possibility of creating a better digital version in the future, or using a better copy from another library.

      The results of fully incorporating HathiTrust data into the decision-making are shown in table 3.11. Using the moderate formula as the starting point, the presence of a HathiTrust copy was used to change review decisions into withdrawals. In the scenario that only uses global holdings, changing the decisions based on the existence of a copy in HathiTrust only affects outcomes for four volumes. However, in the localized scenario that includes the UC and California holdings, this approach greatly reduces the number of volumes left in review status, from 150 to 9, a 94 percent decrease. This application of HathiTrust data suggests some potential for consortial networks to do effective internal coordination of print and digital preservation efforts.

      Table 3.11 | Impact of HathiTrust holdings on the moderate formula, with varied holdings groups
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      Although this model of preservation decision-making shows many advantages, there are concerns for a hypothetical situation where the library withdraws the damaged copy in its collection, but no other libraries with holdings of that title have a policy that would ensure they retain their copies. In the moderate formula, UCLA withdraws when there are more than twenty-five extant copies, so the specific version of this concern would be that two dozen other libraries will lose their copies or withdraw it without any consideration of the network impact of that action. The likelihood of that is very difficult to determine. Although it is assumed the probability would be quite low, there is no definitive data to affirm or negate this assumption. This dilemma supports an additional, compelling justification for having a second set of replacement criteria built around a region or consortium, in this case California and the University of California system.

      As discussed above, adding the consortial checks reduced the quantity of materials withdrawn as a default by 30 percent in the study (see table 3.10). Further, as figures 3.1 and 3.2 show, a substantial amount of material that could be withdrawn without affecting system-wide survival rates must be retained in order to protect consortial preservation and access. This point bears some additional emphasis, given the amount of activity focused on network-level collection development. For several of these network efforts, the wish to avoid duplicate maintenance costs and the possibility of recovering space in library facilities form the chief motivations; these projects focus primarily on journal backfiles.39 Monographs are receiving increased attention, though. Robert Darnton recently made a broader argument for a renewed national library building effort, for example, and recent announcements by the HathiTrust and Internet Archive indicate their engagement with the idea of building a monographic print archive to mirror their digital holdings.40 None of these projects specifically say that one and only one print copy of a work is the end game. However, most of these efforts center their activity on a small number of copies, identified on the network level and placed into trusted archives on behalf of the community. The authors endorse the core concerns identified by these projects’ leaders, but the analysis suggests that at least a dozen regional or consortial efforts, rather than a few national efforts, will lead to more favorable outcomes. Localized efforts are more likely to see implementation and will be easier to maintain, since they build on existing communities and established operations. The data show that multiple systems acting independently can provide reliable preservation, especially if they have a means of disclosing their actions.41

      As different replacement scenarios are tested, it is not sufficient to simply develop an internal matrix for decisions and declare success. Preservation operations have two stewardship responsibilities. One is the basic fiduciary responsibility to expend funds in an effective and transparent fashion. The other is the larger goal of ensuring that those funds actually support the survival of cultural and artifactual heritage. The methodology described above places both stewardship responsibilities into a measurable framework that supports meaningful comparison and collaboration between institutions.

      FURTHER RESEARCH

      The approach to making preservation review decisions in this chapter only governs UCLA Library, not the decisions of the other holding libraries in WorldCat. As discussed above, replacement and withdrawal thresholds are selected to allow for a margin of safety against the possibility of system-wide loss of access to a work. Further hedges against the risk of loss are made by applying consortia holdings as a decision-making element, so that even if a work is widely held, a copy in the state or UC system is maintained. A secondary benefit arises as well, since the more holdings groups included in the formula, the fewer items fall into the review category. The effect of adding additional real or hypothetical groups to this analysis was not evaluated, but that is a promising direction for future research.

      Further studies should be conducted to determine which pieces of data are the most important to collect and what replacement thresholds most closely mirror collection managers’ levels of risk tolerance. By providing proposed decisions to collection managers without identifying whether the aggressive, moderate, or conservative protocol was used, it would be possible to track the way in which their decisions align with the pattern of default preservation decisions and to see which data most strongly correlate to their decisions. Additionally, areas where managers consistently decide against the numerical indicators offer valuable clues about the library’s collecting interests and intentions. This information may be key to developing more effective assessment and decision-making routines. Ideally, only data with the strongest relationship to a desired replacement pattern will be collected. For example, if it is determined that decisions based on the UC system holdings data correlated with 95 percent of the collection manager decisions, and the global holdings data correlated with 94 percent or 96 percent of the collection manager’s decisions, the utility of collecting global holdings data might be questioned. As the data-driven decisions start to more closely mimic collection managers’ decision-making, it may be necessary to reevaluate the utility of the review category between the withdrawal and retention thresholds. Eliminating the review category would further the goals of reducing a backlog in preservation and of making efficient, timely, evidence-based decisions.

      In addition, better analysis tools for the WorldCat database would facilitate the investigation of questions such as overlap of holdings and classes of libraries that hold various types of materials. For instance, if it were found that of the thirty-two copies held for a given title, the thirty-one non-UCLA copies were in small school and public libraries, it might be concluded that the preservation responsibility would belong to UCLA. Contemporary library collection management strategies increasingly incorporate cross-collection availability patterns and the potential for systematic collaborations in developing shared print collections. For this, the holdings data in WorldCat needs to be much more accessible. The WorldCat Collection Analysis tool made some progress in this direction, but its restricted access and high pricing impeded its use; its publicly available documentation and interfaces did not disclose clearly how one could create selected title lists for comparison, rather than entire library collections; and the tool provided limited ability to create customized datasets that would be useful for analysis in external tools. Collection Evaluation replaced the Collection Analysis tool in late 2013, after this study. The authors have not yet evaluated this new tool for its usefulness.42

      CONCLUSION

      This project’s primary value stems from its addressing the review needs that emerge from the subset of the collection used in day-to-day library operations. It prevents the accumulation of large amounts of unusable materials with no clear outcomes assigned to them, while freeing limited local resources to be spent in a way that provides the greatest return. By using a risk-assessment model to guide decisions, it can ensure that funds are spent to immediate, positive effect and avoid costs that can be safely pushed elsewhere in the global library network and to a later point in time.

      The broader secondary value of this project derives from its ability to both improve network-level library services and to provide models for local action within large-scale collections strategies. In the work to date, several hundred volumes that would otherwise be excluded from large-scale digitization efforts have been identified. Additional volumes of substantial scholarly and artifactual value appearing unique or so scarcely held that UCLA Library were discovered and became the only realistic point of access in North America. This has been achieved through a balancing of efforts. Holdings-based analysis is used to make the majority of decisions quickly, but the process includes a simple method of detecting characteristics that indicate the need for more complex decision-making. This ensures that objects with scholarly or artifactual value do not get overlooked within the large-scale process. This combination of a broad view of collection management coupled to a clear set of local needs is highly effective in preservation management and suggests a strategy for shared library collection management efforts.

      Library preservation activities can benefit from new techniques for management and new technologies for treatment, yet the mission of preservation remains inherently cautious. There is a vital place for this same balance in shared print projects. Preservation librarians and collection managers must be keenly aware of the opportunity costs involved in delayed or slow-moving decisions, but they must pay equal attention to the opportunity costs involved in working only in data-driven abstractions and neglecting the individual value of the items in their care. A book kept is not a book lost, after all.

      Notes

      
        
          1. Jacob Nadal and Annie Peterson, “Scarce and Endangered Works,” 2011. http://​jacobnadal.com/​162.

        

        
          2. “2014 Mid-Year Review,” HathiTrust Digital Library, July 7, 2014, www.hathitrust.org/​updates_mid-year2014.

        

        
          3. HathiTrust Digital Library, “Ten Million and Counting,” Perspectives from HathiTrust (blog), January 6, 2012, www.hathitrust.org/​blogs/​perspectives-from-hathitrust/​ten-million-and-counting.

        

        
          4. Gary Frost, Future of the Book: A Way Forward, Iowa Book Works, 2011.

        

        
          5. Robert M. Hayes, The Magnitude, Costs and Benefits of the Preservation of Brittle Books (Washington, DC: Council on Library Resources, 1987), 2.

        

        
          6. Michael Lesk, “Selection for Preservation of Research Library Materials,” (Washington, DC: The Commission on Preservation and Access, 1989), www.clir.org/​pubs/​reports/​lesk/​select.html.

        

        
          7. Ibid.

        

        
          8. Robert Mareck, “Practicum on Preservation Selection,” in Collection Management for the 1990s: Proceedings of the Midwest Collection Management and Development Institute, University of Illinois at Chicago, August 17–20, 1989, ed. Joseph Branin (Chicago: American Library Association, 1993), 114.

        

        
          9. Ibid., 115.

        

        
          10. Robin Gay Walker, Jane Greenfield, and John Fox, “The Yale Survey: A Large-Scale Study of Book Deterioration in the Yale University Library,” College and Research Libraries 46 (March 1985): 111–32.

        

        
          11. M. Carl Drott, “Random Sampling: A Tool for Library Research,” College and Research Libraries 30 (March 1969): 119–25.

        

        
          12. Jan Merrill-Oldham, “Chapter 8. Taking Care,” Journal of Library Administration 38 no. 1–2 (2003): 73–84.

        

        
          13. Julie Mosbo and John Ballestro, “Buying from Secondary Markets: Acquiring Dollars and Sense,” Technical Services Quarterly 28, no. 2 (2011):121–31.

        

        
          14. Bernard Reilly, “Preserving America’s Printed Resources Update,” CRL Focus on Global Resources 24, no. 1 (2004), www.crl.edu/​focus/​fall-2004.

        

        
          15. Joseph O’Sullivan and Adam Smith, “All Booked Up,” The Official Google Blog, December 14, 2004, https://​googleblog.blogspot.com/​2004/​12/​all-booked-up.html.

        

        
          16. Oya Y. Rieger, Preservation in the Age of Large-Scale Digitization: A White Paper (Washington, DC: Council on Library and Information Resources, 2008), www.clir.org/​pubs/​abstract/​pub141abst.html.

        

        
          17. Roger C. Schonfeld and Ross Housewright, What to Withdraw? Print Collections Management in the Wake of Digitization (New York: Ithaka S+R), September 29, 2009, www.sr.ithaka.org/​sites/​default/​files/​reports/​What_to_Withdraw_Print_Collections_Management_in_the_Wake_of_Digitization.pdf.

        

        
          18. Candace Arai Yano, Zuo-Jun Max Shen, and Stephen Chan, “Optimising the Number of Copies and Storage Protocols for Print Preservation of Research Journals,” International Journal of Production Research 51, no. 23-24 (2013): 7456–69, doi:10.1080/00207543.2013.827810.

        

        
          19. Ibid., 7458.

        

        
          20. Ibid., 7461.

        

        
          21. Martin L. Weitzman, “The Noah’s Ark Problem.” Econometrica 66, no. 6 (November 1998): 1279–98, www.jstor.org/​stable/​2999617.

        

        
          22. Ibid., 1281.

        

        
          23. These inferences are drawn from the published literature on library condition surveys as well as a collection condition survey project conducted by the UCLA Library Preservation Department. More information on this effort is available at www.jacobnadal.com/​82. For other library condition surveys, see Thomas Teper, “Building Preservation: The University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign’s Stacks Assessment,” College and Research Libraries 64, no. 3 (2003): 211–27, and Gay Walker, Jane Greenfield, John Fox, and Jeffrey S. Simonoff, “The Yale Survey: A Large-Scale Study of Book Deterioration in the Yale University Library,” College and Research Libraries 46 (1985), 111–32.

        

        
          24. These calculations assume an average book thickness of 1.5," with stacks assembled from six 36" shelves, filled to 90 percent capacity. These dimensions are drawn from UCLA Library’s internal collection surveys.

        

        
          25. Jacob Nadal, “Developing a Preservation Program for the UCLA Library,” Archival Products News 16, no. 1 (2009), www.archival.com/​newsletters/​apnewsvol16no1.pdf.

        

        
          26. International Standards Organization, ISO 5626:1993, Paper—Determination of folding endurance (Geneva: 2003).

        

        
          27. The adhesive used in Post-it notes is described in Spencer Ferguson Silver, “Acrylate Copolymer Microspheres,” US Patent 36911140. This patent application describes a method of manufacture, but not the performance characteristics of the resulting adhesive. Information about the peel strength is inferred from John A. Miller, “Repositionable Adhesive Tape,” US Patent 5389438, February 14, 1995.

        

        
          28. UCLA buys replacement copies listed by their booksellers as “Very Good” or better and with no defects noted. To date, we have used every one of the more than one hundred books purchased, with only two requiring minor stabilization treatments. See the Independent Online Booksellers Association Book Condition Definitions (www.ioba.org/​pages/​resources/​condition-definitions/) for a listing and discussion of bookseller’s terminology.

        

        
          29. One of the critical issues latent in preservation decision-making is the research library’s role in the maintenance of material culture outside of its dedicated special collections. We have two working assumptions in this area. One is that within the library staff, the preservation and conservation staff is the best-equipped to evaluate the material significance of the library’s artifacts. The other is that the severely damaged materials in preservation review are of little or no value to the study of the material culture of the book. Of course, severely damaged books are of value as a study collection for preservation and conservation, arguably a related field to material culture studies, but in this regard their presence in preservation review means they are accessible to the scholarly community that needs to interrogate them.

        

        
          30. Yano, Shen, and Chan, 11.

        

        
          31. Because of restrictions on providing full-view access to in-copyright materials in the HathiTrust, the copy in preservation review is sometimes placed in an enclosure and transferred to the SRLF, in lieu of withdrawal, until the emergence of a consistent means of managing full-view access for in-copyright materials in HathiTrust.

        

        
          32. Yano, Shen, and Chan, 33–34.

        

        
          33. In this instance, a perfect copy retains all of its contents so that it could be used to create a usable digital version. Perfect copies are assumed to be subject to the normal decay that affects all cellulosic materials, a problem preservation efforts guard against through preventative treatment such as deacidification and environmental controls.

        

        
          34. These data were collected by the Persistence Policy Implementation Task Force, on which Jacob Nadal served as a member, in the course of developing replacement guidelines to support the UC Libraries Persistence Policy. The Persistence Policy and related reports are available at http://​libraries.universityofcalifornia.edu/​cdc/​documents.

        

        
          35. Chris Anderson, “The Long Tail,” Wired, October 2004, http://​archive.wired.com/​wired/​archive/​12.10/​tail.html, and Chris Anderson, The Long Tail: Why the Future of Business Is Selling Less of More (New York: Hyperion, 2006).

        

        
          36. University of California Libraries, Collection Development Committee website, http://​libraries.universityofcalifornia.edu/​cdc.

        

        
          37. UCLA Library, Mission Statement, www.library.ucla.edu/​about.

        

        
          38. Brian Lavoie, Constance Malpas, and J. D. Shipengrover, Print Management at “Mega-scale”: A Regional Perspective on Print Book Collections in North America (Dublin, OH: OCLC Research, 2012), www.oclc.org/​research/​publications/​library/​2012/​2012-05.pdf.

        

        
          39. See, for examples, WEST: Western Regional Storage Trust (www.cdlib.org/​west) and Ithaka S+R, What to Withdraw (www.ithaka.org/​ithaka-s-r/​research/​what-to-withdraw).

        

        
          40. See, for example, Heather Christenson, “HathiTrust: Sharing a Federal Print Repository: Issues and Opportunities” (www.hathitrust.org/​documents/​HathiTrust-FLICC-201105.ppt), Robert Darnton, “Can We Create a National Digital Library?” in The New York Review of Books, October 28, 2010, www.nybooks.com/​articles/​archives/​2010/​oct/​28/​can-we-create-national-digital-library, and Brewster Kahle, “Why Preserve Books? The New Physical Archive of the Internet Archive,” in Internet Archive Blogs, June 6, 2011, http://​blog.archive.org/​2011/​06/​06/​why-preserve-books-the-new-physical-archive-of-the-internet-archive.

        

        
          41. It is worth noting that what we propose is, in effect, the same model as the LOCKSS project, only for print rather than digital resources. It is no mere coincidence that LOCKSS networks become robust when there are ten or more LOCKSS appliances in the network. More information on LOCKSS is available at: http://lockss.stanford.edu.

        

        
          42. WorldShare Collection Analysis, www.oclc.org/​collectionanalysis.

        

      

    

  
    
      PART II

      SHARED COLLECTIONS

      CASE STUDIES

    

  
    
      4

      CREATING A REGIONAL PRINT SERIAL PROGRAM

      Rebecca Crist

      Any honest librarian will tell you that serials are a pain in the neck.

      It’s hardly a secret among librarians, but in a world where standards and classification and orderly systems of records management are a given, serials continue to be obstinately, perversely difficult to wrangle. Every library has its journal-based bugaboos: How do we handle dual translated titles? What about those old volumes without ISSNs? How can one journal take up so many shelf feet of space? Is anybody even using these? Where are we going to keep all of these?

      Serials represent the evolution of academic libraries in visible, heavy, space-hogging form. Decades’ worth of old volumes line the shelves, graduating from sun-faded, dog-eared, hand-labeled bindings to pristine, unused cloth. On shelf after shelf, they literally represent the library’s past: physical, papered, resolutely documented, and restricted. But they also represent the best—and worst—of the library’s current state. Serials were among the first products to move into widespread digital distribution, with broad access to legacy content and sophisticated indexing interfaces. They also lend themselves particularly nicely to consortial and collaborative licensing arrangements.

      Given the vagaries of serials handling, it is little wonder that the Committee on Institutional Cooperation (CIC) began building its shared repository with a collection of journals. If serials are tricky for a single library to manage, why not spread the joy of managing them among several libraries by depositing them into a storage facility in southern Indiana?

      In 2009, the library directors of the CIC began discussing potential opportunities to consolidate print collection storage. The consortium, then representing twelve universities, had not escaped the struggle to resolve idiosyncrasies in journals’ intellectual management. The issues of shelf space and persistent access, however, were more pressing concerns. The universities—all large research institutions—continued to acquire new print volumes, even as shelves filled and users turned increasingly to digital sources. The university librarians began to look for storage solutions that would allow them to secure a long legacy of print volumes, ensure access to materials for current and future users, save costs by sharing operations on a large scale, and reclaim resources consumed by managing little-used materials. To achieve these goals, the library directors turned to an increasingly popular option: shared collection management.

      Spread across 1,200 miles of the middle of the country, from New Jersey and Maryland on the Eastern Seaboard, to Nebraska in the heart of the Plains, as of 2014 the fifteen universities of the CIC occupy a significant position in research and education in the United States.1 The consortium, led by the universities’ provosts, was founded in 1958 to foster academic cooperation among the primarily midwestern states represented by the Big Ten athletic conference. These universities educate more than 580,000 students annually; they conduct over $10 billion in funded research; and wow, do they have a lot of volumes in their libraries! Some 113 million, to be specific. And a lot of those volumes, inevitably, are serials.

      Within the CIC, libraries collaborate through the Center for Library Initiatives (CLI). CLI libraries have collaborated and cooperatively invested to license or purchase content and to share resources and expertise to promote the objectives of the libraries and their users. They have worked together on conference programming, collection enrichment, and, through a collective scanning partnership with Google, have coordinated mass digitization of content and managed digital files through a founding partnership with the HathiTrust Digital Library.

      The decision to enter into a cooperative agreement for shared print management was made in this long-standing environment of trust and collaboration. This history of shared reliance encouraged library directors looking to enter into a project that, by nature, requires long-term investment and interdependence.

      Moreover, the CIC libraries hold large, historic, research-oriented library collections, with relatively comparable core content. Of the 113 million volumes held collectively, the majority of volumes are held in multiple instances across the campuses. Although libraries are proud of the abundance of print resources, the fact is that many of these items are seldom used. With an increasing percentage of collections budgets spent on digital resources and the retrospective conversion of print sources to digital, scholars turn increasingly to electronic access to find information—a fact that is particularly true of journal articles in STEM fields.

      At the same time, libraries—no matter how well planned and no matter how carefully spaced their shelves—eventually run up against the physical limits of how much print material they can reasonably afford to maintain. Using standard shelf space accounting, the CIC print collections together occupy approximately thirteen million linear shelf feet of space, at a maintenance expense of at least $200 million per year. With increasing demands for collaborative workspaces and study areas in library facilities, many libraries began to reevaluate the space and budget allocated to little-used print.

      After a period of research and planning to decide how best to create, host, fund, and organize a collaborative collection, in 2011 ten CIC libraries decided to pursue shared print management as a means to ensure continued access to print while reducing duplication of common items. Three additional libraries signed on to the program after these original conversations, and two consortium members opted out of the repository program; thirteen institutions are currently signatories to the agreement.

      THE EMERGENCE OF COLLABORATIVE PRINT MANAGEMENT

      The CIC university librarians’ interest in shared print management coincided with a growing interest in collaborative collection activity among the library community at large. Expanding collections and the finite nature of space created concerns for libraries of all stripes, and plans for the CIC Shared Print Repository (SPR) emerged in the context of a nationwide trend toward multi-institutional storage solutions. Collaborative collection management for print preservation has a relatively short history. In the United States, one of the earliest cooperative print access programs was created when the federal government established the land-grant institutions as depositories for federal documents in the nineteenth century. The program was not focused on persistent cooperative retention, however, until the Depository Library Act of 1962 mandated preservation and retention of print items and established the current form of the Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP), creating an early model for widely distributed access to consolidated print holdings.2 In 1989, Michael Cooper provided an early view of the costs of library storage in his article “A Cost Comparison of Alternative Book Storage Strategies.”3 Although collaborative print storage was not yet being discussed, he presented a full explanation of the costs of moving books out of browsing stacks, including the costs of records and materials processing, faculty and library staff time for analysis and review, and newly constructed storage architecture.

      Initially, alternative storage systems provided options for an institution to manage its own collections more efficiently, but within a couple of decades the advantages of coordinating multiple collections in a shared space led to group storage. David Weeks and Ron Chepesiuk documented early consortial storage programs, notably the Washington (DC) Research Library Consortium (WRLC), the Research Collections and Preservation Consortium (ReCAP), and the Minnesota Library Access Center (MLAC), in their 2003 article “The Harvard Model and the Rise of Shared Storage Facilities.”4 A key work in the development of the CIC’s own planning process was Roger Schonfeld and Ross Housewright’s 2009 Ithaka S+R report, What to Withdraw? Print Collections Management in the Wake of Digitization.5 This report focused primarily on managing legacy print, particularly journals, in an era of increasingly common digital access. It offered recommendations for establishing criteria for print deselection, including both digital quality assurance and print preservation.

      The years between roughly 2009 and 2012 saw a broad expansion of participation in collaborative storage. While the CIC’s library directors were initiating their plans for a consolidated project, several other regional partnerships emerged, including the Florida Academic Repository (FLARE), the Western Regional Storage Trust (WEST), the Association of Southeastern Research Libraries (ASERL), the Michigan Shared Print Initiative (MI-SPI), Connect New York, and several others.

      As libraries joined forces in pursuit of efficient storage options, the larger library community was developing the capacity to share holdings and preservation information in common registries by using fields in the MARC metadata. In April 2012, the OCLC Print Archives Disclosure Pilot presented its final report, setting forth specific guidelines for disclosing print retention commitments to the library world at large and for facilitating resource sharing for shared collections. Among other foundational developments, this report spelled out the best practices for using the 583 field in MARC records to record print retention commitments and recommended the use of group access and distinct OCLC codes for shared collections.6

      Shared print coalitions continue to form. As of December 2014, approximately 251 institutions were participating in shared print management programs in the United States and Canada.7 By January 2015, sixty-three shared print programs were registered in WorldCat.8 Approximately 6.1 million print volumes9 were held under shared print retention agreements, including about 54,000 journal titles.10

      THE CIC SPR

      It was in this climate that the CIC library directors began to articulate their interest in a shared print repository, and to frame the concerns that would drive their decision-making. Among the assumptions guiding their choices were the following:

      
        • The collections of the CIC libraries represented a considerable asset to scholars, and the shared print repository housing them would become one of a network of trusted print repositories supporting worldwide scholarship.

        • The CIC would retain a print copy of all volumes or titles currently held by one or more of the member libraries.

        • Assembling, validating, preserving, and servicing holdings would provide long-term value to libraries and users.

        • User access strategies would be developed to ensure continued usability for stored items.

        • All items archived in the CIC project should be stored under environmental conditions best suited to preservation of print materials.

        • The benefits and responsibilities of the communal collection would be shared among all participants, without special privileges to host or supplying libraries.

        • The program would focus its initial phases on journal backfile volumes, with the expectation that later stages of the project would include monographs or other material types.

      

      The CIC library directors’ decision to co-invest in such a project led to the creation of a communal collection of print journal volumes, to be held in consolidated storage at an existing preservation-quality storage space located at one or more of the member universities. The directors also set forth an administrative infrastructure for the project, designating a steering committee and outlining policy objectives to be further resolved by committees of member participants in conjunction with CIC staff.

      The decisions that led to the creation of what is now called the CIC SPR were the product of a surprisingly complex set of considerations, including the need to anticipate the requirements and habits of future users at a scope far beyond any library’s annual planning cycle.11 Agreeing to work together to ensure print access (without knowing whether anyone in the future would consider such access worthwhile) required using a librarian’s knowledge of users and institutions, and a bit of faith, to predict its future obligation to users and librarians. Such an undertaking would require a commitment to long-term collaboration and trust in the reliability, durability, and stability of the partners’ institutions.

      After reviewing existing shared print models, the CIC library directors opted to create a unified, co-located collection of print journal backfile content, starting with the sciences. The project was meant to address multiple goals: aggregating and securing the rich print journal resources held in CIC libraries; ensuring timely access to these archived resources; realizing economies of scale made possible through collective action to meet library best practices well into the future; helping CIC campuses reclaim local resources, including space, funds, and staff time; and integrating CIC libraries into the emerging national network of collectively managed research library resources.

      Although preserving print journal runs was a motivating factor, it was determined that the shared print repository would not function explicitly as a preservation-oriented archive for common materials. A single copy of journal volumes would be collected, and items would be available to circulate, although such usage was expected to be very rare. Moreover, items would be validated only to the volume level. Although the project would strive to collect only complete volumes, preservation-level validation surpassed the needs of the project.

      These decisions were the outcome of considerable time and deliberation. The directors weighed the costs and benefits of a number of storage options, and took significant care to ensure the project’s goals would be achieved as efficiently and carefully as possible. Among the most critical considerations was whether the project would function in a distributed system, where CIC institutions would agree to retain local resources in place on behalf of the group, or an aggregated system, wherein resources would be pooled for storage in one or more locations. A decentralized operational strategy would have required a smaller investment in the early stages of the project, reducing the expenses and time associated with pulling, packing, and relocation volumes; leasing space; standardizing and sharing records; and so on.

      However, a number of factors prompted the CIC library directors to approve the funding for a centralized storage program. For a start, facility conditions and available space varied widely among CIC universities; not all had newly constructed preservation-quality spaces, but several did, with the necessary space to agree to a long-term storage commitment. Second, physically aggregating items meant, to some extent, ensuring the validation (and even the current existence) of volumes, whereas volumes believed to be held already in storage may or may not have been validated to agreed-upon standards. The directors also believed that future users might be better served by, or that future librarians might be more reliably expected to adhere to, a unified collection with a static location, codified retention commitments, and a more consistent system of record keeping and representation. Finally, there was a sense that the effort and diligence required to intermingle collections would foster a deeper sense of durable commitment to the project.

      THE CIC SPR BUSINESS MODEL

      With the centralized storage strategy in place, CIC library directors approved a five-year plan to build a shared collection of 250,000 print journal backfile volumes to be housed at Indiana University (IU), where a new modular high-density storage facility had been recently opened. IU’s facility also offered a preservation-quality environment and top-notch staff. As the project expands, similar facilities at other CIC institutions may also become host sites.

      A dependable long-term agreement necessarily requires sustainable funding. Grants, though potentially available, were not by themselves considered to be a reliable operational model for an agreement that would span decades. Moreover, the library directors considered it important that no institution acting as a host or supplying library should be required to contribute unduly to the support of an agreement that would benefit all partners. Consequently, a budget was created to predict start-up expenses for the first five years, with a decreased operating budget for retention in the later years of the agreement. Schools signing onto the agreement shared costs equally; any members who joined the program later would be expected to contribute back funds to match the costs paid by all other members.

      These funds were then used to support operations, collections analysis, project management, shipping and relocating volumes, processing costs at the host institution, and certain supplies. The coordinating agency—the CIC—hosted the project management, including one half-time project manager dedicated to the shared print project. Participating libraries contributed labor for records management and some local collection analysis, as well as staff time for pulling and packing volumes for the collection. Project funds paid for some hourly work at the repository host site, including a programmer’s time and staff hours devoted to collection management for the shared collection, such as processing and shelving ingested items and compiling collective holdings information.

      Determining the budget required extensive calculation based on educated assumptions and best estimates. A messy process at the best of times, predicting future costs for multiple libraries decades into the future required some speculation and faith, but the library directors looked at a number of known costs and factors to determine the expenses of building, ingesting, validating, and recording the collection over five years and then storing and servicing it for twenty-five additional years. All costs considered, the projected costs for the program’s initial 250,000 volumes are expected to run on the order of $1.75 million. Although that is not an insignificant sum, calculations based on Courant and Nielsen’s per-volume storage costs indicated that considerable savings could be recouped over the course of the project.12 Their figures indicated that the annual cost to a library to maintain a volume in open stacks was $4.26 (in 2010), compared to $0.86 in high-density storage. Given that most volumes in a legacy collection will have resided in open stacks before moving to storage at some point, a cost of about $2.00 per volume was more probable for the average across all universities, including those with high-density storage and those without. With 250,000 volumes in storage, the CIC SPR’s thirteen partners could remove a considerable number of volumes from their local shelves, returning millions of dollars in savings over the life of the project.

      The CIC libraries involved recognized that these savings were projections, and that loosening these volumes from the shelves did not necessarily mean that other volumes would not fill in to take their place. Nonetheless, every volume on the shelf requires some cost to maintain and service and any volume not maintained allows funds to be used for something else; whether that means another print volume or a collaborative project space is beyond the projectable scope of the storage project.

      THE ADMINISTRATIVE FRAMEWORK

      The CIC library directors, working with the leadership of the CLI, established an administrative architecture that would distribute labor and encourage the input and participation of multiple universities while maintaining a central system of decision-making and oversight. The project, superintended by a governing board, was designed to include the directors of participating libraries and the director of the CLI. This board appoints a steering committee that consists of a subset of library directors, including the director from each host storage site, and the chairs of various working groups. The working groups, drawn from librarians in appropriate units at the participating libraries, were tasked with formalizing the operations of the program, from selecting material for retention to developing policies and technical specifications.

      The Working Group for Technical Services reviewed the specifications that would be necessary for standardizing and integrating records from multiple libraries. The group developed guidelines for preserving retention commitments and preservation actions using the 583 field in library holdings records, and ensured compatibility with the OCLC Group Access Capability.13

      The Working Group for Collection Development considered various pools of content for ingest. After looking for journal candidates with a high percentage of overlap across CIC libraries, trustworthy digital surrogates, and widespread and widely used electronic subscriptions, the group recommended starting with the title lists from major science publishers, in particular Elsevier, Springer, and Wiley. The intention of this recommendation was not to create an archive for these publishers per se, but rather to find large title lists for quick ingest. The group turned to some of the more prolific academic societies’ publications, and began evaluating physical collections for other voluminous, space-consuming journals.

      The Working Group for Access and User Services was tasked with developing guidelines for accessing CIC SPR print journal holdings, including terms and conditions for loans of physical volumes or scanned images, business models for extending access beyond CIC universities, and policies that address lost or damaged volumes.

      All working groups’ recommendations were passed to the steering committee, the governing board, and ultimately the library directors for review and approval before being formally adopted into policies.

      THE CIC SPR COLLECTION

      As mentioned in the preceding paragraphs, the initial phase of this project is dedicated to aggregating bound print volumes of journal backlist volumes. These titles are neither unique nor rare, but rather a collection of widely held, mostly digitally accessible journals. As is true of most collaborative activities, compiling a collection of journal volumes has proven surprisingly complicated. Many researchers at CIC institutions are accustomed to the principle that major collections in their fields are held somewhere in their university, accessible anytime at some employee’s hands. The collections working group decided that early stages would focus on content in science fields, where researchers tend to rely on recently published research and are generally accustomed to electronic access to articles, to minimize discomfort with remote storage. Moreover, the working group assumed that most participating libraries had already licensed access to front- and backlist packages in these fields. While this assumption proved to be true, the effort required to obtain a list of the titles, ISSNs, and years of coverage for backlist packages was not trivial. A combination of publishers’ lists and project staff research was necessary to compile usable lists for comparison to local holdings.

      Selecting content for ingest, tricky though it may be, is nonetheless decidedly easier than the intricate process of comparing multiple institutions’ collections. The CIC does not maintain a consortial catalog, and CIC institutions do not use a common ILS. As well, each institution’s local and historical cataloging practices introduced minor deviations to current standards, inhibiting the ability to match records among institutions. For example, different institutions’ varying decisions regarding implementing successive-entry cataloging practices and whether to retrospectively update older records impacted the amount of pre-consolidation work necessary to integrate overlapping holdings.

      In the first iterations of content ingest, the technical team at IU performed much of this time-consuming analysis. As the project progressed, the CIC considered third-party collections analysis tools to help alleviate the pressure on a library that already had its own technical services commitments. However, without a unified set of holdings for the consortium, a third party is dependent on all participating institutions to provide accurate and timely holdings information, which then require significant effort to normalize—not to mention the difficulty of keeping record extracts up to date. This process of comparing holdings, and keeping them as current as possible, has proven a particularly daunting challenge, complicated by several institutions transitioning to new library management systems over the last year or two.

      ACCESS AND DISCOVERY

      Although collections analysis is handled at a centralized level, the absence of an aggregated records management system means that there is no centralized system of public discovery of CIC SPR holdings. Because the participating libraries use a number of different systems that are heavily customized for local use, enabling discovery is left to the discretion of each institution. Some libraries choose to display only their own holdings retained in the CIC shared collection; some show CIC SPR results as a subset of interlibrary loan options. A few do not display the shared collection in their local catalogs at all, reasoning that these widely held items are easily available from other lending networks.

      While on the subject of lending networks, it should be noted that no school entering a shared print management agreement existed in isolation before joining the storage partnership. Each of the CIC institutions had already committed to various lending agreements with multiple overlapping circles of state, consortial, and other resource sharing networks. In particular, many of the thirteen state-supported institutions had collaborative collection arrangements with branch, regional, and satellite campuses of the state system that mandated communal access to state-owned resources. Consequently, although only members of the CIC consortium are eligible to become signatories of the shared print agreement, access to the collection has been delimited by an agreed-upon set of OCLC symbols representing the schools that may use the volumes. All borrowers are restricted to surrogate copies or in-room use of borrowed items; non-member campuses may be restricted to digital access.

      To enable discovery across the consortium and the wider library community, local holdings records reflect the shared print agreement in the 583 field. This MARC record field is commonly used by shared print programs to record information about preservation actions, and may include information about the validation or assessment review performed, dates and authorities for retention commitments, or other aspects related to the retention agreement.14 The CIC requires that at least three iterations of the 583 field appear: the first records the commitment to retain, including subfields for materials specified, dates of retention, and authorization; the second records the completeness validation; and the third records the condition review. The MARC 561 field is used to record ownership and custodial history; if different volumes of a single title were deposited by multiple institutions, all owners and their property holdings are recorded. Additionally, a distinct OCLC symbol—IULSP—was created for the collection held at IU. After ingest into the collection, Indiana takes the lead on batch uploading OCLC symbol changes, thereby documenting the location for the broader public.

      THE WORKFLOW

      Although the CIC is still working out the collections analysis process, the project has moved forward by relying on the thorough work that Indiana put together in the early phases. Starting from the publishers’ title lists, institutional holdings are compared to determine which participating libraries hold the longest runs of journals. From among those institutions, the shelving locations of the items are considered: Is a title already disaggregated in high-density stacks? Is it in a departmental library whose faculty still regularly use print? Are there multiple copies? Is the full run of a single copy spread across multiple physical locations?

      Institutions are asked to indicate their readiness to undertake the work, considering other priorities that might compete with the labor and processing required to pull and shift volumes for the CIC SPR and to update holdings records. The governing groups also consider which schools would be able to or have already adjusted their existing holdings records to conform to national and project standards, as any contributing library’s holdings records will have to integrate into Indiana’s management system. Sometimes, a timely show of volunteering, a marked difference in preservation, or simple physical proximity gives one owning library a bit more impetus to supply volumes and holdings records to the CIC SPR.

      Once a library agrees to become a content supplier, the CIC project manager works with it to set a schedule and test a sample of records. The library receives a list of candidate titles to review and can then remove titles that may be difficult to extricate, sensitive to remove, or that are otherwise deemed poor candidates. Libraries pull the material, checking that volumes are complete, bound, and in good shape. Records are verified to be accurate and local holdings updated as necessary. Both physical volumes and holdings records are then sent to IU for ingest.

      After arriving at the SPR site in Indiana’s Auxiliary Library Facility, volumes are unpacked and verified. Items are size sorted, new IULSP bar codes are applied, and the volumes are scanned into Indiana’s inventory management system. IU staff update the holdings records to reflect the retention commitment and new location, which appears in the IU library catalog as shown in figure 4.1. They also change the OCLC symbol to the CIC SPR group symbol and submit the batch of records to OCLC for upload, making the retention commitment visible to the library community (see figure 4.2).

      
        Figure 4.1 | Holdings in Indiana University’s public catalog appear as being located in the CIC Print Archive
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        Figure 4.2 | The shared print repository’s OCLC code, IULSP, appears among results in a WorldCat search as “Indiana University Shared Print in Storage”
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      Without a common ILS, it can be difficult to compile and disseminate information about current holdings and gaps in the shared print repository. Although the use of a unique OCLC symbol allows librarians at large to decipher the holdings in the CIC SPR, there is a significant lag between the time items are shipped, the OCLC records are uploaded, and changes appear in WorldCat. This lag time in activating that processing can create some confusion as institutions begin to offer holdings they would like to deselect. To work around that, the CIC maintains lists of content that is in process. Ensuring timely access to this information will be important as the CIC moves rapidly through new content.

      Quarterly, IU runs a report showing all the holdings of the CIC SPR, including an annotation to indicate gaps in a title’s fulfillment. This list and a derived list of fully ingested titles are distributed to all partners through the CIC intranet. CIC member libraries then may use this information to help inform their deselection activities.

      WEEDING AND DESELECTION

      One of the ultimate goals for the CIC shared print project was to enable libraries facing space constraints to comfortably deselect volumes duplicated in the shared collection. Although space reclamation is a considerable motivating factor for library directors, each school handles weeding and deselection on its own. Most have engaged in weeding programs without keeping statistics to document the extent that the shared program has enabled such activity. Collecting more reliable data and fostering community discussion around deaccessioning will be a focus of the next year of the project.

      The CIC Shared Print Manager makes available a list of completely fulfilled title segments (that is, unique title and ISSN combinations). As libraries begin deselection, they can refer to this list to verify that holdings have been already ingested. Using this process, several CIC libraries have identified volume holdings that could fill gaps in the CIC collected titles, and have then offered their gap volumes to the collective collection.

      Because the ingestion process is ongoing, some schools driven by the need to clear shelf space proceeded to discard volumes that might have eventually filled gaps in the collective collection. Although less than ideal, this early disposal is not necessarily problematic because much of the content to be ingested at this time is widely duplicated. These most common candidates for early deselection are extremely unlikely to be rare or unique.

      Some schools that deselected volumes early in the shared print program’s existence encountered local resistance to relying on offsite storage. Although physical volumes are available within a few days, and digital distribution narrows even this window considerably, some faculty inside and outside of the library expressed reluctance to relocate materials outside of the school’s local control. Others felt skeptical about discarding a library’s holdings completely and trusting that a collective copy would be sufficient. However, as shared print agreements become more common and confidence in digital sources increases, fewer libraries report feeling pressure to justify print deselection and participation in the shared print program.

      To date, the CIC shared print journal program has aggregated three miles of volumes, with a goal of collecting more than double that amount in storage. Although not all participating institutions will withdraw all possible volumes, in theory each of the thirteen participating institutions could clear their shelves and rely on access to the shared collection; if all of them did, they would clear more than 100 miles of linear shelving.

      CONCLUSION

      As the CIC SPR enters the fourth year of the project, the consortium is preparing for a program review as described in the terms of the memorandum of understanding. This review process will provide the opportunity to reflect on the CIC library directors’ initial vision, and to evaluate progress toward achieving the program’s goals.

      This review will help the library directors decide if any further stages of the project will be necessary, and what those might be. Monographic print storage is a likely direction. A 2014 report from OCLC Research summarized an analysis of the CIC’s loanable print books (exempting serials and documents) comparing holdings and patterns of lending and borrowing across thirteen CIC institutions. The researchers looked closely at the Ohio State University Library’s collection as a median representative of CIC library holdings. The analysis indicated that any single library’s collection was likely to include a great deal of core materials that overlap with other libraries’ holdings, but that the core of common materials was a small part—3 percent—of the consortium’s collective collection. Less common materials, on the other hand, are a minority of any single library’s holdings, but constitute 76 percent of the collective collection.15 Retaining print monographs might enable schools to decrease some of this overlap, or could invert the journals paradigm by preserving rare and unique content in place.

      For journals, the building process, like the planning process, has proven to be to be a slow and determined march. The CIC share print journal program involves state-owned property from eleven states, covering a region that stretches 1,285 miles. The CIC SPR is interlacing serial catalog records created by several generations of catalogers from a dozen institutions—including some titles that ceased publication before MARC was even invented.

      Nonetheless, the project is making progress. Sometimes infuriatingly slowly, and confronting along the way the thousand natural shocks serials collections are heir to: the publisher whose title list uses page numbers instead of issue numbers, the shifting status of perpetual access to the digital versions, the incomplete volumes that may or may not have ever been published in complete form. Collecting these volumes rarely goes as smoothly or as quickly as we would prefer, but the librarians of the CIC believe that the benefits of consolidated storage outweigh these inevitable inconveniences. At the end of the day, CIC SPR will have nearly covered the distance from IU to Purdue with 100 percent guaranteed, secured, environmentally protected, thoroughly documented volumes of print journals. The repository will have returned savings something on the order of $60 million to partner universities.16 The road to completion may be bumpy, but the goal—250,000 journal volumes retained—will benefit the travelers for many years to come.
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      EXPLORING COLLABORATIVE STEWARDSHIP OF GOVERNMENT INFORMATION IN THE SOUTHEAST

      The ASERL Collaborative Federal Depository Program

      Cheryle Cole-Bennett, Sandra McAninch, and Heath Martin

      There has long been great interest in the “collaborative stewardship” of federal government information among library deans and directors and documents librarians in the southeastern United States, who seek a new vision for managing federal depository collections that focuses on local needs and interests while also supporting these collections as a regional asset. In 2006 the Association of Southeastern Research Libraries (ASERL) took steps toward realizing a collaborative model of stewardship by establishing its first program to explore options for cooperative services and collection management of tangible federal government publications.1 This initiative was fueled both by concerns about diminished public access due to the increasing cost of managing, cataloging, storing, and preserving large collections of historic documents, as well as the increasing pressure on regional depositories to provide services and support to selective depositories during a time of static library budgets and decreasing staff expertise in government information. This chapter will describe the program, which has come to be known as the ASERL Collaborative Federal Depository Program.

      DESCRIPTION OF THE ASERL COLLABORATIVE FEDERAL DEPOSITORY PROGRAM

      Working within the legal mandate and policies of the Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP), ASERL was awarded an Institute of Museum and Library Services (IMLS) Leadership grant in the fall of 2009 to establish the Collaborative Federal Depository Program (CFDP)—a model of agency and subject-based Centers of Excellence (COE) among regional and selective depository libraries in the Southeast. The program was intended to increase completeness of tangible FDLP holdings, improve access to these holdings, and improve services to support the use of federal government publications.

      Founded in 1956, ASERL is the largest regional research library cooperative in the country, with thirty-eight members in eleven states. ASERL operates numerous projects designed to foster a high standard of library excellence through inter-institutional resource sharing and other collaborative efforts. Thirty-seven of ASERL’s thirty-eight members are FDLP libraries, including thirteen Regional Depositories in the eleven-state region.

      At the time that IMLS awarded the grant to ASERL, significant program planning to establish the first COE was well underway. The University of Kentucky Libraries (UK Libraries), one of three initial IMLS grant participants, officially joined this ASERL program in 2009 as a COE for the Work Projects/Works Progress Administration (WPA). Though it officially became a COE under the auspices of the grant, it was an early adopter of the program, serving on the initial program working group since its inception in 2006. Due to its long-term participation in the program, it is uniquely positioned to demonstrate the impact of the CFDP at the local level—because it realizes not only the benefits but also experiences the challenges of local choices that affect the overall success of the program. As such, it serves as a case study within this chapter.

      THE FDLP PROGRAM

      The FDLP was established in 1813 when legislation was authorized to deposit print copies of selected congressional publications in certain libraries and universities with the condition that “no-fee access” be provided to the general public. The FDLP operates under a framework defined by Title 44 of the US Code §§ 1901–1916. The current structure of regional and selective depository libraries was established by the Depository Library Act of 1962 and is overseen by the US Government Publishing Office (GPO).2 There are just under 1,200 libraries in the FDLP—47 regional depository libraries and 1,127 selective depository libraries, approximately 20 percent of which are in the Southeast.3

      In addition to making their holdings available to the public free of charge, regional depositories are also required to provide permanent preservation for all tangible FDLP content, as well as interlibrary loan, reference services, and assistance to the selective depositories in their region [44 USC 1913]. Whereas regional depositories receive all distributed tangible FDLP content, selective depository libraries elect to receive FDLP material that meets the needs of the communities they serve. FDLP materials distributed to selective depository libraries must be retained for at least five years, and only then may be discarded in consultation with their regional depository.4

      The Electronic Information Access Enhancement Act of 1993 (Public Law 103-40) represents the last major change to Title 44. Known as the GPO Access Act, it delegated to the GPO primary responsibility for permanent public access to online content, while regional depository libraries continue to receive and be responsible for all tangible publications distributed by the FDLP.5

      COLLABORATIVE STEWARDSHIP OF TANGIBLE FDLP COLLECTIONS IN THE SOUTHEAST

      Between 2007 and 2008, GPO conducted a study of the regional depository libraries that highlighted the issues impacting public access to federal government publications on a national level. The December 2008 report, Regional Depository Libraries in the 21st Century: A Preliminary Assessment, documented the same issues nationwide that prompted ASERL to establish its program, including decreasing or static staffing levels for depository collections; diminishing in-depth expertise; poor cataloging and holdings information, especially for pre-1976 materials; fiscal and space constraints; and preservation issues related to obsolete technology and legacy print collections.6

      Collaboration is a common strategy for addressing financial, technological, preservation, and access challenges. Indeed, the December 2008 GPO report affirms that “Collaboration is needed to meet the challenges of cataloging, storing, preserving, and digitizing the tangible collection of depository materials.”7

      In the summer of 2010, deans, directors, and documents librarians from FDLP libraries in the Southeast, with representatives from GPO, came together to discuss the management of FDLP collections in the Southeast. This meeting resulted in a plan that set forth a common set of collection management and disposition policies and procedures and documented best practices that form the CFDP model. In April 2011, ASERL members unanimously approved this plan, the Guidelines for Management and Disposition of Federal Depository Library Collections in the Southeast—Implementation Plan.8 The document was further updated and reaffirmed in April 2012.

      The COE model galvanized support for the cooperative management of tangible federal document collections. Upon initial approval of the plan in 2011, all ASERL members that were FDLP libraries agreed to identify at least one agency, topic, or format within their collections as a COE. From its promising start with three COE libraries, as of 2014 the program has grown to thirty-six depository libraries committed to serve as COEs, with an additional four depository libraries that have pending agreements on file. COE libraries represent both regional and selective depository libraries, with five COE libraries outside ASERL membership. The program currently provides COE services for approximately 224 SuDoc classifications, with eleven classifications having a second COE identified—an important step in ensuring an appropriate level of redundancy for these collections.

      RESPONSIBILITIES OF A CENTER OF EXCELLENCE

      ASERL members recognize that no regional depository library in the Southeast has the resources to catalog and inventory its entire FDLP collection or to acquire all relevant documents missing from its collection. In response, COE libraries agree to work collaboratively to develop well-documented, comprehensive FDLP collections, and to provide the programs and services needed to support them. Each COE commits to cataloging and inventorying its holdings within the scope of the COE, and agrees to serve as a regional expert for its chosen agency or subject matter. This role includes gathering a collection within a specific scope that is as complete as possible, creating access to that collection and providing expert support service to the collection.

      Because academic libraries develop their collections to support the user needs of their parent institution, the agency or subject matter chosen by a COE most often reflects a curricular strength of the parent institution—for example, the WPA for the UK Libraries, the Department of Education for the University of South Carolina, the Civil Rights Commission for the University of Mississippi, the Civil Aeronautics Commission for Auburn University, and NASA for the Georgia Institute of Technology. In this regard, the COE collection is no different than any other valued service point in the library. COE libraries maintain staffing levels and expertise, and provide discovery tools necessary to support the collection and make it accessible. Many COEs also offer online resources such as LibGuides and program web pages to further enhance the visibility of the collection.

      There is also general agreement within ASERL that the best means of providing broad public access to FDLP collections for the foreseeable future is through online access to digital copies of FDLP content. ASERL believes the management of tangible collections should support initiatives to create a comprehensive digital collection of federal documents in the public domain.

      For example, as a COE, UK Libraries agreed to build a comprehensive collection of WPA materials that would be held in perpetuity on behalf of all ASERL libraries.9 Given the age and fragile condition of most of these publications, UK Libraries elected to build a dual copy collection: one copy for access and digitization and one copy for preservation. The two collections are shelved separately, though both are housed in staff areas to guard against loss. While not a requirement for a COE, in 2011 UK Libraries began digitizing their holdings of WPA materials associated with each of the southeastern states in the ASERL region.10 As part of this process, the Libraries systematically researched WPA titles that had already been digitized by other sources and made available in the public domain. When new online content was found, UK Libraries cataloged and documented these titles as part of their COE collection. These digital copies not only serve to enhance access to the COE collection but may provide primary access to materials as a surrogate where no print copy is currently available.

      It is generally recognized that no FDLP collection is 100 percent complete, as libraries were designated depositories at different times, and prior to their designation they collected and retained federal publications with varying degrees of completeness based on local needs. Whether it be due to previous retention policies, disaster, wear-and-tear, or theft, some degree of loss is inevitable. Although regional depository libraries are not required by law to build retrospective collections or to replace items that are lost, stolen, or damaged, COE libraries commit to identify publications distributed by their chosen agencies that are missing from their collections and to obtain missing items whenever possible in order to establish a comprehensive tangible collection of publications for their chosen agencies.

      A significant barrier to this effort is the lack of a national union catalog of FDLP materials, which makes the process of identifying and acquiring a comprehensive collection within the selected scope of each COE a potentially difficult and time-consuming obligation. To facilitate this process, ASERL’s CFDP program is supported by two complementary software tools developed and hosted by the University of Florida. The ASERL COE Database, developed under the IMLS grant, assists with collection analysis.11 The ASERL Documents Disposition Database facilitates the disposition process for federal documents.12

      The ASERL COE Database is the primary gap analysis tool for the CFDP program. The database is composed of brief cataloging records that indicate holdings for COE libraries in the Southeast and helps to determine the completeness of COE collections.13 In addition, the database allows COE libraries to upload “placeholder” records for items that the COE does not own but are known to exist within the scope of its COE collection. These records advertise to other users that the titles are known gaps that the COE is actively seeking to fill (e.g., a needs list). In addition to its gap-seeking capabilities, the database displays matches in other depository collections that can serve to identify a replacement copy should the COE’s own copy be in poor condition.

      While the ASERL COE Database was specifically designed to facilitate filling gaps in COE collections, the ASERL Documents Disposition Database has also proven to be highly effective in this regard. Initially serving as a means of providing offers for tangible materials targeted for disposal, a key enhancement was implemented shortly after the database was released that allows a depository library to create a list of needed documents that are automatically matched against offers as they are posted. These needs lists can be specific or general in nature, including a complete call number and title, stems of the SuDoc number, or keywords alone.14 Since 2013, over 22,300 items have been claimed through the ASERL Documents Disposition Database, with approximately 11,000 claimed by COE libraries for materials within the scope of their COE collections. Many depository libraries in the Southeast use the ASERL Documents Disposition Database to share materials well beyond their COE collections. Any depository material that is selected for disposition may be offered to other Southeast depositories via this database, using a rolling 45-day cycle. To ensure compliance with the requirements of the Superintendent of Documents, the ability to view, select, and match items in the ASERL Documents Disposition Database is tiered based on an agreed-upon level of need.15 Materials not claimed after 45 days are removed from the database, and the offering library is sent an expiration notice to indicate the material may be recycled or given away.

      The tiered access to the list of items offered has prompted most of the ASERL states to adopt the ASERL Documents Disposition Database as their primary method for sharing withdrawals within their state. For example, the state of Kentucky began using the database exclusively in 2012. Offers posted by Kentucky depositories are first available for review by staff at UK Libraries (the regional depository) for five days, though the Libraries strive to review items within the first three days. After five days, any materials not claimed by UK Libraries are offered to the other depositories in Kentucky for an additional five days. At this point, all COEs, then all regionals, and then all Southeastern depositories are offered access to these discards at the 10-, 25-, and 30-day tiered intervals, respectively. These intervals are built into the ASERL Documents Disposition Database.

      As a matter of policy, UK Libraries no longer retrospectively collect materials from agencies for which a COE has been established at another library. Rather than retaining a tangible copy of these materials, UK Libraries acquire them as needed via interlibrary loan or electronically. Because this policy has potential to affect access to these materials for the Kentucky selective depositories, UK Libraries received approval by Kentucky selective depositories prior to its implementation. The decision to cease retrospective collecting in other COE areas has allowed UK Libraries to routinely eliminate from 10 to 50 percent of the offered items during their review period. It should be noted that, as a regional depository, all tangible material currently held by UK Libraries continues to be retained per the Regional Depository agreement with GPO.

      While the ASERL databases have streamlined the disposition and gap-filling processes, some tasks remain arduous. Manual intervention is often necessary to prepare offers lists to upload to the databases, to create needs lists, and to verify the accuracy of a match—particularly for those relying on keywords. In addition, use of the ASERL databases is currently limited to depositories in the Southeast region. As such, COE libraries often seek and acquire materials through multiple channels: finding aids such as GPO’s Catalog of US Government Publications (CGP), the online Monthly Catalog of United States Government Publications (MoCat), WorldCat, as well as various online needs and offers lists, online discussion boards, or rare book catalogs and online auction sites. As libraries become aware of the program and the particular needs of a COE, it is common for COE libraries to receive offers of materials from depository libraries outside the Southeast. UK Libraries, for example, has received COE materials from Oklahoma State, the University of Missouri, and Enoch Pratt Free Library, to name a few.

      These documents collections become more visible as COE libraries are encouraged to participate in public awareness and outreach campaigns to promote federal government publications to libraries within the region. COE libraries are committed to provide training activities to promote the use of the COE collection as well as to facilitate cooperative training initiatives to share expertise within the depository community.16 For example, in September 2012 as the IMLS grant came to a close, UK Libraries hosted a daylong event featuring Archivist of the United States David S. Ferriero as the keynote speaker. The event, which included a panel discussion on the WPA and the publications and records it produced, featured professionals from the University of Kentucky, the National Archives and Records Administration, and ASERL. Exhibits were also mounted in both the Young Library and in the Special Collections Library at the University of Kentucky, further highlighting their COE collections.

      CHALLENGES AND BENEFITS OF A CENTER OF EXCELLENCE LIBRARY

      The CFDP presents challenges and benefits that should be considered according to the level at which their impact may be felt—the levels of the individual institution, the regional collaborative, and the national depository system within which the ASERL program operates.

      For the individual institution, challenges can take various forms but generally arise as a result of limited resources and administrative support. Depository collections compete for limited resources within each library. Staffing levels that were adequate to maintain established federal depository operations may be strained by the additional work required of a COE, including demands on staff to create metadata, generate and edit cataloging records, prepare physical materials for transfer to remote storage (when appropriate), and prepare record files for inclusion in the ASERL databases.17 Additional reference staff may be enlisted to provide reference services to other institutions and the creation and maintenance of research guides and other reference and access tools. Any digitization efforts undertaken by the COE would require the expenditure of either in-house staff and technology resources, or securing the funding necessary to outsource the digitization work to a third-party company. Once digitized, an institution must consider whether the resulting files will be hosted locally or made available through other means, such as a state, regional, or national digital repository. There are also likely to be direct or indirect costs incurred for the local creation of digital metadata and original cataloging records to describe newly created digital content.

      A library considering a COE role must also consider the physical space needed to process and permanently house materials acquired through the building of a comprehensive tangible COE collection. Depending on the size of the collection being undertaken, a substantial amount of additional materials may require permanent shelf or storage space at the local institution. This could be especially true in the case of a selective depository committing to an agency or subject area for which it did not collect comprehensively in the past. In addition to the possible need for permanent shelf or storage space, the library must also plan for temporary space for newly acquired materials to be cataloged, processed, and possibly prepared for digitization.18 Processing space may also be needed as documents already in the collection are identified and pulled for cataloging record work to change location codes, add notes to designate the items as part of an archival collection, or assign SuDoc numbers to items previously classified under Library of Congress or other non-SuDoc classification system. As such, selective depositories are encouraged to consult with their regional depository prior to committing to serve as a COE.

      BENEFITS OF COLLABORATION

      Significant benefits accompany participation in the ASERL CFDP. These benefits may be seen from a local perspective—accruing outwardly from the federal depository unit itself—all the way to the regional and national levels. It is useful to consider how those regional and national benefits emerge as a result of fundamental accomplishments achieved at the local level. FDLP collections nationwide are strengthened as the documented inventory of previously unknown items identified by COE libraries continues to grow. In turn, a more robust inventory of FDLP content allows libraries the opportunity to evaluate and catalog their own holdings against the cataloging records contributed by COE libraries, particularly for pre-1976 materials.

      Other local library collections may also be affected as a result of the impact of the CFDP on the local federal depository collection, both in terms of focused collection building in support of COE designations, and in reacting to other institutions’ CFDP-related collections decisions. For example, subject collections related to COE-designated areas may receive additional attention as a result of the enhancement and promotion of the COE materials. At UK Libraries, research guides were created to highlight the institution’s COE collections.19 In researching content for one of their guides, a number of Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC) documents were identified in the UK Libraries Special Collections that were also relevant to the ARC COE collection. UK Libraries’ strong collections in the area of Appalachian Studies were a motivation for selecting the ARC as their second COE, and opportunities to cross-promote with other resources related to the ARC are expected to continue in the future. Moreover, the process of digitizing WPA documents for that COE collection has allowed UK Libraries to include newly created files on the Kentucky Digital Library20 and ExploreUK21 platforms. These complementary activities draw further attention to the many other valuable resources hosted in those collections and increase visibility and use of these resources.

      On the regional level, COE collections developed and maintained at a given institution are likely to help other libraries. Most notably, the commitment to provide reference expertise on COE subjects represents a direct benefit. Libraries can refer traditional reference requests to the COE library staff, provide links to research guides or other descriptive finding aids created and hosted by the COE library, and rely on COE collections as authoritative when helping users identify materials for their research.

      Libraries throughout the Southeast region also benefit from other institutions’ COE collections by relying on their commitments to comprehensive collection development in a given area. This allows selective depositories to make important decisions on how to use their own shelf space and other resources to serve local priorities. This is a significant benefit for selective depositories that are experiencing pressure to repurpose library space, but are also committed to ensuring continued quality access across the region to those documents they are no longer able to retain locally. Knowing that an agency or subject area has been given COE status at another institution can further justify a selective depository’s decision to withdraw corresponding materials, even after the regional depository has authorized the withdrawal on the state level.

      Libraries that support and participate in the ASERL CFDP contribute to the success of a regional initiative that complements the FDLP and serve as a model for other regional consortia interested in developing options for managing and strengthening federal depository collections. Further discussion among interested parties about the future of the FDLP and the roles individual libraries and regional consortia play in supporting the mission and goals of the program are likely to spur additional innovation in the management of federal publications and enhance collections and services—not only in the Southeast but nationally as well.

      FUTURE OF THE CFDP

      The CFDP is an innovative program that owes its success largely to documents librarians and library deans and directors catalyzing change rather than passively waiting for it to occur. However, the CFDP also operates within the boundaries of the FDLP and is mindful of the legacy state-based depository system in which COEs function. ASERL has worked closely with GPO, the larger FDLP community, and other interested parties to periodically review and realign goals during this time of considerable change in the areas of federal publications and federal depository collections. Due to the finite number of depository libraries in the Southeast, it has been long understood that establishing a COE for the complete corpus of FDLP content within the Southeast is a major undertaking that will take many years to accomplish. In the end, the common goals of collecting, preserving, and providing access to federal government publications should be the catalyst for productive collaboration among individual institutions, state-based depository operations, regional collaborative models, and federal programs operating within this legal framework.

      The CFDP model relies on sufficient and sustained participation by eligible institutions. While many participating libraries have expanded their commitment to serve as a COE for more than a single agency, a number of SuDoc classifications have yet to be adopted. It will be important for those institutions already participating on some level to consider taking on additional agencies or subject areas, either as the first commitment for a given collection or as the second COE in an area already taken on by another library. The logic of the COE model anticipates a critical mass of participation in order to impact broadly the way federal depository collections in the region are managed and distributed. Although a number of challenges lie ahead for the CFDP in order to sustain growth, ASERL continues to identify incentives to support progress toward the CFDP’s ideal of comprehensive coverage of the full corpus of FDLP collections.

      Productive communication and engagement among participating institutions ensures program goals continue to be shared and periodically reviewed, the intentions of the CFDP remain clear, and its value is acknowledged. To this end, opportunities to promote the program help to accomplish three main objectives: to attract eligible institutions to increase levels of participation in the CFDP; to encourage other regional consortia to investigate comparable, and complementary, collaborative initiatives; and to ensure that the CFDP model continues to work within the legal mandate of the FDLP to enhance access to and preservation of federal government publications. The considerable challenges that continue to face federal depository libraries that were so clearly articulated in the 2008 GPO report remain today, making these goals a significant undertaking.

      Innovative technological solutions, such as the ASERL COE Database and the ASERL Documents Disposition Database, have been integral to the practical functioning of COE activities. ASERL has deemed it imperative that administrative and technological supports remain in place to guide and facilitate the work being done at the individual libraries. In 2012, when grant funding ended, and again in April 2014, ASERL’s membership unanimously approved funds to ensure ongoing administrative support and technological infrastructure for the program.

      Taken together, the benefits and challenges described above represent a situation that might be expected to arise from any innovative program affecting various interests while also negotiating an established system of some complexity. The benefits, both realized and potential, argue for continued growth and management of the CFDP by ASERL and sustained support from librarians and administrators at participating institutions. As with any collaborative venture, this continued support and participation, when combined with new involvement by eligible depositories not currently taking an active role, will allow many of the benefits to increase and a number of the challenges to subside, and further ensure continued discovery of and access to these valued collections.

      Notes
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      MAINE SHARED COLLECTIONS STRATEGY

      A Statewide Approach to Shared Print Collections

      Matthew Revitt

      This chapter describes a statewide approach to managing legacy print based on the author’s experiences as program manager of the Maine Shared Collections Strategy (MSCS) project. Like most libraries, those that would eventually form MSCS faced the challenge of housing legacy print collections while at the same time lacking the funding and space to build new stacks. Their users expected them to increase study, collaborative, and technology space as well as to preserve the same level of access to information resources. The MSCS libraries also felt pressure to responsibly steward sizable historic print collections. In addition, the partners saw the growth of large-scale digital collections such as the HathiTrust as an opportunity to rethink the management and delivery of their collections. In this context, the libraries needed to develop a collaborative approach to collection management because these issues exceeded the capacity of any single library or organization.

      The MSCS was established in 2010 and contained a unique mixture of public and academic (including both private and state institutions) partners: Maine’s two largest public libraries, Portland and Bangor; Maine State Library, the University of Maine, and University of Southern Maine; three private colleges, Colby, Bates, and Bowdoin; and the statewide consortium Maine InfoNet. In contrast to other shared print initiatives, which generally consist of very similar institutions (academic and research libraries), MSCS was a multi-type institutional approach to shared print.1 Although the libraries were multi-type, their similarities allowed them to collaborate. The project partners all use Innovative Interfaces’ Information Library System (ILS) and are members of the INN-Reach union catalog MaineCat and statewide physical delivery system, which connects them both technically and organizationally. MSCS benefited from the long history of cooperation and trust between the MSCS libraries—dating back almost 100 years—which was only strengthened by MSCS’s shared print initiative.

      MSCS was supported by a three-year Institute of Museum and Library Services (IMLS) National Leadership Demonstration Grant that ended in March 2015. The funding that MSCS received from IMLS, along with matching funds, supported hiring a full-time program manager, a contracted systems librarian, and the services of collection analysis vendor Sustainable Collection Services (SCS). The goal of MSCS was to create a cooperative strategy for the long-term preservation and management of legacy print collections. Based on OCLC data, the collective collection of the MSCS partners accounts for 85 percent of print books in Maine, so the grant partner’s holdings were a good starting place for establishing a shared print initiative in the state.2 In order to gain political approval from library stakeholders, MSCS emphasized the role of the partner libraries as stewards of Maine’s legacy print collections, whose focus was the retention and preservation of material to ensure they remain accessible to library patrons.

      MSCS PROJECT SCOPE

      MSCS partner libraries collaborated to make decisions about the storage, retention, and preservation of print monographs and journals to help alleviate space concerns while ensuring that users would continue to have equal or greater access to the information.

      For serials and journal titles, MSCS agreed that partner libraries should only be expected to commit to retain titles that were not already being retained and preserved elsewhere. This meant that titles not archived by PORTICO, JSTOR, ProQuest Periodicals Archive Online, ProQuest American Periodicals, ProQuest British Periodicals, and American Antiquarian Society Historical Periodicals 1–5 repositories or databases were eliminated from consideration for retention. From the remaining serial titles, MSCS agreed to focus on those with fewer than fifty holding libraries in WorldCat. The libraries were provided with a list of titles in this category and asked to filter the list to include only titles they agreed to commit to retain. MSCS also wanted to consider retaining Maine-related titles, so the libraries were provided with a list of titles in the “local protected” categories (which were developed for print monographs) and those stored in special collections. The following factors were taken into consideration when reviewing the lists: the content’s value for the patrons of MSCS and other libraries, online availability, missing and incomplete holdings information, and superseded works which either did not have historical value or were on subjects that had low institutional value. In the end, the partners collectively committed to retain 5,424 journal and serial titles.3 It should be noted that for many serial titles in the sets considered, libraries may have held only one or two issues or volumes, or a short run of numbers in a monograph series, and these materials were already located in the book, rather than periodical, stacks areas. As a result these serial allocations overall do not represent a large number of long runs of bound periodicals.

      For monographs, on which the remainder of this chapter will focus, MSCS decided to analyze and take action only on what were considered legacy print monograph titles, specifically titles published or added to a library’s collection pre-2003. MSCS felt any later imprint had not had sufficient time to be used. MSCS decided to exclude the following monographs: government documents (because the University of Maine already has a commitment to retain as part of the Federal Depository Library Program); ebooks licensed to individual libraries (because they could not be part of a shared collection); non-print formats; maps; and scores. The MSCS project focused on monographs because this was the area of the partners’ collections about which they were most concerned. There were approximately three million monograph titles in-scope for collection analysis, which meant realistically retention decisions had to be made at scale.

      DATA-INFORMED APPROACH TO MONOGRAPH RETENTION DECISIONS

      Rather than having partner libraries nominate groups of monographic titles they wanted to retain, MSCS decided to take a data-informed approach to making retention decisions. While data is vital to the decision-making process, it could not solely drive retention decisions. To clearly define objectives, MSCS employed four guiding questions:

      
        1. What monographs should be designated for long-term retention?

        2. What is an equitable and/or common-sense distribution of retention responsibilities?

        3. What monographs are candidates for incorporating into on-demand services by virtue of public domain availability in the HathiTrust or Internet Archive?

        4. What monograph copies could optionally be deselected once retention decisions have been finalized?

      

      These questions allowed MSCS to decide which data would be required to make retention decisions, as opposed to information that was merely interesting or nice to know. Despite these good intentions, there were times when it felt like we were drowning in a sea of data. There can be a temptation to micromanage the analysis process, which is not possible when attempting to make retention decisions on a large scale.

      CLEANING DATA IS A GOOD STARTING PLACE

      Bad data will only lead to bad decisions. Therefore, in order to accurately compare and analyze holdings and circulation data across five local catalogs and eight libraries, participating libraries agreed that an OCLC reclamation project was necessary to synchronize the library’s holdings with WorldCat and one another before extracting data for analysis.

      The reclamation resulted in just over a quarter-million MARC records being updated, which included 001s updated, holdings synthesized, and holdings removed for materials that were no longer locally held. The reclamation proved to be an extremely time-consuming process that took place over a twelve-month period and required significant staff time, but it was essential, particularly because so much of the matching in the collection analysis and eventual batch loading of retention commitment statements into catalogs relied on the OCLC control number. Some collection analysis vendors will carry out clean-up work of extracted data through validation, transformation, and normalization, but MSCS wanted existing catalog records to be as clean as possible going forward, so that the work of MSCS could eventually benefit other Maine libraries.

      EXTRACTING MONOGRAPH DATA FOR ANALYSIS

      The complexity of extracting data for analysis should not be underestimated. All MSCS partners used Innovative Interfaces’ systems, which made it easier to extract and compare data. MSCS also was fortunate to be able to use grant funds to hire a systems librarian who coordinated the data extract process and worked with local staff to ensure that the decision factors were represented in the extracted data. The following data elements were extracted for analysis.

      Bib Level Identification

      
        • local record number

        • OCLC number

      

      Item Level Identification

      
        • item record number

        • created date

        • barcode

        • itype (value in the item record that defines circulation policies)

        • volume and copy

        • item call number

        • location

      

      Usage

      
        • total checkout and total renewal

        • year-to-date circulation

        • last year circulation

        • last check-in date

        • out date

        • last out date

        • reserve notes

        • internal use count

        • icode2 (item record suppression code contributed to union catalog)

        • circulation status

      

      Bibliographic data was required to identify the title being analyzed, for use in holding comparisons with larger resources such as OCLC, and for subject information. Item level data was required to show holdings at member libraries and their usage.

      SUPPORT OF COLLECTION ANALYSIS TOOLS AND SERVICES

      Analyzing millions of monographic titles required commercial vendor support. MSCS contracted with SCS, which was able to wrangle the collection data in multiple ways and present the results in various types of reports and charts.

      MSCS agreed on the following data to see in the reports and charts:

      
        • number of monographic copies of a particular work owned by partner libraries

        • number of circulating monographic copies

        • number of times a title circulated and date of last circulation

        • number of titles/copies uniquely held in the group/state/WorldCat

        • subject strengths across the group

        • monographic titles represented in the HathiTrust and Internet Archive

        • overlap between general collections and special collections

      

      PRESENTING DATA FOR ANALYSIS

      MSCS found that in order to develop retention criteria, it was vital that the extracted data being analyzed be presented in a manner which can be easily interpreted by participants. SCS’s suggestions for areas of focus and its outline of potential retention and withdrawal scenarios were very helpful to have in both the presentation of data and facilitation of the process.

      The data SCS presented showed that approximately 1.6 million monographic title-holdings and 50 percent of all monographic titles in the MSCS dataset were held by only one or two partners.4 MSCS decided to split the analysis into two stages: stage one, for titles held by only one to two MSCS libraries, and stage two, for titles that were held by three or more MSCS libraries. For titles held by only one or two partners, the number of title-holdings to retain was straightforward—MSCS libraries simply retained what they had. Eliminating the need to look at retention allocation for titles held by only one or two partners took care of low-hanging fruit and enabled some guaranteed retention commitments to be made.

      DEVELOPING MONOGRAPH RETENTION CRITERIA

      The focus on retention and preservation meant that retention criteria were fairly conservative. MSCS libraries committed to retain holdings or items if any of the following criteria were met.

      Any Circulation, Internal, or Reserve Use

      Usage had a major impact on the volume of title-holdings retained. For stage one, in approximately 95 percent of cases, the reason why a title was in the committed to retain category was because it had been used. MSCS felt that usage was an important gauge of a title’s value and an indicator of future use. However, in hindsight the inclusion of public libraries might have been taken into greater consideration when it came to circulation thresholds, because their higher circulation rates may have resulted in more retention than might have otherwise been the case. MSCS also counted available in-house use and reserves statistics toward usage when perhaps such use should have been weighted differently, but making decisions at scale would have made this difficult.

      “Local Interest” (Content of Local and Regional Value)

      As a state project, a goal was to ensure Maine-related titles were retained and preserved. OCLC data presented to MSCS showed that the partners are the major repositories of literature related to Maine, so MSCS could make a significant impact on the retention of this material.5 MSCS developed a set of categories that was used to ensure materials of local interest were committed to retain regardless of usage.6

      Special Collections/Archives Items

      From the outset, MSCS debated whether special collections and archives copies should be included in the analysis, because it was assumed that libraries would retain these copies anyway. MSCS included them in the analysis, and made retention commitments to all special collections and archives copies as well as at least one accompanying circulating copy to guarantee access.

      Specific Edition Held in Nine or Fewer Libraries in the United States (According to OCLC)

      MSCS concentrated on retaining those titles that are not widely available at other OCLC member libraries in the United States. MSCS recognized that OCLC holdings data is only representative of a point of time, and that holding levels will change over time, especially as more shared print initiatives are formed. Accepting these caveats to the data, MSCS agreed that specific editions with fewer than ten OCLC holding libraries in the United States was sufficiently rare as to warrant a commitment.

      It may seem surprising that, as a state project, scarcity within the state of Maine was not one of the retention criteria. However, except for the MSCS partner libraries, few Maine libraries are members of OCLC. Therefore, any OCLC data on holding levels in Maine is not an accurate reflection of scarcity and thus not reliable.

      As part of the collection analysis, MSCS considered situations when a digital copy of a title could substitute for retaining print copies. SCS compared MSCS partner print holdings against the HathiTrust and Internet Archive to identify overlap. For the HathiTrust there was a surprisingly low 6 percent overlap for all public domain titles across all partner collections, but a 37 percent overlap for in-copyright titles.7 Therefore, relying on digital copies would never be an option for the vast majority of MSCS print collections. The willingness of Maine library patrons to rely on digital copies was considered but it was concluded that, unlike serials and journals, digital copies of monographs are not currently an adequate replacement for print. Concerns were also raised because not all MSCS libraries are HathiTrust partners, and therefore do not have download access to all public domain titles in the collection.

      Deciding How Many Monograph Holdings or Copies to Retain

      MSCS’s focus on retention meant that the approach to deciding how many monographic holdings to commit to retain differed from many other shared print initiatives that set minimum levels of title-holdings to be retained. MSCS felt the minimum-level approach was too arbitrary and did not take into account the different factors noted above that resulted in titles being retained. Also, because MSCS wanted to make commitments to retain titles, not deaccession them, we decided that the risk of the last copy being deaccessioned from the group was low.

      Participants agreed that not all holdings of a title required retention commitments and that past circulation was a likely indicator of future demand, so usage ranges were used to decide how many title-holdings should be committed across the group.8 The partners agreed to commit to retain one title-holding across the MSCS group for each title-set with one to three uses and two title-holdings for each title-set with four or more uses.

      To break down the average usage ranges further, date of last usage was considered because some titles might circulate widely when they are first added to a collection, but less so subsequently. After discussing last usage date with SCS it was concluded that it would be too complex to factor in this data element.

      MSCS also committed to retain:

      
        • two title-holdings of all “local interest” category title-sets

        • all title-holdings where the specific edition is held in nine or fewer libraries in the United States (according to OCLC)

        • all special collections and archives copies, and at least one accompanying circulating copy

      

      In most cases, an MSCS library is only required to commit to retain one copy of a title it is assigned, but for ease of implementation items records for all copies received a retention statement. Therefore, libraries are free to decide in the future that they will only retain a specific copy and remove the commitment in the local catalog for the surplus copies. This decision might be based on a particular copy being in the best physical condition or having a distinguishing feature.

      ALLOCATING MONOGRAPH RETENTION RESPONSIBILITIES

      To allocate retention responsibility across the group for stage two monograph titles, the following rules were developed for SCS to apply to retention lists:

      
        1. If Colby College holds a title, titles are marked committed to retain. During the project, MSCS partner Colby College built a new library storage facility and, because of this, was willing to be allocated a larger percentage of committed to retain titles. As an institution, Colby also has a strong commitment to retaining and preserving materials.

        2. If a title is held by any of the Colby, Bates, and Bowdoin College Libraries, then at least one of these libraries has its holding marked committed to retain. If Colby holds and is marked committed to retain per rule 1, then this rule will be satisfied. There is a long-standing resource sharing agreement between all of the MSCS partners. However, Colby, Bates, and Bowdoin Colleges have, as a consortial ILS, shared preferential loan periods that cannot be guaranteed by other partners. Therefore they were not willing to rely on copies outside of the three libraries for access of titles they were committing to retain. Given that rules 1 and 2 are satisfied, the remaining commit to retain allocations were done in an “equitable” fashion, where every library committed to retain a percentage of titles proportional to its collection size.

        3. All Maine State Library’s “local interest” title-holdings are marked committed to retain.

        4. The Maine State Library made the decision to commit to retain any local interest category title-holdings it held, in keeping with its mission to facilitate access to and delivery of library services and collection resources for the State of Maine.

      

      MSCS had hoped that subject data could be used to identify subject strengths of the partner libraries which in turn could be used to allocate retention responsibilities. In reality, when making decisions on three million items it was impossible to add this sort of granularity to an already complicated set of allocation rules.

      Geographical distribution was also discussed as a potential factor. Because the statewide delivery system includes a one-day turnaround time on physical delivery of many items, this was not a critical consideration for MSCS and was not factored into retention decisions.

      FINE-TUNING MONOGRAPH RETENTION COMMITMENTS

      When making retention decisions at scale, there are going to be titles that, if one conducted title-by-title reviews, would probably not be committed to retain, or flagged as a withdrawal candidate. MSCS felt it was important to give collection development representatives the opportunity to spot-check lists of titles their libraries had been allocated a commitment to retain. They identified specific examples of titles that they felt were inappropriate. Instead of changing the retention criteria, the MSCS Project Team and Collection Development Committee decided that a window of opportunity was required to reverse commitments on specific categories of titles to correct errors and address anomalies. The MSCS Collection Development Committee produced a list of specific publishers that they agreed did not warrant a retention commitment. The goal of this work was to remove outdated and superseded textbooks, manuals, test preparation guides, and some paperback versions of popular fiction.

      To address ongoing issues with commitments, MSCS produced a Policy on Retention Commitment Changes that includes situations where it is appropriate for a retention commitment to be transferred or reversed.9 Two of the most common situations seen already are when it is cost-prohibitive to replace a damaged or lost item, and when a newer edition of a committed to retain title is added to a library that wants to withdraw the superseded edition. There are also supporting procedures for library staff to follow when making changes to retention commitments.10 Ideally, the commitments will be transferred to another MSCS library, but in some cases this will not be possible and there will need to be limited withdrawals. Trust in the professional discretion of each staff will be essential, because the policy and procedure do not include a peer review.

      AGREED MONOGRAPH RETENTION COMMITMENTS

      The MSCS partner libraries have agreed to commit to retain 1,416,918 monograph titles:

      
        
          	
            Bangor Public

          
          	
            158,720

          
        

        
          	
            Bates

          
          	
            183,359

          
        

        
          	
            Bowdoin

          
          	
            217,431

          
        

        
          	
            Colby

          
          	
            265,184

          
        

        
          	
            Maine State Library

          
          	
            61,369

          
        

        
          	
            Portland Public Library

          
          	
            94,797

          
        

        
          	
            University of Maine

          
          	
            309,698

          
        

        
          	
            University of Southern Maine

          
          	
            126,360

          
        

        
          	
            TOTAL

          
          	
            1,416,918

          
        

      

      MSCS libraries have collectively committed to 48 percent of their print monographs that were in scope for the project.11 While this is a high percentage, the partners still have the option to safely deaccession the 52 percent of titles for which they have not been allocated a retention commitment.

      The terms and conditions of the retention commitments are described in the Maine Shared Collections Cooperative Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), including the agreement that titles will be retained for a fifteen-year period with a chance for the retention commitment to be reviewed at least once every five years.12 MSCS felt fifteen years indicated a serious commitment by the institutions; with such uncertainty in the future of the library world and dwindling resources, MSCS directors were not willing to commit their successors to a longer retention period. At the end of the fifteen years the libraries will review the retention commitments and evaluate whether any changes in retention policy are required.

      RECORDING AND DISCLOSING MONOGRAPH RETENTION COMMITMENTS

      From the outset; MSCS felt it was important to document and disclose retention commitments in the metadata of retained items. MSCS wanted other libraries to be able to use its retention decisions as a factor in their own collection management decision-making. Because this was an an IMLS-supported project, MSCS wanted to establish good practice for other projects. Therefore, MSCS decided to disclose its commitments as widely as possible in WorldCat, local catalogs, and the union catalog MaineCat. Holdings information for serial and journal title commitments are recorded in the Center for Research Libraries (CRL) Print Archives Preservation Registry (PAPR). The PAPR registry does not currently accept holdings information for monographs.

      MSCS was fortunate to have a contracted systems librarian who could spend a significant amount of time on MSCS-related activities. This helped with disclosing commitments during the grant period. However, even with the systems librarian’s considerable expertise, the disclosure process was complicated by vendor limitations.

      MSCS followed the recommendations of the OCLC Print Archives Disclosure Pilot Final Report (2012).13 MSCS became the first shared print initiative to record retention commitments for monograph titles in the OCLC Local Holding Records of titles (using the MARC 583 Action Note to describe specific actions for each set of holdings: 852 was used for location, and 561 for ownership and custodial history) and to disclose those commitments using the separate OCLC shared print symbol. Until a more practical model is developed, MSCS will use two symbols for each holding in OCLC: both the main symbol, which will remain requestable, and the shared print symbol, which will be a non-supplier. This decision was made as a result of the MSCS Directors’ Council opposition to the ILL fees associated with using the shared print symbol. OCLC took approximately four months to process MSCS’s initial request to batch-load commitments into Local Holding Records, but once the project parameters were set up, turnaround time for loads was only one to two weeks. MSCS was in contact with OCLC throughout the project in regard to a self-service model for submitting holdings information and its requirements for the discovery of shared print items.

      Most libraries in Maine are not OCLC members, so it made sense to display retention commitments in both local catalogs and the partners’ union catalog MaineCat (using the same fields as in OCLC: 561, 583, and 852) where they will be visible to other Maine libraries. The MSCS partner libraries are currently waiting for Innovative to address issues with the flow of retention information from local catalogs to MaineCat in a future release of Inn-Reach.

      The MSCS systems librarian has produced guidelines for staff to follow when adding or making changes to retention commitment statements.14

      STORAGE, ACCESS, AND DELIVERY

      MSCS is using a distributed storage model wherein the items will be retained and continue to be owned in situ by the library. This decision was reached mainly because MSCS libraries want to continue to lend as before, and the logistics of a centralized facility would have held up processing requests.

      The MSCS libraries are committed to the existing open resource sharing infrastructure in Maine and thus did not want to place any additional access restrictions on retained items. Retained materials will continue to be subject to the circulation and interlibrary loan policies of the retaining library. The grant partners have a long-standing resource sharing agreement that means items will continue to be accessible to each other’s patrons. Guaranteed access is obviously a key ingredient for any shared print project to succeed. In Maine, the union catalog MaineCat and statewide physical delivery system support this access.

      IMPLEMENTING NEW SERVICE DELIVERY MODELS

      MSCS initially envisaged that it would be possible to identify situations where a digital surrogate would suffice. While agreement was not reached on this, MSCS still wanted to complement the existing physical delivery services to meet the changing reading and delivery preferences of patrons by implementing ebook-on-demand and print-on-demand service delivery models.

      MSCS loaded approximately 1.4 million MARC records for HathiTrust public domain titles into the MaineCat union catalog and included links to a viewable or downloadable (depending on rights restrictions) copy in the HathiTrust online catalog. MSCS also loaded Google Books links when available, allowing users to fully download Google-digitized titles that can only be downloaded from HathiTrust one page at a time. The records also include a link where Maine library patrons can submit a request for a print-on-demand copy that will be printed by the University of Maine Printing and Mailing Service.15

      SUSTAINING THE GRANT’S WORK

      The grant partners established the Maine Shared Collections Cooperative (MSCC) to oversee post-grant activities. The MSCC has an Executive Committee whose members represent constituencies that are participants in the Cooperative, and a Collections and Operations Committee that oversees issues related to the selection of materials for retention, as well as issues related to holdings disclosure and access and delivery. The grant participants are keen to build upon the work and trust from the grant; one example of this is collection building. Three MSCS partners—the Maine State Library, Bangor Public Library, and Portland Public Library—have already nominated themselves as collection builders, whereby they agree to ingest retained materials. Bangor Public Library in particular is keen to use subject data to assign collection building responsibilities for prospective collection development.

      As part of MSCC, the grant partners will proactively commit to retain specific new additions. They have decided that their next group collection analysis (which will not take place sooner than 2019) should include items added post-2003.

      Because Maine is a relatively small and geographically isolated state outside of the BOS-WASH mega-region, it is important for the MSCC libraries to consider joining regional shared print efforts.16 With this in mind, the MSCS grant partners participated in finalizing the planning for the Eastern Academic Scholars’ Trust (EAST). This chapter’s author, MSCS Program Manager Matthew Revitt, and Co-Project Principal Investigator Clem Guthro, Director of Colby College Libraries, have been appointed to EAST groups. MSCS systems librarian Sara Amato has been appointed as the EAST Data Librarian, but will continue to work on MSCC analysis. The author and Guthro were also members of the HathiTrust’s Task Force Print Monograph Archive Planning Group, which is developing a national approach to shared print monographs. The author is also a member of the OCLC Shared Print Advisory Council, which provides guidance to OCLC for developing strategies for managing library print collections as shared assets.

      RECRUITING NEW MEMBERS

      Considering the large number of retention commitments made, the MSCS grant partners have gone a long way toward protecting Maine’s legacy print collections. However, there will be interesting and rare titles held outside of this group that will also need to be protected. The University of Maine has agreed to support these efforts by funding a Maine Shared Collection Librarian to coordinate the Cooperative’s activities. The MaineCat and delivery infrastructure will facilitate the process of more Maine libraries joining MSCC.

      Maine library directors were surveyed about their levels of interest in MSCC and in participating in shared print-related activities. It was clear from the survey results that libraries were most interested in receiving collection analysis services to assist them in identifying items to weed and retain.17

      MSCC carried out two pilot projects with the University of Maine at Presque Isle and Edythe L. Dyer Community Library both of which have collections under 50,000 print monograph holdings. Building upon experiences from the grant, the systems librarian extracted both item and bibliographic data and presented it in a manner that assisted libraries in making retention decisions. While the focus of the grant was on identifying titles to retain, in order to attract new members it was emphasized that weeding could also be accomplished using the data provided. To that end, the print monograph holdings of the pilot libraries with the retention commitments made by MSCS were compared. The holding comparisons showed high overlap (70 percent in University of Maine at Presque Isle’s case) between the library’s collections and what had been committed to retain by grant partners. Additional data (e.g., circulation rates) were provided for the overlapping titles as a retention commitment alone might not dictate a withdrawal decision. The libraries were provided with data showing which of their titles have fewer than ten OCLC holding libraries, and those which have no OCLC holdings in Maine. MSCC also compared overlap in the union catalog MaineCat because as smaller libraries join, overlap with their peers in Maine will take on greater significance. Also, MaineCat provides a more comprehensive reflection of rarity in Maine, as so few Maine libraries disclose their holdings in OCLC.

      The pilots showed that in order to succeed, MSCC needs to make the case that the space saved by withdrawing items already committed to be retained by MSCC will more than offset the relatively small number of titles they must retain locally. For example, the Edythe L. Dyer Community Library, whose collection is approximately 20,000 monograph print holdings, committed to retain only 33 titles and decided to withdraw 793 items. At the time of writing, MSCC has worked with thirty libraries to analyze their print monograph collections.18 Of the thirty libraries, eighteen have so far joined MSCC and have collectively agreed to retain approximately 500 titles. Libraries that go through the collection analysis process are required to pay a small fee for the time it takes the systems librarian to produce holdings reports, but there is no fee for joining MSCC. In early 2015, MSCS completed a successful pilot project with a library using a Koha ILS—a first for MSCC. It can now market services to a variety of ILSs, rather than just those libraries using Innovative Interfaces’ products.

      CONCLUSION

      MSCS has shown that although analyzing collection data and developing retention policies can be a difficult process, with the right ingredients—trust, shared infrastructure, collection analysis support, dedicated project staffing, and grant funds—it is possible for a statewide project consisting of multi-type libraries to collaborate and make shared retention commitments. Libraries should be aware that implementing a successful approach for managing shared collections will require complex analysis and difficult decisions. The initiative will need the support and leadership of those managing the project. However, the rewards of agreeing to the retention commitments will be great, not only for individual libraries that need to maximize dwindling resources, but also will contribute to the greater good of the library community by guaranteeing access to titles for years to come.
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      COOPERATIVE COLLECTION DEVELOPMENT

      The Manhattan Research Library Initiative, Electronic Books, and the Scholarly Monograph at Risk

      Angela Carreño and William Maltarich

      THE MARLI COLLABORATIVE COLLECTION VISION

      Columbia University, the New York Public Library (NYPL), and New York University (NYU) established the Manhattan Research Library Initiative (MaRLI) in March 2011. MaRLI aims to reassess collection development activities and take full account of the opportunities and risks presented by expanding electronic collections.1 NYU Dean of Libraries Carol Mandel summarized the rationale, writing, “There is so much content that our scholars need. With MaRLI, our combined collecting power will enable us to create collections more wisely and make more content available to more people. Our shared collection will be a research resource greater than the sum of its parts.”2

      The MaRLI Collection Development Committee, consisting of collection development officers from Columbia, NYPL, and NYU, has met since the beginnings of the consortium.3 Its goal has been to discover spaces where the consortium can cultivate transformative methods of collaborative and distributed collection development within the landscape of shifting publishing models, proliferating publishing formats, and enduring institutional priorities. MaRLI was spurred on by concerns about shrinking library acquisitions budgets, duplicative purchasing among the libraries, and the cost of onsite and offsite print storage. In addition, MaRLI seeks to increase the visibility of low-use materials and to support their continued publication and distribution, and strives to balance each institution’s specific goals and strategic priorities with consortial aims and a desire to decrease overlapping efforts.

      Given these trends, the scholarly monograph stood out as a crucial focus. It is central to each library’s strategy; it faces uncertainty, crisis, and opportunity as publishers shift toward producing more electronic publications; and some of the scholarship most important to the libraries seemed to be at risk given trends in serials pricing, library budgets, and the economic climate during and after the recession of 2008. The MaRLI libraries determined that their programs should seek to take advantage of the availability of electronic monographs, address preservation and long-term access to research, and aim to increase value by expanding the resources available to each institution through collaboration rather than focus on cost savings. MaRLI concentrated on developing a shared collection approach for three categories of monograph because of the challenges they presented and threats they face: the university press monograph, the foreign language scholarly monograph, and the open access monograph. These categories are similar in that the economics of publishing low-use scholarly monographs (and therefore its sustainability) are hardly clear, especially as many libraries shift toward collection development decisions based on usage and just-in-time collecting. Neither the majority of scholarly monographs published by university presses nor scholarly publishing in languages other than English is expected to be heavily used, and open access monographs continue to struggle to find a sustainable model.4

      SCHOLARLY MONOGRAPHS FROM UNIVERSITY PRESSES

      Around the time MaRLI was forming, fiscal crises drove libraries to purchase fewer scholarly monographs, particularly from university presses. This change, compounded by the impact of patron-driven acquisitions models of ebook purchasing, which emphasize access over ownership, did not escape the notice of MaRLI. Elisabeth Jones and Paul Courant saw this as well, and their article “Monographic Purchasing Trends in Academic Libraries: Did the ‘Serials Crisis’ Really Destroy the University Press?” quantifies this trend.5 The threat this decline in purchasing posed to the presses themselves and, therefore, to the scholarly communications ecosystem, made a focus on university press monographs a natural first step for collective acquisition of content in print and electronic formats.

      Recent publications like the Association of American Universities (AAU) and the Association of Research Libraries (ARL) joint Prospectus for an Institutionally Funded First-Book Subvention demonstrate that as time has passed this crisis has become more acute. The needs addressed by the prospectus arise from the conflicting functions of publication for tenure and publication for sales, and the report bluntly points to “the inability of a market model to adequately support research monograph publication based primarily on scholarly merit.”6

      University presses focus on publishing books without a clear market (i.e., specialized, niche, and first books). MaRLI recognizes the specialized monograph as an important format for scholarly communication in the humanities and humanistic social sciences and made a concerted effort to support the output of the university presses. This includes the sometimes esoteric research in fields that rely on book-length thought and contrasting analyses of multiple sources. This support, it was hoped, might contribute to the functioning of the university presses and the sustainability of the specialized monograph. To this end, MaRLI libraries did not seek to spend less on University Press books, but to spend more wisely, more consistently, and as partners in tandem. In addition, the consortium wanted to transition aggressively to the electronic version of the scholarly monograph but without the risk of giving up print. Therefore, MaRLI sought a partner who could supply a large range of electronic books from presses whose output libraries had collected heavily via print approval plans, whose platform was familiar and functionally acceptable, and who could include print books in existing arrangements. MaRLI found a partner in Oxford University Press, because of its fortuitous expansion into University Press Scholarship Online (UPSO), at the time of these initial discussions.

      THE UPSO COLLABORATION

      At the Oxford University Press advisory board meeting in the fall of 2011, the NYU MaRLI representative presented “Collaborative Collection Development of Ebooks (MaRLI),” a proposal for an ideal pilot project. That proposal asked for a package price to include access to the electronic version at all three MaRLI institutions and a single print copy of each book. Because the goal was to maintain traditional expenditures on the books included, NYPL agreed to serve as print repository. Oxford requires NYPL to continue buying print based on past purchasing patterns. Although this meant that in some subject areas—the hard sciences and business—MaRLI would lack an automatic print copy, the project’s and presses’ focus on the humanities made this a minimal concern. Given the belief in the importance of print for the scholarly monograph in the humanities and social sciences areas covered heavily by Oxford and its partner presses, MaRLI requested a discount on the price of additional print copies of books in the program. Because NYPL and Columbia share an offsite repository, and other MaRLI arrangements allowed for circulation among MaRLI libraries, this single copy of the print would be considered consortial. A consortial approach to technical services was considered, but was not implemented because each library’s local needs were incompatible. MaRLI did ask for flexibility on Oxford’s part in respect to invoicing and the receipt of MARC records.7 In November 2011, Oxford responded favorably to MaRLI’s request. The MaRLI/UPSO arrangement is now in its fourth year. Over those years the model has remained essentially the same but there have been some modifications, some the result of technical restrictions, some due to business concerns.

      First, although the project was designed to focus on ebook frontlist titles, backlist content became a part of the pilot almost immediately. This backlist content, which for Oxford’s university press partners was not available independent of their frontlist offerings, was of differing interest to each of the MaRLI partners. NYU was interested in delivering content to its overseas campuses in Shanghai and Abu Dhabi because of its commitment to providing its entire collection to NYU researchers, sometimes by shipping print abroad but more often by seeking out electronic journal backfiles and book backlists (even backlists already owned in print). Columbia and NYPL were less interested in backlist electronic content. Nonetheless, backlist pricing that reflected a lesser need for this content and balanced consortial arrangements for backlist cost-sharing made the backlist purchase possible across MaRLI.

      Second, although this model has made it possible for each of the MaRLI libraries to scale back on print purchasing, none of the libraries has, in fact, made meaningful changes to their print approval process. This is, of course, the case at NYPL because its print ordering serves as the mechanism for obtaining a preservation print copy. NYU and Columbia have continued purchasing varying amounts of UPSO print because of their belief that researchers use print books in ways that differ from their use of electronic books, and that those uses are most relevant for areas heavily represented in UPSO. Another, perhaps more important, reason for continuing print purchases has to do with the output of these presses in print as it relates to their electronically available output. It is nearly impossible to know in a timely way whether a new UPSO press’s print book will be available on the UPSO platform. MaRLI academic library participants were not prepared to forgo the approval process, because it provides timely access to titles from these publishers and ensures acquisitions of a copy of all the desired print books. Therefore, print purchasing from these presses continues unabated.

      Similarly, it has proven difficult to manage the discount for second copies of print books ordered by MaRLI libraries. In order to have those print books flow through acquisitions and cataloging in a standard way, these titles are purchased through YBP, the library’s book vendor. Managing the print discount involves a three-stage process: library payment of the full value of the print, the vendor’s matching of the respective library’s print purchases with titles on the UPSO platform, and the application of a credit to library accounts.8 This process has proven unwieldy and labor intensive.

      The online publishing frequency, especially of the partner presses, has made the electronic environment difficult. Ebooks in UPSO were initially released in quarterly batches. This meant that an ebook title destined for the platform could sit in limbo for up to three months before appearing online. At the same time, it is impossible to predict and nearly impossible to know in what format(s) any given title will be published. Some titles may not be available as ebooks, some may be available only through aggregators, some may be available through aggregators and on the UPSO platform, and others may be available from aggregators, on the UPSO platform, and in other university press ebook packages (e.g., Project MUSE, JSTOR, ACLS Humanities E-book).

      The MaRLI consortium continues the collaborative purchasing program with Oxford University Press because the program has met its fundamental aims. The advantages are many. The discounted print price has enabled MaRLI libraries to move to more comprehensive collecting of ebooks without the risks and ruptures associated with the absence of print. The collaborative program provides a path for moving to a model that prefers collecting ebooks because print is optional and print purchasing criteria can be refined over time. Ebook purchasing has been integrated into established workflows, providing a model applicable to other ebook packages. The consortium acquires the complete electronic content available from UPSO at attractive pricing. The program addresses preservation concerns both with the consortial print copy housed at NYPL and by the involvement of OUP and several of the partner presses in Portico’s Ebook Preservation Service (www.portico.org/​digital-preservation/​services/​e-book-preservation-service). MaRLI libraries’ combined purchasing power expands the range of content acquired. MaRLI also believes that by committing to this content, it is supporting the publication of the endangered yet essential specialized scholarly monograph.

      The means by which MaRLI sought to achieve these ends are now in place and are being refined continually. The next step will be to assess circulation and usage statistics to determine whether the goal of increasing the use of this content has been met. The initial success of the program with Oxford University Press has encouraged MaRLI to address other low-use content, as discussed below. In addition, MaRLI expects to expand the program to other sources of university press ebooks.

      FOREIGN LANGUAGE MONOGRAPHS

      MaRLI subsequently focused on academic monographs published outside the United States in languages other than English. In Provocations and Irritations for the Globalized Research Library, Dan Hazen eloquently points out many of the challenges facing libraries that try to collect these books. Among these, Hazen notes that the priorities that inform this sort of collecting, the tools used to assess the value of these collections, and the infrastructure supporting the production of this material are each in flux, and he worries about the sustainability of the scholarly system within which these materials circulate.9 Hazen points to cooperative collection development, open access, and broad collective discovery as potentially helpful courses to take, but he also sees their potential to disrupt the market and system they attempt to reform. He calls for broad digital access to foreign materials, internationalized services and perspectives, and international collaboration in order to make this type of collecting succeed. MaRLI is taking first steps in these directions. It sees this project as a practical application of cooperative collection development through its emphasis on the collective acquisition of content in print and electronic formats, the expansion of access to materials, and cooperation with partners and publishers to continue making collecting efforts economically feasible.

      Like the English language university press collective acquisition program, the MaRLI collaborative collection program for foreign language publications pursues electronic access for the three MaRLI institutions plus a preservation print copy of the titles acquired. Here too, the NYPL serves as the print repository library with the print books going offsite to a facility shared with Columbia and others. Participants seek to expand ebook access while maintaining their historical expenditure levels for the materials from target publishers. If efforts with English language presses edged MaRLI toward the involvement of third-party vendors in collaborative collection building, the foreign language publications demanded it.

      Without a vendor’s local expertise, relationships with publishers, and the ability to represent library needs to multiple publishers, the MaRLI libraries never could have attempted to collect with a breadth that would make this program meaningful. In order to partner with a vendor, there must be trust in its knowledge of the country-specific publishing industry and book trade in addition to demonstrated fluency with US library service needs. On top of this—and crucially—the vendor must be able to supply ebooks under the MaRLI model.10 Prior to exploring MaRLI cooperation, MaRLI libraries were already working—each in its own way—with Digitalia in Spain, Casalini Libri in Italy, and Garcia Cambeiro in Argentina.

      For Spanish ebooks, NYU and Columbia had been using Digitalia as a vendor. NYPL had not used Digitalia for ebooks but, like NYU and Columbia, had been receiving print titles from many Spanish publishers through another vendor, Puvill. Because Puvill supplies shelf-ready books to NYPL, MaRLI decided to continue receiving preservation print copies at NYPL using them as vendor. On the ebook front, it was a requirement of the program that the three libraries establish a baseline ebook collection by bringing their collections into sync. Columbia and NYU each had purchased some unique content via Digitalia and each had to catch up with the other partner’s purchasing. Once this synchronization was achieved, the libraries were able to move forward with the program of acquiring three electronic copies of purchased Spanish print books. Although made through a separate print vendor, the NYPL print purchase was considered a part of the shared payment arrangement. NYU and Columbia pay a higher percentage of the electronic payment to Digitalia, and NYPL pays Puvill. The payments for the electronic and print versions of the titles are treated nonetheless as a whole.

      Unfortunately, hesitancy on the part of most Spanish publishers has meant that this program must focus on older titles for perpetual purchase. In addition to perpetual purchases, however, the arrangements with Digitalia include access to all electronic books on its platform in exchange for the promise of an annual expenditure. This is, in effect, a variant of evidence-based acquisitions (EBA), where libraries commit to expend a certain amount for perpetual access to specific titles, following one year’s unlimited usage of a much larger collection. At first, the libraries made a payment at year’s end, and the prior year’s payment was applied toward perpetual access to a set of ebooks chosen by the libraries based on whatever criteria they chose. Taking usage data into account, MaRLI purchased selected ebooks in groups based on publisher, and chose publishers based on the quality and availability of the content at the end of the year. Quickly the model changed because of increased comfort among the MaRLi libraries and the presses working with Digitalia. MaRLI libraries determine at the beginning of the year which press’s titles to purchase. Print books continue to come to NYPL, as in the university press example above, as well as to Columbia and NYU, if they wish to order them. There is no discount for print versions of titles also available in electronic format. As indicated above, Spanish publishers have preferred to embargo their frontlist books (only 2 percent of the books made available in 2014 were published in 2014). Consequently, MaRLI vendor purchasing has focused more on backlist content than the university press purchasing has. MaRLI has purchased about 500 books per year in order to maintain access to the full range of books offered through Digitalia.

      In fall 2014 MaRLI expanded the Digitalia program to include Catalan books offered through a separate but functionally equivalent platform. The payment arrangements, too, are identical to those outlined above for Spanish books. This collection was of particular interest to the libraries because many of the titles are sparsely held in North America (if held at all). In this sense, the Catalan effort meets the MaRLI goal of expanding coverage through cooperation and looks especially promising. NYU will collect these titles in electronic format only, while NYPL and Columbia will continue to seek print copies of some of these titles.

      MaRLI’s efforts to expand access to Italian books relied on the assistance of Casalini Libri, an established book vendor, and differ from the Spanish model in important ways. Casalini Libri offers a perpetual access ebook collection for an annual fee. Of the MaRLI partners, only Columbia had purchased such books prior to this project. One necessary step in moving forward was for the other two MaRLI partners to license this database. NYU completed the purchase in 2012 but NYPL has yet to do so. Even so, MaRLI has been able to move forward with perpetual ebook purchases from additional important publisher partners willing to meet MaRLI requirements. After some searching and effort, in 2012 Casalini was able to propose the MaRLI purchase of ebooks from the Leo S. Olschki collection, which had been available only through subscription. That 2012 collection, like most of the Spanish ebooks, consisted of backlist titles: 1,011 books published in print between 2000 and 2010. The publisher, taking into account the print purchases MaRLI libraries had made in the past, offered these titles at a discount. Later MaRLI expanded its purchasing to include 398 ebooks—primarily art books—from L’Erma di Bretschneider. The hope is to continue to acquire Italian monographs from Casalini’s pre-established collections as well as from other Italian publishers according to this precedent.

      In Argentina, MaRLI has turned to another familiar vendor, Garcia Cambeiro, for assistance. MaRLI priorities remain constant: keeping the overall libraries’ budget the same, decreasing print duplication, expanding coverage, and starting a concerted transition to ebooks in current acquisitions. Working with Garcia Cambeiro requires first that the libraries consolidate their print purchasing—no small decision, and one that will take time. In the meantime, NYU has moved forward on its own with an e-only approval profile.

      With Garcia Cambeiro, the MaRLI process has been gradual and considered, and MaRLI has yet to meet its goals. At the same time, MaRLI’s work with this vendor illustrates an incremental approach toward consortial purchasing. MaRLI will carefully evaluate Garcia Cambeiro’s ability to meet MaRLI criteria for content quality, standards for metadata, and needs for a mature and relatively touchless workflow. The hope is that this pilot with NYU will help ease the way into a consortial project—not only aiding vendor development, but also acclimating publishers and demonstrating potential to MaRLI. MaRLI has shown its commitment to the project by changing print vendors and the single-institution approval plan serves as a proof of concept. All sides certainly hope to move forward with a consortial approach to commercial content using this program.

      OPEN ACCESS SCHOLARLY MONOGRAPHS

      Conversations with Garcia Cambeiro regarding scholarly monographs in Argentina quickly brought to light another shared collection development challenge that MaRLI aims to confront: the open access (OA) scholarly monograph. MaRLI recognized many publishers of Argentine scholarly monographs produced output captured in traditional approval plans but also output that escaped print and electronic approval plans for the simple reason that it is not for sale. Although the publishing and dissemination of OA monographs align with the fundamental values of librarianship and have arisen with support from our ranks, when looking at Argentine books MaRLI was ill-prepared to manage OA monographs thoroughly and according to traditional requirements. Because all three MaRLI institutions have strong interest in collecting in Latin America, Argentine books stood out as an important OA pilot.11

      Although OA scholarly monographs present a unique set of challenges to academic libraries, MaRLI proposes that its experiences with OA ejournals, websites on the open web, purchased and gift print books, and leased and purchased access to ebooks should inform plans. Like OA monographs, OA journals come from a multitude of sources, vary widely in quality, and present issues of preservation, link stability, and collection development. Importantly, MaRLI has solved many of those problems by turning to centralized vendors that work in cooperation with publishers and organizations and to which MaRLI libraries pay for services. MaRLI’s ejournal experience shows that a centralized form of management and collection building of OA titles will be a necessity.

      Since many OA books reside on unvetted servers in a state of tenuous availability, MaRLI looked to library efforts to collect and preserve websites as an analogous undertaking. Investigations of and policymaking for web archiving address concerns that will be a part of OA scholarly book collecting and preservation: defining the object collected, file format and format standards, discovering and curating available resources, copyright and licensing, integration into library discovery systems, and developing or purchasing the technological infrastructure necessary to collect and preserve these resources. In this sense, OA scholarly ebooks behave much like the websites that have so challenged library collection development and preservation efforts.12

      Processes and workflows in the world of print monographs also translate to collection of OA as well as leased and purchased access to ebooks. Over many years libraries have developed relationships with vendors and publishers and established collection patterns and policies that relate to collecting books in other formats. Because of the scale of book publishing, libraries have historically turned to book dealers to help them keep a current picture of domestic and foreign book publishing; to automatically collect well-defined subsets of that publishing output; to receive notification of books of likely interest; to centrally select, purchase, pay for, and catalog those books; and to track purchase histories to avoid unintentional duplicate purchases. MaRLI has applied modified versions of these processes to shared ebook purchases and, for purpose of efficiency and uniformity, wants to apply these processes for the collection of OA books.13

      Print gift books also informed thinking about the approach to OA monographs. Though gifts can be a great boon to a library’s collections, the dribble of donated books of varying quality and content has often represented a great burden to libraries, because each gift must be vetted for quality by subject specialists; checked against the collections to determine local needs; and cataloged, barcoded, and shelved. Aditionally, libraries often lack space to accommodate large gift collections. The costs of these processes have caused many libraries to go through moratoria on accepting new gifts, and some libraries have ceased accepting unsolicited donations altogether. Libraries have learned to be discerning about accepting free materials because they are not in the end free. This lesson remains true for open access monographs.

      Against this background, MaRLI aims to pilot the collection of OA scholarly monographs with a program focused on Argentina. MaRLI believes that because of the move to OA publication by some academic publishers, libraries are failing to collect this material at the levels managed in the print world while the scale of OA output has increased.14 Despite the availability of broadly scoped search interfaces and protocols for finding titles hosted on institutional repositories, university websites, or author pages, the library services required to comfortably consider these titles a part of collections are universally absent. In addition, collection development librarians have no sense of what is missing from the collections and titles expected to be discovered by search engines because there is no picture of the universe of titles available. This is, in fact, true across all OA books, but the issue is especially pointed for the titles MaRLI sought to collect.

      Collection development librarians quickly realized that this goal may require library partnerships with multiple consortia, and potentially with other libraries, as well as working with book vendors knowledgeable about the local academic publishing world to develop a shared OA monograph collection. In addition, MaRLI librarians prefer a platform for delivering OA books to users and, ideally, preserving and making these titles available universally as a more stable, more diverse, and quantitatively richer collection of titles than the native platforms where OA titles initially reside.

      From our understanding of the issues detailed above, MaRLI identified key areas that a partnership among consortia, libraries, and vendors needs to address: issues of awareness, selection, rights management, stability of access, discoverability, and consistency of user experience. MaRLI believes it has found a rational, economically sustainable, and relatively comprehensive process for addressing them. For Argentine titles, MaRLI asked Garcia Cambeiro to provide the picture of OA monograph output in a defined universe that is as complete as possible and transparent about gaps. MaRLI also requested a mechanism for selecting titles from that universe, and rights negotiated with publishers that allow MaRLI participants to use the books purchased according to the academic community’s needs, which at this point likely include rehosting content for both preservation and access. Additionally MaRLI requested MARC records according to specifications, inclusion of a persistent URL (persistent because of the re-hosting in the previous point), and duplication control between the electronic and print versions of titles held among partner libraries. These services come at a cost, and MaRLI expects to share that cost consortially.

      The model for Argentine OA monographs involves meeting the requirements above through the involvement of a vendor, whose fees are paid by a consortium of libraries. MaRLI believes that this is the most economical and sustainable way to manage OA scholarly monographs.

      The current plan for collecting these OA monographs is akin to crowdsourcing.15 Following the MaRLI model, libraries would pay for vendor-mediated OA monographs. If enough libraries participate in a collaborative program, OA monographs can be re-hosted on a stable platform.

      If MaRLI is to interest HathiTrust in this collaborative OA model, MARC records produced would point to this stable platform, and preservation activity can cover these selected titles. In addition, if the hosting platform has relationships with discovery tools, including searching over the open web, these OA collaboratively curated titles should become more visible throughout the world. The participating libraries have the advantage of determining which OA monographs should be included in the program they finance, but the benefits are truly universal.

      Contributing libraries allow for the processing of a number of OA monographs parallel to their financial commitment. Currently, NYU alone has committed a small amount to a pilot as a proof of concept, but the final platform for these OA monographs is currently unclear. Discussions within MaRLI, with HathiTrust and broadly across many libraries with historically strong foreign language collections, are ongoing in developing a strategy for collective curation of OA monographs.

      While this chapter outlines ideas and a possible approach to collective curation of OA monographs, implementation of a practical approach is still evolving. The key is to find libraries willing to help a vendor recuperate costs for the services seen as necessary to processing OA monographs. Those libraries will need to be committed beyond fulfilling traditional collection development functions that have exclusive access to books just at their home institutions. As conversations progress, libraries willing to make this commitment are being identified. Through this process, OA titles in “the wild” can be transformed into a large, carefully curated part of an even greater collection of curated titles for which library efforts at integration pay the largest dividend. Although there will be what some consider “free riders” in this process, they remain important beneficiaries of a concerted effort well in line with the most worthy traditions of librarianship.

      The challenges of collaboratively collecting OA scholarly monographs are the latest, and perhaps most difficult, MaRLI has faced. These challenges in collaborative collection building are not insurmountable and do not seem totally novel.

      CONCLUSION

      Each of the collaborative collection development challenges MaRLI has addressed is meant to expand access to monographs and increase the visibility and use of monographs crucial to the scholarly process if not to every, or even very many, scholars. The university press monograph, the foreign language monograph, and the rising category of the OA monograph published outside traditional publishing (but not scholarly!) workflows each represent new formats of material that MaRLI libraries have aggressively collected for years. MaRLI’s collaborative collection development efforts are attempting to ensure continued collection of these scholarly monographs at risk because of rapid technological and structural change. One part of this process is developing new mechanisms to find, acquire, process, and pay for this content. The other part is a conscious attempt to support the viability of publishing this important material.

      Notes
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      MILE HIGH COOPERATION

      Demand-Driven Acquisition in the Colorado Alliance of Research Libraries

      Michael Levine-Clark, Allison V. Level, Joan G. Lamborn, and George Machovec

      Demand-driven acquisition (DDA) allows libraries to provide users with immediate access to a wide range of titles to be purchased at the point of need. The model is most often used for ebooks, but some libraries use it for print books as well. A “consideration pool” of titles is loaded into the online catalog, allowing users to discover and use books for which the library then pays. For ebooks, a predetermined number of short-term loans (STL) triggers the purchase of the book according to a set of parameters established by the library. For print books, a patron can request that the titles be ordered from a record in the catalog by the library. By 2011 many academic libraries had begun exploring DDA to supplement traditional models such as approval plans and firm ordering.1 DDA has now become a common component of academic library collection development strategies. While there are advantages to an individual library to include DDA as a tool for collection development, DDA for ebooks presents challenges for resource sharing.

      Academic library consortia have typically had a strong resource-sharing emphasis; buying a book for a local library in print meant that partner institutions could easily borrow that book for their patrons. The Colorado Alliance of Research Libraries (Colorado Alliance) has in place Prospector, a shared catalog that patrons rely on for unmediated borrowing from other libraries. As member libraries began to acquire more and more ebooks, ever-larger portions of search results in Prospector were taken up by ebooks that could not be used beyond a single library due to restrictions stipulated in ebook licensing agreements.

      In May 2012, nine members of the Colorado Alliance began a two-year pilot DDA program with YBP Library Services (YBP) and two major ebook aggregators, E-book Library (EBL) and ebrary. The nine participating libraries are: Auraria Library (serving the University of Colorado Denver, Metropolitan State University, and the Community College of Denver), Colorado College, Colorado Mesa University, Colorado State University (CSU), Regis University, University of Colorado Colorado Springs, University of Denver (DU), University of Northern Colorado, and the University of Wyoming. Prior to the start of the project, CSU and DU had put in place DDA for both print books and ebooks. The Colorado Alliance decision to embark on a pilot project was made to allow all members of the consortium to experiment with DDA, to explore resource sharing for ebooks, and to determine whether DDA could work in a consortial environment. Consortial DDA has had mixed results to date, and the Colorado Alliance project is no exception. This chapter reports on the first two years of the pilot, including the decision by the group to continue into a third year.

      LITERATURE REVIEW

      DEMAND-DRIVEN ACQUISITION IN GENERAL

      Demand-driven acquisition involves the acquisition of ebooks—either ebooks only or ebooks in combination with print books. Ebook usage has been increasing but it is not without problems or concerns. William H. Walters’s article provides, in the form of a bibliographic essay, a detailed description of encounters with the selection, integration, and management of ebooks in academic libraries. He outlines the current state of ebooks in academic libraries, including their availability and non-availability, and presents information about licensing considerations. His concluding list of challenges provides points for discussion and contemplation for those working in collections, acquisitions, or public services in academic libraries.2

      Two publications with literature reviews of note are an early article on DDA by Judith Nixon, Robert S. Freeman, and Suzanne Ward, which provides a good beginning discussion and highlights articles on the topic that mostly cover the period 2000–2008,3 and Candice Dahl’s 2012 article, which includes a literature review of early DDA articles and provides points to keep in mind when a library is starting a DDA program.4

      The NISO recommended practice for “Demand-Driven Acquisition of Monographs” explains the rationale behind DDA, provides a detailed overview of how various DDA models work, and examines some of the differences between local and consortial DDA.5

      LOCAL DDA PROGRAMS

      Early articles that document a local DDA ebook program at one university include the Karen S. Fischer et al. discussion of the 2009 University of Iowa DDA program. Using ebrary as its vendor, Iowa loaded an initial 12,000 discovery records from 28 publishers into the catalog based on its YBP approval profile. The article provides extensive detail of the initial program and includes data on costs of books by publisher, subject areas purchased, subject analysis of all titles used, title usage, top titles used, and additional tables. Based on eleven months of data, 60,000 records were loaded, 9,387 titles were used (15 percent) and seventy-three titles had over fifty uses.6

      William Breitbach and Joy E. Lambert report on the California State University Fullerton library’s DDA program, which was created to increase access to ebooks. The team formed to work on the project selected EBL as the vendor and created a profile directly with the vendor that generated about 25,000 records for the initial load. CSU-Fullerton used librarian-mediated approval for any short-term loan over $25. Three STLs were followed by the purchase of the title on the fourth use. Based on the initial eight months of data, the authors concluded that the program helped them work toward meeting the goal of better access to electronic materials.7

      Two chapters from the book Patron-Driven Acquisitions, edited by David A. Swords, detail DDA programs at the University of Texas and DU. Dennis Dillon covers the work of the University of Texas and EBL to create a DDA profile and load records into the catalog for title selection by patrons. The STL was set to one day with a purchase of the ebook on the third use request. After using it for four years, Texas was very pleased with the program.8

      Michael Levine-Clark’s chapter in Patron-Driven Acquisitions details DU’s DDA program, which was set up using YBP and EBL, and is demand-driven for both ebooks and print books. DU previously participated in other ebook pilots, including the Colorado Alliance of Research Libraries proto-DDA netLibrary program. In the current program DU decided that duplication of titles by format was acceptable. DU set the STL to one day and purchase of the title on the fourth use. From the beginning, the DU program was about broadening access to collections: “DDA allows us to build strong and lasting research collections without paying for the books until the point of need. By so doing, we can build broader and deeper collections than we ever could under the traditional acquisitions model.”9

      Two articles that provide good information about project workflows and implementation decisions are by Carol Joyner Cramer for the Wake Forest University program10 and Kay Downey for the Kent State University (KSU) program.11 Downey et al. describe KSU’s six-month pilot DDA program and analysis of use of purchased print books relative to usage of ebooks in a DDA program. The article has a good literature review that documents DDA programs at other universities. It addresses these four questions about its DDA model:

      
        1. How does DDA align the library’s collection with current user requirements?

        2. Does DDA lead to more active use of the library’s book collection?

        3. Is DDA cost effective as an acquisition model?

        4. What issues are associated with DDA, and how may these issues be addressed?12

      

      For libraries looking to set up a DDA program, early questions revolve around creating profiles or adapting established book purchase profiles, creating an initial load or pool of records, establishing workflow procedures, and creating open communications between all parties involved in the DDA program.

      CONSORTIAL DDA PROGRAMS

      As DDA projects have become more prevalent among individual libraries, experimentation has occurred at the consortial level as well. Some libraries participate in both their own local programs as well as consortial projects.

      Tonia Graves et al. describe the Old Dominion University (ODU) local DDA program and its participation in the Virtual Library of Virginia (VIVA) program (www.vivalib.org/). The ODU plan covers all subjects with no publisher restrictions. It has a higher maximum price limit and requires three STLs before purchase. The VIVA plan is limited to science, technology, engineering, and math subjects from a limited number of publishers. For the VIVA plan, there were initially ten STLs before purchase, but that number was eventually raised to twenty-five.13

      The University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (UIUC) is a member of two consortial groups, one of which is the Consortium of Academic and Research Libraries in Illinois (CARLI). Lynn Wiley and Elizabeth Clarage present information on a range of print book and ebook DDA projects at UIUC, some of which are local and others consortial. The article shows that sometimes it takes multiple pilots to test out ideas before settling on a model that will work for those involved.14

      The most well-known consortial DDA programs include bigger consortia like the Orbis Cascade Alliance and the Ontario Council of University Libraries (OCUL); however, there are useful examples of other recent consortial DDA pilots and programs. George Machovec provides a helpful introduction and overview of consortial DDA programs, placing them in the broader context of ebook development, and discusses the challenges ebooks present for resource sharing.15

      In 2011, the Orbis Cascade Alliance introduced an early consortial DDA program for its thirty-seven libraries. In 2010, a team had begun looking at DDA models and vendors. The Orbis Cascade directors mandated that all of the libraries participate in the pilot, which began using EBL and YBP.16 Susan Hinken and Emily McElroy detail the planning for the Orbis Cascade model and discuss the rationale for vendor selection and other recommendations for the pilot.17 Jill Emery and Bonnie Park’s 2012 “serial conversations” article is an interview with nine librarians and vendor representatives involved in the program. The article provides valuable insights from some of those most directly involved.18 One interviewee, Emily McElroy (Oregon Health and Science University) remarked

      
        What this project has demonstrated is the need for ongoing communication of our strategic agenda and what it means to be a member of the [Orbis Cascade] Alliance. It has also demonstrated that even a project as small as this requires an investment of staff time, patience with the process, and that workflow matters.19

      

      Throughout the article, Emery and Parks probe with engaging questions, including asking participants if they would have done something differently from the beginning of the pilot. The three articles together combine to present personal perspectives and detailed specifics of the Orbis Cascade model, which was still going strong in 2014.

      The Ontario Council of University Libraries (OCUL) includes twenty-one publicly funded universities in Ontario, Canada. OCUL has a strong commitment to consortial collection development programs as demonstrated by the consortially created Scholars Portal, which is its digital library ebook platform.20 At the 2011 Electronic Resources and Libraries (ER&L) Conference, Kate Davis et al. reported on OCUL’s sixteen-school, $150,000, nine-day DDA experiment, which used a model similar to that used in the Colorado Alliance netLibrary program. The money flowed quickly, and after just a few days 467 books were triggered or purchased.21 Davis et al.’s 2012 article provides more details about the program and specific perspectives from two institutions. It addresses the development of their DDA model, creation of the title list, feedback from several schools, and plans for the future. According to Davis, there was support for additional trials.22

      Lorraine Huddy talks about the CTW Library Consortium (Connecticut College, Trinity College, and Wesleyan University) pilot, which began as part of a 2008 Mellon Foundation grant for collaborative collection development. The schools added DDA to the pilot and used MyiLibrary. The CTW ended up exploring other DDA options and planned to implement a new pilot with YBP and EBL.23

      The California State University system has experimented with three different ebook trials. The University Chancellor’s fund provided money to fund two pilot DDA programs, one for 2011 and one for 2012, with twenty-three campuses included. California State University has a history of other consortial collection development programs, so DDA was a natural extension. The California State University pilots used different vendors, and as the second pilot was concluding, it was decided to continue with a third pilot. As of April 2013, the ebook committee recommendation was, “to put consortial PDA on hold until the [California State University] examined the possibility of ebook package subscriptions, specifically from ebrary, EBSCO, and Elsevier.”24 The California State University article also includes a literature review that briefly discusses the Triangle Research Library Network (TRLN) summit meeting about ebooks, the Orbis Cascade DDA program, and the OCUL program.

      The University of California (UC) System established a pilot consortial DDA program with YBP and ebrary, which focused on university press titles and targeted subjects in the arts, humanities, and social sciences. The pilot, including nine campuses, was set up with three STLs and purchase on the fourth use for most publishers, and four STLs and purchase on the fifth for other publishers. Additional pilot parameters included a $250 price limit and a pool of books with publication years of 2010–2014. About 1,600 titles were in the pool as of mid-2014. The project is still in process.25

      In 2011, the University of Florida (UF) and Florida State University (FSU) worked together to develop a shared DDA program. Florida’s State University System (SUS) has an infrastructure that supports collaborative collection development through the Council of State University Libraries (CSUL). The UF and FSU librarians worked with Ingram Coutts to develop a profile and launched a joint plan that included the 900 publishers available from MyiLibrary. Initially, 3,265 records were loaded; by January 2013, the record count was up to about 8,000. Initial funding was $60,000 from each school. In the second year the two law schools joined the program, with each contributing $20,000 for books in the Library of Congress K class.26

      The three big state universities in Arizona joined together to support the Arizona Universities Library Consortium (AULC), a cooperative demand-driven model. Arizona State University (ASU) began looking at demand-driven models in 2009 and established a local DDA program. In 2011 the University of Arizona (UA) started a local plan similar to ASU’s plan. In 2012 the AULC began using the Ingram Content Group for a shared DDA plan. To fund the project, ASU and UA each contributed 40 percent of the cost and Northern Arizona University contributed 20 percent. At the commencement of the project, 2,211 records were loaded and a book with three uses triggered a purchase.27

      As shown in the literature, experimentation with the demand-driven model has occurred in individual libraries as well as at the consortial level, with some libraries participating in both local and consortial projects. Consortial DDA projects range in size from the CTW Library Consortium of three small libraries to the Orbis Cascade Alliance’s thirty-seven. Sources of funding also vary. In the case of the CTW consortium, grant money was used to seed the project. Funding from the chancellor was used for the California State University system project. In other cases, the participating institutions made financial contributions. Many of these are opt-in projects, but Orbis Cascade mandated participation for all members.

      Consortial projects use different vendor-aggregator combinations—Ingram with MyiLibrary, or YBP with EBL or ebrary. Consortia also use different approaches to create pools of titles to be considered. The University of Florida and Florida State University relied on a shared profile, which is more workable for a pair of institutions than a larger group. Other consortia, such as Orbis Cascade, base selection on publisher lists. The group of publishers affects the subject content offered. The University of California system limited the pool to university press titles with a focus on the arts, humanities, and social sciences.

      CONSORTIAL EBOOK PROGRAM

      COLORADO ALLIANCE OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

      The Colorado Alliance of Research Libraries (www.coalliance.org), a nonprofit 501(c)(3) library consortium, began in 1974 and was formally incorporated in 1981. The original mission of the consortium was cooperative purchasing of expensive print products to be shared among the members. By 2014, the program had grown to over 250 group contracts representing over $13 million. The Colorado Alliance currently includes thirteen academic libraries and one public library and focuses on collaboration and reducing costs. The Prospector union catalog (http://prospectorhome.coalliance.org) allows for discovery and unmediated borrowing across all Colorado Alliance libraries as well as an additional thirty non-member institutions.

      Since the mid-1990s the Colorado Alliance has licensed e-resources for its members. The Colorado Alliance first began licensing ebooks as a consortium in 1999 with netLibrary, the first major aggregator of ebooks. Early in its corporate history, netLibrary introduced the first demand-driven acquisition model, called patron-driven acquisition, and its first consortial contract was with the Colorado Alliance. The Colorado Alliance tested the netLibrary system in March 1999, and after its April 1999 official launch became the first customer—and therefore the first consortium—to participate in a demand-driven acquisition program for ebooks.28

      The original netLibrary patron-driven acquisitions program was designed so that a book would be purchased after the second viewing; the first use was free. There was no leased or short-term loan access, no free preview period except for the table of contents, no triggers for printing or copying, and no downloading because ebook readers did not exist then. This first attempt at a demand-driven program, although crude by today’s standards, set the stage for what have become the sophisticated DDA programs in use today. The early patron-driven program sold one copy of the ebook to the consortium once a purchase was triggered at list price (eventually changed to 155 percent of list price—a multiplier of 1.55). The software only supported one copy per reader (i.e., one simultaneous user). If simultaneous uses were warranted, then additional copies of the book had to be purchased. In reality, additional copies were never purchased because one copy sufficed for a small consortium.

      The Colorado Alliance successfully ran the program from 1999 to 2005 but it eventually ceased for several reasons. First, in 2005 publishers begin to institute a multiplier for consortia. By requiring that the Colorado Alliance purchase more than one copy, the new contractual requirements essentially doubled the cost of the program. Although multipliers are now common for consortial ebook programs, modern ebook platforms have mitigating technology such as free preview periods. Second, with the crude technology of requiring a purchase on the second viewing even if the viewing is only for seconds, the cost of the program spiraled out of control, which was similar to what occurred with OCUL a few years later. Finally, by 2005, new players in the ebook aggregator marketplace were releasing much better user interfaces that made the netLibrary interface somewhat obsolete.

      After the collapse of the consortial Colorado Alliance netLibrary contract in 2005, individual member libraries moved into other ebook contracts to varying degrees. DU immediately began subscribing to ebrary’s Academic Complete collection, and over the next few years added additional subscriptions to ebooks through Books 24x7, Knovel, and Safari. By 2011, DU had additional contracts in place for publisher packages of ebooks from Duke University Press, Oxford University Press, and Springer, and had begun its own large DDA program with EBL. CSU explored DDA through an initial publisher-based pilot with EBL in 2010. In 2011, the program changed to a YBP profiled program that now includes EBL and ebrary. CSU also has ebooks through selected subscriptions and publisher packages. The University of Colorado system began a DDA program with MyiLibrary around the same time. Other libraries in the consortium had varying degrees of experience with ebooks post-netLibrary, but most had relatively little experience with DDA.

      TWO CONSORTIAL PREDECESSORS TO THE COLORADO ALLIANCE PROJECT

      While the early primitive patron-driven ebook program pioneered by netLibrary and the Colorado Alliance of Research Libraries introduced the concept of DDA, in 2001 EBL began developing the model we now understand as DDA, with a free browsing period and short-term loans that ultimately lead to a purchase.29 Other aggregators, including ebrary and EBSCO, have embraced this model. With the overwhelming success of this new DDA model, a number of consortia began exploring DDA again around 2009.

      Individual libraries and consortia have been piloting a variety of different consortial ebook models with the intent of obtaining the most efficient use of funds and leveraging the new technology that publishers and aggregators have developed. Dozens of consortial DDA ebook programs are extant in North America at the present, some of which are referenced in the Literature Review section. Two are highlighted below.

      One of the earliest and largest consortial ebook initiatives in the United States was developed by the Orbis Cascade Alliance in the Pacific Northwest, also referenced in the Literature Review section.30 Orbis Cascade, in its current configuration, was created in 2003 by the merger of two regional consortia, Orbis (Oregon) and Cascade (Washington), and has been one of the most successful library consortia in the United States. In 2009–2010 the consortium went through a detailed process to develop an RFI for a consortial ebook program, which was ratified in August 2010 with the selection of EBL as the key vendor in the demand-driven pilot using the “multiplier model,” in which the consortium shares ownership of titles when they are purchased at some multiple of list price. Several characteristics made it an interesting program being watched by many. First, the program mandated that all Orbis Cascade members join the program. Second, costs were tiered by library size/type so that smaller libraries (e.g., community colleges) paid a lower participation fee while larger academic institutions paid substantially more. The program proved very successful and now has approximately $1 million per year in expenditures (https://​www.orbiscascade.org/​ebooks/). As an early adopter of a large consortial ebook DDA program, Orbis Cascade discovered that it could throttle the rate of spending depending on the number of short-term loans before a purchase was triggered. With its use of the multiplier, Orbis Cascade established the model being followed by many other library groups, including the Colorado Alliance.

      Novanet developed another early consortial DDA program in 2011 that uses a different model (www.novanet.ns.ca/​novanet-ebook-dda-pilot-project/). Founded in Nova Scotia in 1988, Novanet includes eleven post-secondary institutions. Unlike Orbis Cascade, Novanet purchases only one copy of an ebook at a time (i.e., a multiplier of one), but when a threshold of use is reached in a particular contract year, additional copies are purchased. The advantage of this is that only one copy of a title is purchased at a time and additional copies are purchased as needed, keeping overall purchase costs down. The program moved from a pilot to a permanent program in February 2014.

      ORIGIN OF THE COLORADO ALLIANCE PROJECT

      As purchases of ebooks increased among Colorado Alliance libraries, and as CSU and DU began to experiment with DDA plans, the challenges of resource sharing in a new environment in which licensing terms restricted access to the purchasing institution became clear. This situation was underscored in the shared online catalog Prospector, where users affiliated with one institution could see, but not access, ebooks purchased by another institution. While the DDA model ensured that books purchased would have at least some use, that use was limited to users affiliated with a single institution.

      A demand-driven pilot project at the consortial level provided an opportunity to gain experience with shared access to ebooks in a consideration pool, shared triggers for purchases, and shared ownership of the titles purchased. It was also an opportunity to learn about cross-institutional demand. Were there some subject areas of interest across institutions or did subject interest tend to be associated with specific institutions? Cross-institutional demand also raised the broader question of whether DDA makes sense in a consortial environment. In the local environment most titles are used once or twice. Does it make sense to aggregate low usage across multiple institutions and then pay for ownership? In addition, most titles in a local DDA program appear to be used by one person for one class. Does it make sense to share ownership of titles used at one institution? Finally, for some Colorado Alliance libraries the pilot was an opportunity for some libraries to learn about DDA, and for some that had not purchased many ebooks, it was an opportunity to learn about ebooks.

      PLANNING FOR THE COLORADO ALLIANCE PROJECT

      The possibility of a Colorado Alliance demand-driven pilot project was explored in 2008–2009 by some members of the Shared Collection Development Committee, including Michael Levine-Clark from DU and Patricia Smith from CSU, and representatives from EBL and Blackwell Book Services, but the sale of Blackwell to YBP put those discussions on hiatus.

      By spring of 2011, the Colorado Alliance Shared Collection Development Committee (SCDC) again began discussing a consortial DDA program. In the summer of 2011 the committee met with representatives from YBP to learn how YBP could support such a program. By the close of the meeting the committee identified several project goals:

      
        • Create a simple system to test demand-driven acquisition of ebooks on a consortial level.

        • Make a large number of academic titles available.

        • Create minimal barriers to accessing ebooks for users from the participating libraries.

        • Lower the unit cost and aggregate cost of monograph acquisitions per participating library.

        • Collect data from the pilot to support future planning.

        • Looking to the future, develop a model to expand access to Prospector libraries that are not part of the Colorado Alliance project.

      

      At the meeting the committee also developed preliminary parameters for the project. The project would be publisher-based and begin with 2012 imprints. It would be managed by YBP, which would control duplication with approval plans at the participating institutions and serve as a single source for record loads and invoicing. The publishers would be divided evenly between two aggregators, ebrary and EBL, to test patron and library staff satisfaction with the different platforms and services. Pricing for purchases would be calculated using a multiplier of the list price as was done in the Orbis Cascade project. The books purchased would be owned by all of the participating libraries. Funding for purchases and STLs would come from a central pool managed by the Colorado Alliance, with contributions from the participants. Purchases and loans would be tracked for future planning, but costs for the pilot beyond initial contributions would not be charged back to the institutions. The institutions that agreed to participate were Auraria Library (which serves the University of Colorado Denver, Metropolitan State University, and the Community College of Denver), Colorado College, Colorado Mesa University, Colorado State University, Regis University, University of Colorado Colorado Springs, University of Denver, University of Northern Colorado, and University of Wyoming. The University of Colorado Boulder, an Ingram Coutts/MyiLibrary customer, opted not to participate.

      Before the project could begin, a multiplier needed to be determined and publishers needed to be recruited for the project. YBP produced lists of publishers that participated in DDA programs through EBL and/or ebrary, and the SCDC used these lists to identify possible publishers for the project. The committee assigned each targeted publisher to one of the aggregators based roughly on overall availability of ebooks by that publisher on the particular platform, and tried to have a fairly even spread of publishers, titles, and subject types through each aggregator.

      YBP gathered data about purchasing patterns across the Colorado Alliance to help determine a multiplier. Although participating Colorado Alliance libraries typically bought fewer than two copies per title for this mix of publishers, the SCDC decided to negotiate a multiplier of 2.5 rather than 2 as a negotiating tactic to give publishers something up front. EBL and ebrary then negotiated with the possible publishers. Some publishers declined to participate, and publishers that required a multiplier above 2.5 were excluded.

      The SCDC was unable to achieve an equal division of publishers between EBL and ebrary based on publication output eligible for DDA. Of the publishers that agreed to participate, a larger number were on the EBL list, so the subsequent pilot was heavily weighted toward EBL. The result was an imperfect mix of publishers between the two aggregators. The EBL publishers were: Continuum, DeGruyter, Edinburgh University Press, Facts on File/Infobase, Oxford University Press, Princeton University Press, Rodopi, SAGE/CQPress, University of California Press, and Wiley (multiple imprints); for ebrary: ABC-CLIO, Ashgate and Gower, Harvard University Press, Jessica Kingsley, John Benjamins, McFarland, and Stanford University Press.

      The remaining decisions involved the specific DDA parameters and the budget. The free discovery would follow the practice already established by each aggregator, five minutes for EBL and ten minutes for ebrary. The committee agreed that there would be six STLs for each aggregator, with a purchase occurring after the sixth. To begin the project, the SCDC agreed that each participating library would contribute $12,500, for a total of $112,500, an amount that was expected to be enough for at least one year. The platform fees for the aggregators were waived.

      RECORD LOAD PROCESS

      The loading of provisional MARC records from the ebook aggregators into a library catalog or discovery interface is a key component to the success of the program. The concepts are simple but the execution has required continual attention by the technical services staff at each participating library. For EBL, YBP provides a provisional set of MARC records on a weekly basis, which are deposited on an FTP server in directories for each site. Libraries may download these records, and they are most frequently edited at a site level in MarcEdit before loading into an integrated library system and/or discovery interface. In most cases, sites are adding proxy server wrappers to the URLs. Once records are loaded into a local catalog, they are automatically transferred to the Prospector union catalog (http://prospectorhome.coalliance.org) where holdings are merged into a single record with URLs for each participating library. Users may access these ebooks from many different avenues, including their own local catalogs or discovery interfaces or the Prospector union catalog.

      After purchase of a title, YBP sends a new MARC record for the “owned” title, which can be loaded into the local catalog as well as the union catalog to replace the provisional record. However, many sites have preferred to formally catalog the purchased titles in OCLC. In this case, one site has agreed to be the lead cataloging site and shares these records with the other libraries for local loading. Posting ownership holdings back to OCLC is determined at the site level.

      Since the beginning of the DDA pilot, ebrary has had a separate workflow, which has been more problematic. Ebrary has done much of the site-level modifications for provisional MARC records. However, due to a variety of issues, ebrary has not always gotten the customized MARC records out in a timely fashion, making their current additions to the program less timely. Plans are in the works to change the workflow to match that for EBL.

      Table 8.1 | Cost data by institution

      
        
          
            	Institution

            	Contribution, $ (2 years)

            	Contribution, %

            	Auto purchase EBL, $

            	STL EBL, $

            	Total Cost EBL, $

            	Total Cost ebrary, $

            	Total Cost Both Programs

          

        
        
          
            	
              Auraria Library

            
            	
              16,500

            
            	
              10.8

            
            	
              6,608.51

            
            	
              10,248.47

            
            	
              16,856.98

            
            	
              3,179.21

            
            	
              20,036.19

            
          

          
            	
              Colorado College

            
            	
              12,500

            
            	
              8.2

            
            	
              1,015.55

            
            	
              3,036.31

            
            	
              4,051.86

            
            	
              513.62

            
            	
              4,565.48

            
          

          
            	
              Colorado Mesa University

            
            	
              12,500

            
            	
              8.2

            
            	
              1,249.62

            
            	
              2,381.31

            
            	
              3,630.93

            
            	
              318.05

            
            	
              3,948.98

            
          

          
            	
              Colorado State University

            
            	
              32,500

            
            	
              21.3

            
            	
              23,633.24

            
            	
              35,383.58

            
            	
              59,016.82

            
            	
              2,368.31

            
            	
              61,385.13

            
          

          
            	
              Regis University

            
            	
              16,500

            
            	
              10.8

            
            	
              3,158.96

            
            	
              5,462.66

            
            	
              8,621.62

            
            	
              948.55

            
            	
              9,570.17

            
          

          
            	
              University of Colorado Colorado Springs

            
            	
              12,500

            
            	
              8.2

            
            	
              844.76

            
            	
              2,009.70

            
            	
              2,854.46

            
            	
              636.95

            
            	
              3,491.41

            
          

          
            	
              University of Denver

            
            	
              16,500

            
            	
              10.8

            
            	
              5,784.90

            
            	
              8,370.90

            
            	
              14,155.80

            
            	
              1,711.51

            
            	
              15,867.31

            
          

          
            	
              University of Northern Colorado

            
            	
              16,500

            
            	
              10.8

            
            	
              2,442.25

            
            	
              4,250.14

            
            	
              6,692.39

            
            	
              1,496.28

            
            	
              8,188.67

            
          

          
            	
              University of Wyoming

            
            	
              16,500

            
            	
              10.8

            
            	
              5,593.79

            
            	
              7,123.06

            
            	
              12,716.85

            
            	
              1,465.06

            
            	
              14,181.91

            
          

          
            	
              TOTALS

            
            	
              152,500

            
            	
            
            	
              50,332

            
            	
              78,266

            
            	
              128,597.71

            
            	
              12,637.54

            
            	
              141,235.25

            
          

        
      

      Note: 4 titles, totaling $478, were firm ordered from EBL, with that amount not assigned to any specific library.

      FUNDING THE COLORADO ALLIANCE PROJECT

      During the first year of the pilot in 2012, there were nine participating libraries. Each library contributed $12,500 to a central fund held at the Colorado Alliance, which was then used to pay the corporate partners on a weekly billing statement issued by YBP. With no historic use data, an even split of the anticipated costs was intended as a way to get the program underway with the idea that some type of pro-rated cost split based on use would be instituted later.

      At the close of the first year of the pilot the entire expenditure for EBL and ebrary STLs and auto purchases, along with a small amount for YBP cataloging and administrative fees, was almost $53,000, well below the amount collected (see table 8.1). This was due in part to a slow start-up by some libraries in getting the MARC discovery records into their local catalogs, and in part to a delayed launch by ebrary, caused by the need to implement some technology to support the necessary DDA functionality. Ultimately, ebrary launched almost six months after EBL. At the end of the first year of the pilot, of the $53,000 spent, only $3,152 was spent on ebrary titles. Most spending in the first year was on STLs; only $8,875 was expended on ebook purchases (16.75 percent of the total). Over the two years of the pilot, a larger portion of spending (about 38 percent) covered purchases. The vast majority of spending (91 percent) was with EBL. See table 8.1 for a breakdown of allocations and spending by library over the course of the pilot.

      As a result of the slow start-up and very uneven use by the participating libraries, the group decided to change the funding contribution structure for the second year, asking five of the nine libraries to contribute additional funds to allow the pilot to continue through the second year. Based on its high usage in year one, CSU, the one ARL library in the program, would contribute an extra $20,000 (its use was 40 percent of the total; see table 8.5 later in this chapter). The four libraries with the next highest amount of usage would each contribute $4,000 more, and the four libraries with the lowest amount of usage would contribute no more during the pilot. By the end of the second year of the pilot in June 2014, the Colorado Alliance had expended $141,235 with 37.4 percent of the total expended on ebook purchases and 62.6 percent spent on leased access, or STLs.

      After the two years of the pilot, the Colorado Alliance decided to continue the project into a third year with the original group of nine libraries. Since the deposit account had been largely depleted and with rising STL rates from some publishers, the group estimated that approximately $144,000 should be collected to keep the program going. After looking at the detailed use data, the Colorado Alliance developed a new cost-sharing formula in which each library would contribute a base fee of $3,000 plus additional costs based on a percentage of historic use during the first two years of the pilot. This allowed small users to stay in the program for reasonable fees, and larger users to pay their fair shares for what was being used.

      TITLES AVAILABLE

      At the start of the project in May 2012, there were 419 titles available from EBL. The initial load of records for ebrary, in September of that year, had just nine titles. By October 2014, there were 8,572 titles available from EBL, with an average of 59 titles loaded in the 146 weekly loads. Ebrary loads were less regular, with thirty-four of them occurring by May 2014, at which point there were 2,833 titles available. On average, these were larger loads, with eighty-three titles per load.

      Within the Colorado Alliance project, EBL’s spread of titles available by publisher is uneven, with 65.69 percent coming from John Wiley and Sons. Together Wiley, De Gruyter, and Oxford University Press represent 83 percent of EBL titles (see table 8.2).

      For ebrary, Ashgate and McFarland account for 55 percent of the titles available. Table 8.2 shows the breakdown of availability by publisher.

      Table 8.2 | Percentage of titles available by publisher

      
        
          
            	EBL publishers

            	% of paid usage

            	% of coverage

          

        
        
          
            	
              Continuum International Publishing

            
            	
              1.97

            
            	
              1.90

            
          

          
            	
              De Gruyter

            
            	
              0.89

            
            	
              8.38

            
          

          
            	
              Edinburgh University Press

            
            	
              0.28

            
            	
              1.20

            
          

          
            	
              Editions Rodopi

            
            	
              0.40

            
            	
              2.67

            
          

          
            	
              Infobase Publishing

            
            	
              0.39

            
            	
              0.20

            
          

          
            	
              OUP

            
            	
              9.26

            
            	
              8.88

            
          

          
            	
              Princeton University Press

            
            	
              3.39

            
            	
              4.44

            
          

          
            	
              SAGE

            
            	
              0.92

            
            	
              2.26

            
          

          
            	
              University of California Press

            
            	
              4.12

            
            	
              4.38

            
          

          
            	
              Wiley

            
            	
              78.39

            
            	
              65.69

            
          

          
            	ebrary Publishers

          

          
            	
              ABC-CLIO

            
            	
              6.30

            
            	
              2.58

            
          

          
            	
              Ashgate Publishing Ltd

            
            	
              13.18

            
            	
              29.72

            
          

          
            	
              Harvard University Press

            
            	
              17.50

            
            	
              9.40

            
          

          
            	
              Jessica Kingsley Publishers

            
            	
              17.08

            
            	
              11.46

            
          

          
            	
              John Benjamins Publishing Company

            
            	
              4.23

            
            	
              10.67

            
          

          
            	
              McFarland

            
            	
              30.93

            
            	
              24.94

            
          

          
            	
              Stanford University Press

            
            	
              10.78

            
            	
              11.24

            
          

        
      

      SUMMARY OF USAGE

      At the beginning of the pilot, usage was relatively low, with only one auto purchase in the first four months. By the end of the pilot on June 30, 2014, 3,984 EBL titles had been used at least once, including free browsing. For the 2,745 EBL titles with some form of paid use, there were 260 (3.85 percent) purchases and 6,489 (96.15 percent) STLs. By contrast ebrary had 20 (1.66 percent) purchases and 1,186 (98.34 percent) STLs across 671 titles. Tables 8.3 and 8.4 show patterns of usage and corresponding spending over the course of the pilot.

      Table 8.3 | EBL month-by-month activity

      
        
          
            	Month

            	Auto Purchase

            	STL

            	Total

            	Auto Purchase

            	STL

            	Total

          

        
        
          
            	
              2012-05

            
            	
            
            	
              10 (100.00%)

            
            	
              10

            
            	
            
            	
              $105.52 (100.00%)

            
            	
              $105.52

            
          

          
            	
              2012-06

            
            	
            
            	
              66 (100.00%)

            
            	
              66

            
            	
            
            	
              $549.98 (100.00%)

            
            	
              $549.98

            
          

          
            	
              2012-07

            
            	
              1 (1.23%)

            
            	
              80 (98.77%)

            
            	
              81

            
            	
              $74.98 (8.68%)

            
            	
              $788.84 (91.32%)

            
            	
              $863.82

            
          

          
            	
              2012-08

            
            	
            
            	
              111 (100.00%)

            
            	
              111

            
            	
            
            	
              $1,172.48 (100.00%)

            
            	
              $1,172.48

            
          

          
            	
              2012-09

            
            	
              4 (2.21%)

            
            	
              177 (97.79%)

            
            	
              181

            
            	
              $577.36 (21.84%)

            
            	
              $2,065.91 (78.16%)

            
            	
              $2,643.27

            
          

          
            	
              2012-10

            
            	
              6 (2.42%)

            
            	
              242 (97.58%)

            
            	
              248

            
            	
              $2,011.90 (38.96%)

            
            	
              $3,152.39 (61.04%)

            
            	
              $5,164.29

            
          

          
            	
              2012-11

            
            	
              4 (1.83%)

            
            	
              215 (98.17%)

            
            	
              219

            
            	
              $599.52 (18.85%)

            
            	
              $2,580.36 (81.15%)

            
            	
              $3,179.88

            
          

          
            	
              2012-12

            
            	
              6 (3.31%)

            
            	
              175 (96.69%)

            
            	
              181

            
            	
              $879.82 (32.34%)

            
            	
              $1,840.46 (67.66%)

            
            	
              $2,720.28

            
          

          
            	
              2013-01

            
            	
              6 (3.14%)

            
            	
              185 (96.86%)

            
            	
              191

            
            	
              $884.62 (28.97%)

            
            	
              $2,169.42 (71.03%)

            
            	
              $3,054.04

            
          

          
            	
              2013-02

            
            	
              4 (1.36%)

            
            	
              291 (98.64%)

            
            	
              295

            
            	
              $912.34 (21.20%)

            
            	
              $3,390.91 (78.80%)

            
            	
              $4,303.25

            
          

          
            	
              2013-03

            
            	
              10 (3.79%)

            
            	
              254 (96.21%)

            
            	
              264

            
            	
              $1,971.07 (37.65%)

            
            	
              $3,264.40 (62.35%)

            
            	
              $5,235.47

            
          

          
            	
              2013-04

            
            	
              9 (2.90%)

            
            	
              297 (95.81%)

            
            	
              310

            
            	
              $1,509.48 (25.20%)

            
            	
              $4,002.37 (66.82%)

            
            	
              $5,989.85

            
          

          
            	
              2013-05

            
            	
              8 (2.72%)

            
            	
              286 (97.28%)

            
            	
              294

            
            	
              $1,146.96 (25.93%)

            
            	
              $3,276.20 (74.07%)

            
            	
              $4,423.16

            
          

          
            	
              2013-06

            
            	
              7 (3.06%)

            
            	
              222 (96.94%)

            
            	
              229

            
            	
              $1,704.70 (38.04%)

            
            	
              $2,776.87 (61.96%)

            
            	
              $4,481.57

            
          

          
            	
              2013-07

            
            	
              14 (5.81%)

            
            	
              227 (94.19%)

            
            	
              241

            
            	
              $2,309.72 (46.26%)

            
            	
              $2,683.37 (53.74%)

            
            	
              $4,993.09

            
          

          
            	
              2013-08

            
            	
              11 (4.55%)

            
            	
              231 (95.45%)

            
            	
              242

            
            	
              $1,856.92 (39.08%)

            
            	
              $2,895.26 (60.92%)

            
            	
              $4,752.18

            
          

          
            	
              2013-09

            
            	
              24 (6.72%)

            
            	
              333 (93.28%)

            
            	
              357

            
            	
              $5,098.22 (54.62%)

            
            	
              $4,235.37 (45.38%)

            
            	
              $9,333.59

            
          

          
            	
              2013-10

            
            	
              17 (4.59%)

            
            	
              353 (95.41%)

            
            	
              370

            
            	
              $3,616.58 (47.18%)

            
            	
              $4,049.11 (52.82%)

            
            	
              $7,665.69

            
          

          
            	
              2013-11

            
            	
              22 (5.06%)

            
            	
              413 (94.94%)

            
            	
              435

            
            	
              $3,782.66 (45.03%)

            
            	
              $4,618.55 (54.97%)

            
            	
              $8,401.21

            
          

          
            	
              2013-12

            
            	
              13 (3.80%)

            
            	
              329 (96.20%)

            
            	
              342

            
            	
              $2,127.00 (34.86%)

            
            	
              $3,973.69 (65.14%)

            
            	
              $6,100.69

            
          

          
            	
              2014-01

            
            	
              19 (5.03%)

            
            	
              359 (94.97%)

            
            	
              378

            
            	
              $3,741.84 (44.89%)

            
            	
              $4,593.35 (55.11%)

            
            	
              $8,335.19

            
          

          
            	
              2014-02

            
            	
              23 (6.65%)

            
            	
              323 (93.35%)

            
            	
              346

            
            	
              $4,716.48 (53.53%)

            
            	
              $4,094.76 (46.47%)

            
            	
              $8,811.24

            
          

          
            	
              2014-03

            
            	
              16 (4.30%)

            
            	
              356 (95.70%)

            
            	
              372

            
            	
              $3,758.99 (45.06%)

            
            	
              $4,582.45 (54.94%)

            
            	
              $8,341.44

            
          

          
            	
              2014-04

            
            	
              19 (4.49%)

            
            	
              404 (95.51%)

            
            	
              423

            
            	
              $3,834.84 (44.94%)

            
            	
              $4,699.24 (55.06%)

            
            	
              $8,534.08

            
          

          
            	
              2014-05

            
            	
              14 (4.88%)

            
            	
              273 (95.12%)

            
            	
              287

            
            	
              $2,474.55 (43.65%)

            
            	
              $3,194.15 (56.35%)

            
            	
              $5,668.70

            
          

          
            	
              2014-06

            
            	
              3 (1.07%)

            
            	
              277 (98.93%)

            
            	
              280

            
            	
              $741.03 (17.43%)

            
            	
              $3,510.72 (82.57%)

            
            	
              $4,251.75

            
          

          
            	
              TOTAL

            
            	
              260 (3.85%)

            
            	
              6,489 (96.09%)

            
            	
              6,753

            
            	
              $50,331.58 (38.99%)

            
            	
              $78,266.13 (60.64%)

            
            	
              $129,075.71

            
          

        
      

      *Overall totals include four titles firm ordered in June 2013 at a total cost of $478.

      Table 8.4 | eBrary month-by-month activity

      
        
          
            	Month

            	Spent, $

            	Purchase

            	STL

            	Total

          

        
        
          
            	
              2012-10

            
            	
              139.26

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              6

            
            	
              6

            
          

          
            	
              2012-11

            
            	
              69.09

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              20

            
            	
              20

            
          

          
            	
              2012-12

            
            	
              393.50

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              15

            
            	
              15

            
          

          
            	
              2013-01

            
            	
              353.54

            
            	
              2

            
            	
              13

            
            	
              15

            
          

          
            	
              2013-02

            
            	
              270.19

            
            	
              2

            
            	
              14

            
            	
              16

            
          

          
            	
              2013-03

            
            	
              247.22

            
            	
              1

            
            	
              26

            
            	
              27

            
          

          
            	
              2013-04

            
            	
              722.60

            
            	
              3

            
            	
              42

            
            	
              45

            
          

          
            	
              2013-05

            
            	
              372.73

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              36

            
            	
              36

            
          

          
            	
              2013-06

            
            	
              283.53

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              35

            
            	
              35

            
          

          
            	
              2013-07

            
            	
              230.03

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              36

            
            	
              36

            
          

          
            	
              2013-08

            
            	
              280.57

            
            	
              1

            
            	
              30

            
            	
              31

            
          

          
            	
              2013-09

            
            	
              654.76

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              75

            
            	
              75

            
          

          
            	
              2013-10

            
            	
              977.51

            
            	
              1

            
            	
              104

            
            	
              105

            
          

          
            	
              2013-11

            
            	
              1,243.20

            
            	
              1

            
            	
              124

            
            	
              125

            
          

          
            	
              2013-12

            
            	
              589.96

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              57

            
            	
              57

            
          

          
            	
              2014-01

            
            	
              457.25

            
            	
              2

            
            	
              41

            
            	
              43

            
          

          
            	
              2014-02

            
            	
              852.23

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              105

            
            	
              105

            
          

          
            	
              2014-03

            
            	
              1,370.61

            
            	
              1

            
            	
              127

            
            	
              128

            
          

          
            	
              2014-04

            
            	
              1,342.95

            
            	
              4

            
            	
              115

            
            	
              119

            
          

          
            	
              2014-05

            
            	
              988.43

            
            	
              2

            
            	
              108

            
            	
              110

            
          

          
            	
              2014-06

            
            	
              498.38

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              57

            
            	
              57

            
          

          
            	
              TOTALS

            
            	
              12,637.54

            
            	
              20

            
            	
              1,186

            
            	
              1,206

            
          

        
      

      Usage patterns varied by institution, with CSU accounting for a disproportionately high percentage of usage for EBL titles, with 42.7 percent of the paid usage and 40 percent of all consortial usage, including free browsing. CSU accounts for 19.7 percent of the consortia’s total full-time equivalents (FTEs) while Auraria Library accounts for 30.6 percent of FTEs, but 13 percent of the consortia’s EBL usage (see table 8.5). Other institutions tend to be more closely aligned to their FTEs. For ebrary, usage more closely matched FTEs, with Auraria still lower than would be expected, but above CSU. Tables 8.5 and 8.6 show usage by institution.

      Table 8.5 | EBL usage by institution

      
        
          
            	Institution

            	% of total FTE

            	Auto purchase

            	STL

            	Total purchase use (auto + STL)

            	% of total paid usage

            	Owned loans

            	Unowned browse

            	Owned browse

            	Total usage

            	% of total usage

          

        
        
          
            	
              Auraria Library

            
            	
              30.6

            
            	
              42

            
            	
              851

            
            	
              893

            
            	
              13.2

            
            	
              761

            
            	
              1,792

            
            	
              689

            
            	
              4,135

            
            	
              13.1

            
          

          
            	
              Colorado College

            
            	
              1.7

            
            	
              7

            
            	
              223

            
            	
              230

            
            	
              3.4

            
            	
              74

            
            	
              441

            
            	
              121

            
            	
              866

            
            	
              2.7

            
          

          
            	
              Colorado Mesa University

            
            	
              6.6

            
            	
              7

            
            	
              229

            
            	
              236

            
            	
              3.5

            
            	
              116

            
            	
              848

            
            	
              311

            
            	
              1,511

            
            	
              4.8

            
          

          
            	
              Colorado State University

            
            	
              19.7

            
            	
              113

            
            	
              2,766

            
            	
              2,879

            
            	
              42.7

            
            	
              1,945

            
            	
              5,884

            
            	
              1,887

            
            	
              12,595

            
            	
              40.0

            
          

          
            	
              Regis University

            
            	
              7.7

            
            	
              19

            
            	
              543

            
            	
              562

            
            	
              8.3

            
            	
              299

            
            	
              1,385

            
            	
              340

            
            	
              2,586

            
            	
              8.2

            
          

          
            	
              University of Colorado Colorado Springs

            
            	
              7.0

            
            	
              8

            
            	
              191

            
            	
              199

            
            	
              2.9

            
            	
              175

            
            	
              410

            
            	
              150

            
            	
              934

            
            	
              3.0

            
          

          
            	
              University of Denver

            
            	
              8.2

            
            	
              26

            
            	
              690

            
            	
              716

            
            	
              10.6

            
            	
              909

            
            	
              1,580

            
            	
              892

            
            	
              4,097

            
            	
              13.0

            
          

          
            	
              University of Northern Colorado

            
            	
              9.5

            
            	
              14

            
            	
              397

            
            	
              411

            
            	
              6.1

            
            	
              192

            
            	
              811

            
            	
              234

            
            	
              1,648

            
            	
              5.2

            
          

          
            	
              University of Wyoming

            
            	
              9.3

            
            	
              24

            
            	
              599

            
            	
              623

            
            	
              9.2

            
            	
              568

            
            	
              1,451

            
            	
              505

            
            	
              3,147

            
            	
              10.0

            
          

          
            	
              TOTALS

            
            	
            
            	
              260

            
            	
              6,489

            
            	
              6,749

            
            	
            
            	
              5,039

            
            	
              14,602

            
            	
              5,129

            
            	
              31,519

            
            	
            
          

        
      

      Table 8.6 | eBrary usage by institution

      
        
          
            	Institution

            	% of Total FTE

            	Auto purchase

            	STL

            	Total purchase use (auto + stl)

            	% of total usage

          

        
        
          
            	
              Auraria Library

            
            	
              30.6

            
            	
              5

            
            	
              278

            
            	
              283

            
            	
              23.5

            
          

          
            	
              Colorado College

            
            	
              1.7

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              43

            
            	
              43

            
            	
              3.6

            
          

          
            	
              Colorado Mesa University

            
            	
              6.6

            
            	
              2

            
            	
              18

            
            	
              20

            
            	
              1.7

            
          

          
            	
              Colorado State University

            
            	
              19.7

            
            	
              3

            
            	
              250

            
            	
              253

            
            	
              21.0

            
          

          
            	
              Regis University

            
            	
              7.7

            
            	
              1

            
            	
              110

            
            	
              111

            
            	
              9.2

            
          

          
            	
              University of Colorado Colorado Springs

            
            	
              7.0

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              84

            
            	
              84

            
            	
              7.0

            
          

          
            	
              University of Denver

            
            	
              8.2

            
            	
              4

            
            	
              142

            
            	
              146

            
            	
              12.1

            
          

          
            	
              University of Northern Colorado

            
            	
              9.5

            
            	
              3

            
            	
              142

            
            	
              145

            
            	
              12.0

            
          

          
            	
              University of Wyoming

            
            	
              9.3

            
            	
              2

            
            	
              119

            
            	
              121

            
            	
              10.0

            
          

          
            	
              TOTALS

            
            	
            
            	
              20

            
            	
              1,186

            
            	
              1,206

            
            	
            
          

        
      

      With a trigger of six STLs before a purchase, the Colorado Alliance DDA program is clearly tilted toward access over ownership. Year one of the pilot saw 16.75 percent of the expenditures made on ebook purchases, and year two saw purchases rise to 35.5 percent of the total expenditures for the year. This difference is easily understood in that STLs accumulate on titles that eventually trigger a purchase. As time goes on, a greater percentage of the expenditure should be for purchases due to accumulating STLs. This may be mitigated by other factors such as the addition of front list titles, whether the consortium decides to remove older titles from the consideration pool, or because older ebook titles may be found in packages such as the ebrary Academic Collection that some libraries license.

      TITLE USAGE BY INSTITUTION

      One goal for this pilot was to determine whether there was a wide enough spread of demand across institutions to make a consortial DDA program viable. One way to measure this is simply to look at the level of paid usage, STLs, and auto purchases across libraries. Clearly, a title used by only one library but then purchased at a multiplier of 2.5 would not make sense for a consortial purchase, while a title used by all nine libraries would be a great deal at a multiplier of 2.5. Since the usage of ebrary titles was relatively low, this portion of the analysis looks just at EBL titles.

      Across all 260 of the EBL titles that had an auto purchase, for 28.85 percent (seventy-five titles), all paid leased STLs and owned auto purchases were at a single institution. An additional 33.85 percent (eighty-eight titles) of all leased and owned purchases were at just two institutions. Consequently 62.69 percent of the titles had paid usage by fewer institutions than the multiplier. On average, across these 260 titles, paid usage occurred at 2.23 institutions, which is below the multiplier of 2.5. See table 8.7 for a breakdown of paid usage by institution for titles with an auto purchase.

      Table 8.7 | Paid usage of EBL titles with an auto purchase

      
        
          
            	Titles with an auto purchase—EBL

          

        
        
          
            	
              All STLS/auto purchase by one library

            
            	
              75

            
            	
              28.85 %

            
          

          
            	
              All STLS/auto purchase by two libraries

            
            	
              88

            
            	
              33.85 %

            
          

          
            	
              All STLS/auto purchase by three libraries

            
            	
              69

            
            	
              26.54 %

            
          

          
            	
              All STLS/auto purchase by four libraries

            
            	
              19

            
            	
              7.31 %

            
          

          
            	
              All STLS/auto purchase by five libraries

            
            	
              8

            
            	
              3.08 %

            
          

          
            	
              All STLS/auto purchase by six libraries

            
            	
              1

            
            	
              0.38 %

            
          

          
            	
              TOTAL

            
            	
              260

            
            	
            
          

        
      

      When factoring in an additional measure of usage, the post-purchase “owned loan,” i.e., any use of more than ten minutes after the auto purchase has occurred, the spread of usage improves among institutions. By this measure, only 17.69 percent (forty-six titles) of the auto-purchased titles were used by a single institution, 23.85 percent (sixty-two titles) by two institutions, and 58.46 percent used by three to seven institutions. On average, post auto-purchased use titles were used at 2.94 institutions, above the multiplier of 2.5. See table 8.8 for a breakdown of paid usage plus owned loans by institution for titles with an auto purchase.

      Table 8.8 | Paid usage and owned loans of EBL titles with an auto purchase

      
        
          
            	Titles with an auto purchase—EBL

          

        
        
          
            	
              ALL STLS/AUTO PURCHASE/OWNED LOANS BY ONE LIBRARY

            
            	
              46

            
            	
              17.69 %

            
          

          
            	
              ALL STLS/AUTO PURCHASE/OWNED LOANS BY TWO LIBRARIES

            
            	
              62

            
            	
              23.85 %

            
          

          
            	
              ALL STLS/AUTO PURCHASE/OWNED LOANS BY THREE LIBRARIES

            
            	
              73

            
            	
              28.08 %

            
          

          
            	
              ALL STLS/AUTO PURCHASE/OWNED LOANS BY FOUR LIBRARIES

            
            	
              41

            
            	
              15.77 %

            
          

          
            	
              ALL STLS/AUTO PURCHASE/OWNED LOANS BY FIVE LIBRARIES

            
            	
              20

            
            	
              7.69 %

            
          

          
            	
              ALL STLS/AUTO PURCHASE/OWNED LOANS BY SIX LIBRARIES

            
            	
              14

            
            	
              5.38 %

            
          

          
            	
              ALL STLS/AUTO PURCHASE/OWNED LOANS BY SEVEN LIBRARIES

            
            	
              4

            
            	
              1.54 %

            
          

          
            	
              TOTAL

            
            	
              260

            
            	
            
          

        
      

      Looking more broadly at all titles with a transaction, there were 2,745 titles with at least one STL. Of these, 1,271 (46.30 percent) had a single STL, and so could only have been used at one institution, yet 1,775 (64.66 percent) of all titles with any STL had all paid usage plus owned loans at one institution. And 88.08 percent of these titles were used at one or two institutions. See table 8.9 for a breakdown of paid usage plus owned loans by institution for all titles with paid usage.

      Table 8.9 | Paid usage and owned loans of EBL titles with at least one STL

      
        
          
            	All Titles with an STL—EBL

          

        
        
          
            	
              All STLS/auto purchase/owned loans by one library

            
            	
              1,775*

            
            	
              64.66 %

            
          

          
            	
              All STLS/auto purchase/owned loans by two libraries

            
            	
              643

            
            	
              23.42 %

            
          

          
            	
              All STLS/auto purchase/owned loans by three libraries

            
            	
              224

            
            	
              8.16 %

            
          

          
            	
              All STLS/auto purchase/owned loans by four libraries

            
            	
              63

            
            	
              2.30 %

            
          

          
            	
              All STLS/auto purchase/owned loans by five libraries

            
            	
              22

            
            	
              0.80 %

            
          

          
            	
              All STLS/auto purchase/owned loans by six libraries

            
            	
              14

            
            	
              0.51 %

            
          

          
            	
              All STLS/auto purchase/owned loans by seven libraries

            
            	
              4

            
            	
              0.15 %

            
          

          
            	
              TOTAL

            
            	
              2,745

            
            	
            
          

        
      

      *1,271 of the titles use by one library only had a single STL.

      Clearly, most titles do not get used across a wide range of libraries, but the spread may be great enough for consortial DDA to make sense.

      Another way of thinking about the value of a consortial DDA program is to measure what usage and costs would look like if each library had put in place the exact same DDA program, but with no multiplier, at the local level. In this calculation, all STLs, owned browses, and auto purchases triggered by a particular institution are added together to determine that library’s activity as if it acted alone. The auto purchase is counted as an STL, and only counts as a purchase if there is a combination of seven STLs, owned browses, and auto purchases. Table 8.10 shows this calculation for each institution, and indicates that, with $111,388.22 in potential spending on EBL titles for libraries going it alone versus $128,597.71 in actual spending, the Colorado Alliance would have saved money by not undertaking the two-year DDA pilot.

      While it could be argued that most individual libraries would have set up their programs with fewer than six STLs, this analysis confirms Doug Way and Julie Garrison’s findings that DDA programs become cheaper with more STLs prior to purchase.31

      While this analysis of usage at the title level seems to indicate that shared purchasing of ebooks in a consortial DDA program is more expensive in the short term for the participating libraries, it fails to take into account the potential for usage in the third year and beyond, when titles already purchased incur no additional costs. It seems likely that there will be a leveling off point in the next few years, at which time the cost of usage by the group matches or even improves on the aggregate cost for the individual libraries. In the meantime, the costs are close enough, and the resource sharing benefits are clear enough that the Alliance opted to continue the pilot into the third year.

      Table 8.10 | EBL purchasing if each institution had acted alone

      
        
          
            	If acting alone (STL loan transactions + owned title purchases)

          

          
            	
            
            	
              STL

            
            	
              Auto purchase

            
            	
              Titles with a trigger

            
            	
              STL cost, $

            
            	
              Auto purchase cost, $

            
            	
              Total cost, $

            
          

        
        
          
            	
              Auraria Library

            
            	
              —

            
            	
              34

            
            	
              598

            
            	
              12,600.83

            
            	
              2,546.26

            
            	
              15,147.09

            
          

          
            	
              Colorado College

            
            	
              256

            
            	
              4

            
            	
              192

            
            	
              3,283.21

            
            	
              188.89

            
            	
              3,472.10

            
          

          
            	
              Colorado Mesa University

            
            	
              293

            
            	
              6

            
            	
              172

            
            	
              3,220.64

            
            	
              400.89

            
            	
              3,621.53

            
          

          
            	
              Colorado State University

            
            	
              3,097

            
            	
              118

            
            	
              1,517

            
            	
              38,866.15

            
            	
              10,157.50

            
            	
              49,023.65

            
          

          
            	
              Regis University

            
            	
              651

            
            	
              19

            
            	
              404

            
            	
              6,842.96

            
            	
              1,088.51

            
            	
              7,931.47

            
          

          
            	
              University of Colorado Colorado Springs

            
            	
              242

            
            	
              7

            
            	
              153

            
            	
              2,539.62

            
            	
              279.94

            
            	
              2,819.56

            
          

          
            	
              University of Denver

            
            	
              839

            
            	
              28

            
            	
              465

            
            	
              9,935.45

            
            	
              2,427.01

            
            	
              12,362.46

            
          

          
            	
              University of Northern Colorado

            
            	
              506

            
            	
              11

            
            	
              281

            
            	
              5,465.98

            
            	
              785.02

            
            	
              6,251.00

            
          

          
            	
              University of Wyoming

            
            	
              756

            
            	
              26

            
            	
              425

            
            	
              8,948.45

            
            	
              1,810.91

            
            	
              10,759.36

            
          

          
            	
              TOTALS

            
            	
              111,388.22

            
          

        
      

      UNEVEN USAGE BY PUBLISHER AND INSTITUTION

      As table 8.2 shows, there was uneven usage by publisher. On one extreme, Wiley accounted for 78.39 percent of the paid usage in the EBL program, while representing a smaller but still large 65.69 percent of the titles available. On the other end of the scale for EBL was De Gruyter, accounting for just 0.89 percent of the use but 8.38 percent of the coverage. As noted above, CSU accounted for a disproportionately high percentage of the overall use for EBL, but not for ebrary. Wiley alone among these publishers has a strong STEM focus, matching the strengths of CSU. A next stage in assessment of the program is to look at subject coverage of the titles used and correlate that to institution.

      Another item for further study is the degree to which broader ebook availability at an institution drives usage. DU and CSU both have strong local ebook programs, and, as tables 8.5 and 8.6 show, these institutions used ebooks in the consortial DDA program at a higher rate than their FTEs would have predicted.

      THE EVOLVING EBOOK LANDSCAPE

      The Colorado Alliance DDA program does not exist in a vacuum, and the Colorado Alliance continues to explore other ebook options. Publisher packages remain appealing because they often have less restrictive rights attached. While publishers generally cannot do DDA in the same way that ebook aggregators such as EBL or ebrary can, they do offer evidence-based selection (EBS) models. Using an EBS model, the Colorado Alliance would deposit a set amount of money at the start of a program and then choose titles based on usage at the end of the program. While the Colorado Alliance has not yet begun such a program, negotiations are ongoing with several publishers.

      Subscriptions to aggregated ebooks are also appealing to many libraries, with several Colorado Alliance members having subscriptions to the ebrary and EBSCO packages. As an extension of the DDA program with ebrary, the Colorado Alliance has discussed adding a consortial subscription to the ebrary Academic Complete package. This has the potential to complement an active consortial DDA program, with older unused titles moving to the subscription package.

      DDA itself is evolving. As the second year of the pilot drew toward a close, many publishers announced that they were going to increase fees for STLs.32 Publishers have discovered that the decrease in sales under DDA is not offset by an increase in STL revenue, and their overall income on any given title has decreased to the point that they are concerned about their ability to continue publishing some books. As with libraries, DDA has been an experiment for publishers, and the experiment has shown them that their initial level for STLs was set too low. While this is not easy for libraries to deal with, the reality is that libraries need to adjust DDA programs, whether local or consortial, in some way. The group is watching this closely.

      CONCLUSION

      Many libraries have implemented DDA programs in the last five years or so, including several in the Colorado Alliance of Research Libraries. As libraries moved to this new acquisition model for ebooks, the question inevitably arose of what the consortial role in DDA should be. The Colorado Alliance, like most library consortia, has a strong history of resource sharing in terms of lending print books and other physical items among libraries, as well as in collaborative licensing of electronic resources to decrease costs for the group. Ebooks and DDA programs at local institutions challenge these core consortial values. Libraries generally cannot loan ebooks to another library, and this is especially true if they are titles made available but not yet purchased through a local DDA program. DDA, by its very nature of purchasing content only at the point of need, is at odds with group licensing, which generally is based on bulk purchase of titles. In this environment, the Colorado Alliance decided to undertake a consortial DDA pilot beginning in May 2012.

      The Colorado Alliance DDA program has been a success by some measures. The group has purchased 280 titles from ebrary and EBL that are now perpetually available to the nine participating members. Unlike some early DDA programs, including the 1999–2005 Colorado Alliance netLibrary program, the current Colorado Alliance DDA program has stayed well under budget, and analysis of usage data has allowed a reasonable reallocation of funds. Usage overall is quite strong, with over 3,400 titles with at least one paid use, and many of which are used often. By some measures, the spread of usage across institutions is wide enough that there is clear benefit to doing this program at a consortial level.

      By some other measures, the success of the program is still being evaluated. Perhaps most importantly, some Colorado Alliance members did not participate, meaning that only a subset of the consortium has access to the books in the program. Also many non-Colorado Alliance members that use the Prospector union catalog still are unable to use ebooks that they discover through this shared resource. Finally, by some measures, usage of most titles is too localized to warrant a consortial DDA program; in the first two years, it would have been cheaper for each library to go it alone.

      While the overall success of the program is still debatable, the Colorado Alliance decided to continue it into a third year. The strengths of the program seem to outweigh the weaknesses, and the potential benefits to the community, and even to other consortia, are great enough to warrant continuation. The third year of the program saw the introduction of several new publishers on the ebrary platform, will see the impact of STL rate increases, and will see the merger of ebrary and EBL content onto the single ProQuest Ebook Central platform now that both programs are managed by ProQuest.
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      GIVE THEM WHAT THEY NEED

      Rethinking Management, Aggregation, and Access for Digital Collections at the University of California

      Sherri Berger and Catherine Mitchell

      The ten libraries of the University of California (UC) system hold a dazzling array of unique materials, including photographs, newspapers, maps, oral histories, correspondence, government publications, historical records, works of art, films, and ephemera. Documents of world events and expressions of human culture, these materials are essential items of study for scholars, students, and the general public—and, in many cases, the UC campus libraries hold the only existing copies in the world. Unfortunately, as vast and valuable to educational inquiry as these resources are, most of them are effectively invisible to researchers because they are not available online. Funding for digitization is undeniably scarce. Yet technical infrastructure provides another, equally intractable barrier––even among those libraries with significant numbers of digital collections (whether digitized or born-digital), many struggle to make them broadly available on the web.

      Over the past eighteen years, the California Digital Library (CDL) has maintained two related services aimed at providing dynamic access to the UC Libraries’ unique digital content: the Online Archive of California (OAC) and Calisphere. Initially launched at UC Berkeley and formally established at the CDL in 1998, the OAC places digital resources in the context of descriptive finding aids and the larger universe of unique physical collections. Established by CDL in 2006, Calisphere provides an optimal discovery environment for digital resources exclusively. Both services have been primarily focused on providing end points for access to digital materials, and, while they have garnered attention and recognition for the content they include, they have not solved a fundamental problem: how to aggregate and make available a consistent stream of digital resources from each of the UC Libraries. The libraries that lack technical infrastructure have not been able to contribute digital content routinely to OAC and Calisphere because of insufficient back-end support for the management of that content. The libraries with more advanced infrastructure for managing and providing access to their digital collections have also, at times, opted out of contributing digital resources to these platforms because of concerns about duplicating effort and uncertainty about benefits. All of the libraries struggle to keep up with demands for stewarding new types of digital content, from video games to brain scans, which grow increasingly complex and diverse as technologies evolve.

      These obstacles are not unique to UC but rather are emblematic of a common “consortial problem”: how to build services that address the distinct needs and capacities (both technical and organizational) of a heterogeneous group of content providers. This chapter explores an effort at UC to solve this problem by establishing a distinctly modular set of services for the largely unique digital resources of the UC Libraries. Following four years of system-wide administrative planning, a project team based at the CDL embarked, in July 2013, on a two-year initiative to establish a multi-layered technical system for building and providing access to a collaborative UC Libraries Digital Collection (UCLDC).1 The project resulted in a set of three production services, released in September 2015:

      
        • a shared digital asset management system (DAMS) for use by campus libraries that lack such a system or equivalent management solution

        • aggregation of digital resources owned and maintained throughout the UC Libraries, regardless of where they are hosted and how they are managed

        • a flexible public access solution that includes a user-centered interface for the entire collection, along with support for mega-discovery and highly customized display

      

      This modular strategy challenges the one-size-fits-all approach to digital collection building. CDL’s prior services solved a discrete problem for some libraries (namely, the need to host and provide access to digital content) but in the process disincentivized the wider participation of other libraries that need additional—or simply different—support. The UCLDC services strive to give each of the UC Libraries what it singularly needs to meet its digital collections goals, connecting with campuses’ digital content only at those points where they can fill a gap or provide an opportunity to scale relatively scarce resources. For some libraries, this means end-to-end digital asset management, discovery, and display. For others, it means enabling aggregated access and wider exposure to locally managed materials. The ultimate goal is to ensure that all digital content, regardless of how it is generated and managed by distinct UC Libraries, is made both broadly discoverable and deeply engaging for researchers worldwide.

      PART ONE

      A SHARED DIGITAL ASSET MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

      The Need for a Shared Digital Asset Management System

      In the UCLDC service model, access represents the terminus and culmination of a series of processes designed to meet campus library needs—the first of which is the not-insignificant task of digital asset management.

      Generally speaking, management refers to the administrative functions required for describing, storing, organizing, and retrieving digital content and metadata, but these functions can vary in type and complexity. In its overview of digital media management systems, JISC Digital Media presents a spectrum of tools and activities that could provide the appropriate level of management for a given digital collection. On one end of the spectrum is the simple storage of files, organized into folders, on a local computer. At the other end is the development or commissioning of a highly customized, multifunctional system for performing a host of specific functions required for readying digital content for preservation and access.2

      Throughout the UC Libraries, methods for managing digital content have similarly run the gamut. To date, each campus library has tackled the process independently and, consequently, has established its own workflows and acquired its own tools—in some cases, utilizing different management applications and processes for different collections and content types. Two campus libraries have developed their own digital library platforms that provide extensive management functionality: UCLA has implemented Islandora and UC San Diego has mounted a Hydra stack. UC Berkeley has produced a robust METS generation and storage system called WebGenDB, which does not provide full-fledged digital asset management but has nevertheless allowed the library to create and publish digital collections en masse.

      The other seven UC Libraries have relied on various, more discrete tools to aid in the storage and management of their digital files and metadata, including Microsoft Excel, Filemaker Pro, Omeka, CONTENTdm, DSpace, and Canto Cumulus. Although the libraries have managed to leverage these tools to produce and share some digital content, there is consensus that the products do not do enough, individually or collectively, to enable the robust, consistent management of digital files and metadata at scale. Library staff often criticize these systems for their

      
        • lack of sophistication in supporting the complexity or number of resources

        • difficulty of use in performing necessary management functions

        • high expense, in the form of annual licensing fees or local technical support

      

      At best, these technologies have made burdensome the management of existing digital collections; at worst, they have prevented these libraries from providing access to as many new digital collections as they might have otherwise.

      When, in 2009, the libraries began planning the UCLDC project, management was a key part of the discussion. A subsequent system-wide task force recommended that the UC Libraries “implement a coordinated, system-wide DAMS solution immediately,” with the goal of providing “all campuses with the means to create, manage, and make accessible digital assets efficiently and at less cost.”3 A shared DAMS, the task force asserted, would result in cost savings for the campuses—even taking into account set-up costs and ongoing investment—by centralizing the resources necessary to license and/or develop such a system. Notably, the task force also emphasized the urgency of establishing this system-wide DAMS, advising the libraries to find a solution that would enable the campuses to “immediately” create metadata and manage at-risk digital resources.

      An Alternative Model: Selecting an Enterprise DAMS

      Another system-wide task force, convened in 2012 to develop the UCLDC technical model, established three major principles for UC’s digital asset management solution: modularity, best-of-breed components with open-source tendencies, and broad adoption with community support. The team identified four technical solutions that met these principles and then evaluated each in relation to a list of determined requirements and the goals of the wider initiative.4 The options under consideration included two platforms originating in the library community (Hydra and Islandora) and two enterprise content management products developed outside of the library community for a range of professional applications (Alfresco and Nuxeo). After much deliberation, the task force recommended Nuxeo (www.nuxeo.com) for immediate implementation as a solution for the pressing needs of the libraries.5

      Why choose an enterprise solution? Given the stated urgency of establishing a shared DAMS, speed of implementation proved an important criterion for selection. On this front, the task force ultimately advanced a philosophy that might best be summarized as “borrow before build”: the idea that resources might be saved (and thus the project would advance faster) if staff time were focused on making minor adjustments to an existing project rather than generating new code. Of the four products evaluated, Nuxeo appeared to support natively the most management requirements, especially technically complex ones such as batch metadata editing and automatic generation of derivatives. It also provided many tools and ready-made product extensions that the team hoped would reduce the need for intensive technical development, thereby speeding up initial implementation and reducing the complexity of ongoing support. In short, Nuxeo offered the greatest promise for meeting the system-wide digital asset management requirements on the shortest possible timeline.

      Concerns about whether such a system could work for the specific types of resources and the unique needs of libraries were assuaged by the fact that Nuxeo had successfully served as the technical foundation for a similar project in the cultural heritage community: CollectionSpace. Developed by UC Berkeley and partners, CollectionSpace is a Nuxeo-based platform for tracking and managing museum artifact data.6 Not only did this project serve as an exemplary parallel use case for the Nuxeo product, but it additionally provided an opportunity to leverage expertise already within the UC community. Indeed, the UCLDC project team benefited significantly from the involvement of CollectionSpace staff, who helped install Nuxeo and determine a process for migrating existing collections into the platform.

      Released for use in July 2014, Nuxeo is licensed annually by CDL on behalf of the UC Libraries. This license covers Nuxeo “Studio” (a web-based configuration tool for customizing the product); regular, automatically deployed fixes to the system; and a high level of responsive technical and user support. CDL hosts the DAMS on its own servers and performs any development work needed by the UC Libraries that is not globally supported by the vendor. Customization of the system and its open-source code base is essentially limitless, impeded only by CDL’s own development capacity.

      Implementation: Initial Success

      Although it is still too early in the project to evaluate the overall success of the shared DAMS at the UC Libraries, Nuxeo has so far lived up to its promise as a powerful and extremely extensible product with relatively straightforward installation and customization procedures. (See figure 9.1 for an example from the shared DAMS.) Proof enough is the speed with which the UCLDC project team was able to release a functional product, with a custom metadata model, to the campus libraries: a mere ten months from the start of implementation.7 The DAMS now meets the majority of the UC Libraries’ stated requirements for digital asset management, and many existing collections have been migrated into the system. Uptake among the libraries has begun, with four of the ten campuses actively using the system to create new collections, and others evaluating it for future use.8

      
        Figure 9.1 | Digital object in the UC Libraries shared DAMS

        This is a customized instance of the Nuxeo platform. Staff at each campus library have separate spaces to organize objects and create metadata, but they share the same global system and can search across all collections.
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      At this early stage of the DAMS service, the goals are to develop policies and processes for authorizing campus users; train these users on the DAMS; consult with them as they build a few collections “from scratch” using existing tools; and, most importantly, identify and begin to implement refinements to the system. The DAMS implementation team anticipates that, as the UC Libraries become familiar with the system, they will begin to determine which of their collections should be managed in the DAMS. Criteria for inclusion in the DAMS will be largely dictated by the libraries; CDL intends to support the management of as many types of resources as possible within the system.9

      The team’s initial experience with Nuxeo bolsters the case for licensing and customizing an enterprise product. The most direct benefit of this approach has been the vendor’s role as the primary developer of the platform, thereby minimizing the demand on local resources to build the core service. Nuxeo provides extensive technical support by pushing regular fixes and improvements to the DAMS, which has significantly simplified and expedited its central deployment. This company is in the business of content management and, as such, is constantly working to anticipate market needs to an extent that would not be possible by the lean project team at CDL. To that end, Nuxeo bundles new features into annual upgrades, which CDL has easily implemented even while retaining local customizations. Additionally, ready-made add-ons such as Shibboleth and Amazon S3 integrations have greatly reduced the amount of “ground-up” technical development required of the team. Unlike a typical vendor relationship, however, where the client is dependent on the commercial product and hopes that its general development trajectory continues to meet local needs, in this case CDL also has access to the open-source code base and hosts the entire system. This arrangement has afforded CDL the capacity and the freedom to develop new features as requested by the UC Libraries—for example, a bulk file upload client—and ensures continued control over the specific implementation.

      This approach is ideal for a consortial setting: Nuxeo and products like it are already optimized for a multi-institution model. The project team easily built out a structure within the platform wherein each campus library has its own space for creating and managing digital objects, while still allowing library staff to search across all collections. User permissions such as “view only” and “manage all”—complex functionality that would be difficult to develop in-house—are already built in, so libraries can quickly designate different roles for student workers, metadata librarians, and administrators. Nuxeo’s open-source code base and REST API further support UC’s collaborative use case by opening the door to co-development opportunities with campus partners. UC Santa Cruz, for example, has created a plug-in that allows users to pull content from Nuxeo into Omeka, a tool for creating digital exhibits.

      Early experience suggests that the UCLDC service model hits a technical “sweet spot” with this DAMS implementation. By licensing support for an open-source product, CDL and the libraries are reaping the benefits of a well-resourced, industry-standard content management system, while retaining the ability to build what is uniquely needed on top of its non-proprietary code base. In a field that often develops its own technical solutions, this service represents an alternative approach: buy into a robust enterprise platform and customize it only where it falls short of the specific needs of particular users and their collections.10

      PART TWO

      AGGREGATION OF UC LIBRARIES DIGITAL RESOURCES

      Beyond Hosting: The Need for a More Flexible Model

      While the shared DAMS undoubtedly will stimulate new collection building across the campuses, the UC Libraries have already made a substantial corpus of content accessible online.11 UC Berkeley, UCLA, and UC San Diego (utilizing their respective systems) have most routinely been creating and exposing digital resources at scale. Even campus libraries without such infrastructure have leveraged what they do have to produce and make available important digitized content, if only on a project-by-project basis. That this impressive array of unique digital resources already exists—and, for some campus libraries, pre-dates a robust management solution—is a testament to the commitment that each has made to digitizing and providing online access to its unique holdings.

      Though these collections are vast and diverse, however, they have also been “siloed,” or dispersed across many different platforms maintained by the libraries themselves, by the CDL, or by third-party providers. The result is that end users are unaware of both the full scope of online resources available at UC and, as a result, of materials directly relevant to their research. Even users savvy enough to locate all of the access points to the libraries’ digital collections cannot search across these collections to uncover related resources. This distributed environment also has posed internal challenges, chief among them the missed opportunities for collaborative digital collection development. With ten campus libraries working independently on digital projects and publishing the resulting content on separate platforms, significant organizational overhead has been required to identify shared collection strengths and potential collaborative digital projects.

      Aggregation is the clear solution to these challenges and, in theory, could have been achieved in the shared DAMS. Such an approach, however, was not a viable solution for the UC Libraries. Why? First, those campus libraries with their own management solutions in production or development have already invested heavily in systems that are working well for them or promise to do so. It is unreasonable to require them to migrate their content to the shared DAMS or to deposit and maintain copies of their objects in it while managing them elsewhere. Either option would lead to increased workloads, redundant storage costs, migration complexities, and inevitably version control issues. Similarly, there are a number of collections throughout the libraries that are not good candidates for the first phase of the shared DAMS implementation. They may, for example, reside on third-party platforms, present technical challenges, or simply require more resources for migration than are currently available. Some of these collections might eventually benefit from the shared DAMS, but in the meantime, an alternative solution for aggregation is necessary.

      In short, to present a truly comprehensive view and “single search” of all unique digital content within the UC Libraries’ purview, the distinct needs of the campus libraries and their respective collections must be accommodated.12 The original model of aggregation through the OAC and Calisphere (hosting digital resources from multiple contributors in a single repository) has succeeded in bringing together over 460 collections in the past eighteen years. But this approach has only partially served collection owners. It requires an elaborate and often onerous workflow for pushing files and metadata into the repository; it does not sufficiently incentivize participation from institutions with alternative solutions for hosting, managing, and surfacing digital content; and it fails to accommodate the assorted edge cases where the central repository is simply not appropriate.

      Leveraging a Harvest for Metadata Aggregation

      The CDL will achieve this goal of aggregation then not within the DAMS but instead, like several other major digital library consortia, by way of a metadata harvest.13 The harvest should be regarded as another layer of the UCLDC platform, separate from but “on top of” the shared DAMS (see figure 9.2). Within this layer, item-level metadata for designated collections from a variety of sources is gathered, stored in a common index, and remediated and normalized where possible, thereby enhancing the discoverability of the resources once aggregated. Current and known future targets for this metadata retrieval include the following:

      
        • campus-hosted DAMS, notably those in production at UCLA and UC San Diego and those in development at UC Berkeley and UC Santa Barbara

        • the existing, now effectively “legacy” OAC/Calisphere METS repository

        • miscellaneous other platforms managed by campus libraries (e.g., the Legacy Tobacco Documents Library, a highly specialized project at UC San Francisco)

        • the shared Nuxeo DAMS (metadata for collections within this system will be harvested into the index just like metadata from any other source)

      

      
        Figure 9.2 | UCLDC service model

        [image: ]

        Dark grey areas represent the core components supported by CDL. (The Merritt preservation repository is also a CDL service, but is considered beyond the scope of the UCLDC technical stack, proper.) The shared DAMS comprises a file system for storage and Nuxeo, an administrative interface for managing digital objects. Aggregation and end-user access are separate layers.

      

      To actually execute the harvest, the UCLDC project team has been working with institutions to determine the most efficient and effective method for obtaining the best possible data about their collections. (The term “harvest” is used loosely to describe the process of gathering metadata, as CDL works with various feeds and outputs including, but not limited to, OAI-PMH.) In addition to gathering metadata, CDL has also requested that institutions identify the URL for access images and other files, where possible, within the metadata. This approach allows for the display of actual visual content in the public interface, thereby creating a more seamless experience for end users.

      Having obtained the data, the challenge then becomes how to turn a set of heterogeneous feeds and formats into a successful aggregation. On this front, the UCLDC model extends the “borrow before build” philosophy by leveraging work completed by the larger aggregators. Specifically, CDL has mirrored DPLA’s metadata application profile (MAP), which is “the basis for how metadata is structured and validated in DPLA, and guides how metadata is stored, serialized, and made available.”14 For each collection harvested from a given target, the UCLDC team creates a crosswalk to the MAP, thereby reconciling the metadata fields from the various sources. Additionally, some of the metadata is augmented centrally (e.i., by adding a rights statement to all objects in a given collection, if they lack one). The team is currently experimenting with other metadata enhancement strategies such as geographic place name recognition. These kinds of innovations will increase the benefits of the central service by greatly expanding discovery opportunities for end users without requiring more work from campus metadata librarians.

      Managing the Aggregation

      Critical to the long-term success of the UCLDC suite of services is the ability, in cooperation with the UC Libraries, to manage and control this large data aggregation. To that end, the CDL has developed an application that exists alongside the common index, helping track all of the data coming into the system and thus plan for the continued growth of the collection. This “Collection Registry” (http://registry.cdlib.org/) is a simple website that might be thought of as a human-readable display of collection-level data in the common index. It is also an administrative interface that UC Libraries staff can use to provide key information about the collections. Specifically, the Collection Registry performs the following functions for the UCLDC.

      Tracking New Collections

      In the Registry, campus library staff can indicate new collections that they plan to add to the system, whether they intend to build them in the shared DAMS or contribute them through the harvest. For DAMS collections especially, it is important for CDL to know characteristics like the size and dominant format of a prospective collection, to ensure there is the requisite storage capacity and functionality in place to support it. For harvested collections, if a new source or type of collection is proposed that has not been previously supported, CDL then works with the institution to determine the best way forward to obtain its metadata.

      Directing the Harvest

      The Registry plays a major role in the harvest mechanism, from both administrative and technical perspectives. Once the appropriate feed for a given collection is determined, CDL requires a target URL from which to grab the data. Campus library staff record these URLs directly within the Registry interface, edit them when necessary, and indicate when the collections are ready for harvest (or re-harvest, if the data has been updated). CDL staff also use the Registry to actually trigger the harvest, telling the system to go fetch the data.

      Maintenance of Consistent Data

      The Registry additionally serves as a source of data itself for the purposes of consistent, unified display in the public interface. Three types of information in the Registry constitute, essentially, a controlled vocabulary: campus name, department name, and collection name. Standardizing these fields is crucial for ensuring that all digital objects held by a given campus/department and in a given collection appear as such for end users. CDL plans to integrate these vocabularies into the shared DAMS, so campus libraries can make these designations for hosted items. The Registry also enables campus partners to provide collection-level descriptive information and departmental addresses and hours that they wish to display for end users. Eventually, it may be the platform for managing more complex data such as end-user permissions for restricted content.

      Collection Development

      Finally, the vision for the Registry extends beyond the original scope of UCLDC services, insofar as it might serve as a platform for digital collection development writ large at the UC Libraries. As mentioned earlier, to date both CDL and the UC Libraries have found it difficult to maintain a collective inventory of both digital and physical collections. The Online Archive of California provides one source of information, but it is used predominantly by archives and special collections and thus does not contain information about other unique resources within the purview of the libraries. The de facto method of recording the scope of collections across the campus libraries has been, historically, to send around a series of Excel spreadsheets every few years. Although this approach may work on a project basis, it does not provide a current picture of the system-wide collections landscape, an important requirement for securing funding for collaborative digitization initiatives. CDL plans eventually to extend support of the Collection Registry so campuses can enumerate and describe potential future digital collections—“hidden” collections that would be prime candidates for digitization. Such functionality will help ensure there is a constant stream of new resources and metadata flowing into the aggregation for years to come.

      PART THREE

      A PUBLIC ACCESS SOLUTION

      Supporting Discovery and Access through Multiple Interfaces

      The flip side of the harvest (getting data in) is discovery (getting data out). The UCLDC aggregation layer allows for flexible discovery, meaning the data contained within the common index is shareable with end users through multiple interfaces. This flexibility is central to the design of the platform and—like other consortial harvest projects before it—the guiding philosophy behind the initiative.15 Single point of access to the UC Libraries’ digital collections is a major goal, but it is not the only goal. As with digital asset management, it cannot be assumed that, when it comes to discovery and access, one size fits all. This is the case both for end users, who have a constellation of websites and applications at their disposal, and content holders, who need the ability to customize the appearance of their digital resources for different purposes.

      The UCLDC aggregation supports large-scale discovery through the Digital Public Library of America (DPLA). As mentioned previously, CDL is mirroring the DPLA metadata application profile as part of the harvest infrastructure. This choice not only avoids “reinventing the wheel” when it comes to metadata reconciliation, but it also allows easy sharing of the aggregated metadata with DPLA without additional remediation. CDL has launched as a DPLA Content Hub, thus serving as a major source of metadata for the DPLA service and end-user portal. As such, CDL has begun sharing all of the metadata harvested into the UCLDC index to date and will continue to provide this data feed to DPLA moving forward. Participation in DPLA is critical to the UC Libraries’ strategy of providing broad public access to their digital collections. Much has been written about getting digital library resources into users’ workflows and “meeting them where they are.”16 Although the DPLA site is still young, as the only national-level aggregation of unique digital resources, it is likely to attract a large audience. Even if end users do not start at the DPLA site for their research, they will be more likely to find digital resources that appear there when using search engines like Google.

      On the opposite end of the spectrum, the UCLDC platform also allows for small-scale, highly customized discovery. As described earlier, one function of the common index is to aggregate metadata harvested from the various sources. But the index (specifically Apache Solr) and its application programming interface (API) additionally and importantly support the search, retrieval, and flexible exposure of that metadata. Using the Solr API, a developer can access all or some of the data stored in the index and essentially “plug it into” any graphical interface or functionality. This means that the UC campus libraries are able to create custom interfaces for subsets of the aggregation. Several libraries, for instance, are participating in celebrations for their respective campuses’ anniversaries and may wish to create special websites showcasing their campus history resources. Or they might decide to collaborate on the creation of topical portals for resources held across institutions, for example on a “California food and wine” collection and corresponding interface.

      The API also opens the door for more participatory end-user engagement with the data itself, as researchers could use it directly to create “mashups” of the collection.17 One of the most exciting parts of the UCLDC project is the potential it holds for converting end users from mere consumers of the digital collection to active partners in its development.

      Investing in User Experience

      Beyond supporting mega-discovery and highly customized display solutions, the UCLDC service offers a new public interface that provides researchers with not only seamless discovery of disparate digital items across the entire aggregation but also an exceptional user experience when interacting with these materials. Why expend resources to create an interface for digital content that already appears, in toto, within DPLA and, in focus, within specialized interfaces enabled by the Solr API? Because while “serving up” content is critical, it is not enough: the need remains for a digital collection interface that meets user expectations and facilitates the research process.

      As web technologies have improved and sites have evolved in their complexity and sophistication, user expectations have risen accordingly. Digital collections websites are probably closest in structure to ecommerce sites; both attempt to organize a vast number of unique digital items and connect visitors with the most relevant items for them—thus driving engagement, either through purchase or simply usage. Users increasingly expect these sites will provide:

      
        • high performance, including quick load times for large quantities of objects

        • a great user experience, with a premium placed on saving time and reducing the number of clicks required to connect users with desired information

        • rich context for digital objects through curation, item-level description, and clear associations between similar content

        • personalized suggestions for discovery, tuned to past behaviors and/or preferences

        • a multitude of search, facet, and browse options that satisfy a range of information-seeking practices and meet users at various phases in the research process

        • “click of a button” features and integration with third-party applications that enable users to save and share content using the tools with which they are familiar

        • a trusted brand association

        • clean, modern, and attractive design

      

      Just as these user expectations push companies to invest in user experience design in order to facilitate sales, so should they push libraries and related institutions to do the same in order to facilitate the creation of research citations, museum exhibitions, documentaries, family histories, lesson plans and the many other products of research. Academic libraries are far from the only game in town when it comes to serving up digital content, so they must make a compelling case for the value and relevance of the resources they provide to institutional patrons and to the larger global community.

      As a regional content aggregator, the CDL is best positioned to meet these growing user expectations and to realize the ultimate payoff of UCLDC services: ensuring that researchers can discover the materials in the collection through a variety of channels and are aided in their use of those materials by a well-designed website. Why? From a resource perspective, it makes good sense to amass user experience (UX) research and design expertise at the consortial level and apply it across a breadth of resources. Additionally, the UCLDC aggregation is large and diverse enough to sustain high-value features (e.g., facets) but small enough to make these features meaningful to researchers (through, to continue the previous example, a coordinated taxonomy). Here again is a “sweet spot” in the UCLDC service.

      The Calisphere Redesign

      In order to achieve these user-focused goals for the interface to the UCLDC aggregation, CDL has completed a visual and technical redesign of Calisphere. Briefly described earlier, Calisphere (calisphere.cdlib.org), initially released in 2006, is a CDL service that showcases the unique digital resources of the UC Libraries as well as other cultural heritage and educational institutions within the university’s ten campuses and throughout California. Prior to the redesign, the site made available approximately 260,000 images, texts, and A/V resources documenting events and subjects as far-flung, topically and geographically, as the People’s Temple movement, the Melanesian Islands, mid-century food photography, and Japanese-American relocation. The new Calisphere website, released in beta mode in September 2015, continues to provide a point of access to these resources, in addition to all of the content in the new UCLDC aggregation, for a total of more than 400,000 objects.18

      The previous Calisphere site proved an ideal starting point for building the UCLDC public interface. It had a user-centered design ethos that led to its adoption by a diverse community of users.19 It carried strong brand attributes as a known and trusted source of digital historical content. And finally, it contained an even larger content base from California’s amazing breadth of educational and cultural institutions, which served to augment and enrich the UCLDC aggregation. Yet, eight years into its lifecycle, Calisphere was in need of a substantial visual and technical refresh. The UCLDC project afforded CDL the opportunity to refactor Calisphere’s design while leveraging the site’s long-standing role as a valuable resource within the UC community, the state of California, and well beyond.

      Data-Driven Design with a Focus on the Digital Object

      The new iteration of Calisphere has largely adopted the information architecture of the previous site but includes key changes to the interface that continue the CDL’s tradition of data-driven UX design. In 2012, CDL conducted an in-depth analysis of Calisphere usage data (tracked by Google Analytics) to gain a better picture of how users were arriving at and navigating through the site. Three findings stood out to the team:

      
        • Almost 70% of visits to the site began at a digital object (as opposed to “navigational” pages like Calisphere’s homepage or its more than 100 handcrafted topical collections), mostly referred from search engines and other websites.

        • The “bounce rate” for those digital object entry points was very high (over 60 percent), meaning many users left without clicking on any subsequent pages.

        • Visitors rarely used the site search.

      

      On the one hand, these statistics indicated that Calisphere was effective at surfacing unique digital content through search engines and other external discovery mechanisms, since a vast majority of users arrived at specific objects. But, the results also pointed to a challenging reality: many of those users left without exploring any additional content. Data collected since the assessment has confirmed that most researchers simply do not start at the homepage and use navigational and search tools to drill down to individual objects. The object is their homepage.

      For the new site, accordingly, CDL re-conceptualized digital object pages as points of entry to Calisphere. The new object pages not only showcase the content but also provide contextualizing information and navigational prompts for users, encouraging them to dig deeper into more relevant content within this rich collection. In designing these pages, CDL explicitly laid out the following four objectives:

      
        • Help the user quickly grasp what the site is: an open and accessible digital collection with a breadth of unique resources, presented by the University of California.

        • Promote understanding and usage of the object through a well-organized, intuitive display.

        • Direct the user to other relevant content, thereby encouraging discovery of additional resources.

        • Connect the user with the owning institution, should he/she need additional information about the digital object.

      

      Figures 9.3 and 9.4 show the “before” and “after,” respectively, of the design of a digital object on Calisphere. Figure 9.4 demonstrates how the new design makes the object not only a destination but also a launch pad for subsequent discovery and interaction. Specific features include clear directives for contacting the owning institution and performing new searches, information in the header that helps contextualize the object within the site, a clear and easy way to browse all of the metadata for a given resource and interact with the file (zoom for images and media player for A/V materials), and clear browse options like a “similar objects” carousel and links to related collections.

      
        Figure 9.3 | Object in the old Calisphere site.

        The design of a simple digital image object on the previous Calisphere site. In 2011, CDL added “more like this” links to related objects. This feature since drove usage throughout the site, and was expanded upon in the new iteration of the design.
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        Figure 9.4 | Object in the new Calisphere site.

        Digital object pages on the new site have been treated like the homepage, emphasizing contextual clues and navigational tools that encourage users to explore the wider collection on Calisphere.
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      Design, of course, is only half the equation when it comes to developing a usable website; technology plays a major role in providing the features and functionality that users need. The new Calisphere site is built on a modern technical stack that enables CDL and the UC Libraries to meet user expectations now and in the future.

      “Decoupling the interface from the data” is one of the major technical principles that guided the implementation of the new site and supports the user-focused design paradigm described above. The previous Calisphere interface was closely meshed with an underlying repository and thus digital object data. This structure made it difficult to be nimble in rolling out new features, as a change to the data could “break” the interface and vice versa.

      The UCLDC technical architecture was specifically designed to avoid this problem. The project team built the new Calisphere site using the Solr API, meaning digital resources and data from the common index are pulled and displayed in a custom interface. (In this sense, Calisphere is really just an ambitious version of the highly customized access solution supported by the API, described earlier.) The interface is thus decoupled from the underlying data, which will make it considerably easier to modify the site over time.

      In creating the new site, CDL has also taken advantage of new technologies and standards that were not available when Calisphere was originally launched almost a decade ago. For example, the project team built the site in a responsive framework that allows users to easily access and interact with it on a range of devices: desktop, tablet, and mobile. Furthermore, a host of new products have been used—including CSS compilers, deployment tools, and off-the-shelf styles like Bootstrap—which inherently promote development and workflow efficiencies. These products will allow CDL to deftly implement changes and save time on site maintenance, thus freeing up resources for more elaborate, user-centered development projects as needed.

      CONCLUSION

      The UC Libraries Digital Collection project tackled a common consortial problem: how to design and develop services that are compelling and valuable to a heterogeneous group of stakeholders. The ten UC Libraries hold a great many important collections and have dramatically different levels of technical infrastructure and capacity to manage and expose these collections. By focusing on some but not all of these needs, the CDL’s past services made important inroads but also struggled with uneven participation from the libraries and an incomplete aggregation of their collections. For every digital collection that “made it” to Calisphere, several more languished in inaccessible databases and hard drives; still others lived happily on the web, but lacked the connections and increased exposure provided by aggregation.

      The UCLDC service model asserts that the key to the success of collaborative digital collection building is to give stakeholders what they each need, whether that is a fully realized DAMS solution, an easy mechanism for contributing metadata for digital resources that are managed elsewhere, or a little bit of both. Yes, this modular approach requires a great deal of time, coordination, and resources. But the rewards are great: a flexible platform that supports broad participation, the opportunity to share collections in exciting new ways and meet researchers in new settings, and, ultimately, the exposure of unique materials that have been obscured for far too long. And by building this modular system with “borrowed” best-of-breed components whenever possible, CDL and the UC Libraries ensure that they have the resources required to create a sustainable future for the service.

      Of course, there is an inherent risk in releasing a service tuned to the specific needs and requirements of a heterogeneous group of stakeholders: individualizing the service to the degree that it no longer inspires collective buy-in. Though not addressed in this chapter, the work of communicating the overall shape and significance of the UCLDC services across the consortium has been substantial. At the most fundamental level, it is crucial for all stakeholders to recognize the inherent value of the initiative, even if they have limited investment in some of its components (e.g., the shared DAMS solution). CDL has encouraged stakeholders—through in-person meetings, wiki updates, release reports, demos, and other communications—to keep their eyes on the prize: a collaborative UC Libraries collection made discoverable and accessible through a process that feeds statewide and national aggregations, supports custom access for distinct collections, and facilitates research of all kinds. In the end, the success of the initiative will be measured not by the technologies licensed or developed but, instead, by the ability of users worldwide to gain meaningful access to the riches of the UC Libraries.
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      RISK, VALUE, RESPONSIBILITY, AND THE COLLECTIVE COLLECTION

      John McDonald and Robert H. Kieft

      Readers in the Christian tradition will recall, and others may know, the New Testament story commonly referred to as the “parable of the talents” (Matthew 25:14–30). It is preceded by the equally well-known story of the wise and foolish virgins and is followed by another well-known story about the separation of sheep and goats. All three in the series are tales that Jesus uses with his disciples to elucidate God’s values and the grounds on which God judges human beings. These stories might make many readers uneasy because of their all-or-nothing outcomes, and reference to them may seem out of place in a book about library collections. All three, however, take up themes of preparation for an unknown future and doing the right thing based on a productive notion of service in the face of the unknown. As a tale of agency, risk, capital, and the roles of those who manage assets, the parable of the talents in particular frames the current situation of libraries’ roles with respect especially to print collections. It raises questions about the value of collections that librarians would do well to heed.

      The story is a simple one. A master leaves home to travel and entrusts his servants with quantities of money: five talents to one, two talents to another, and one talent to a third. Upon his return, he finds that the first two servants invested the money and improved its value, while the third buried his one talent in the ground to safeguard it for the master’s return. The story concludes as he rewards the first two and punishes the third.

      A reader might derive several morals from this tale, but for anyone who has ever put a book on the shelf or into a storage tray, at least one moral is as clear as Ranganathan’s law that “books are for use”: one doesn’t bury assets with the hope of (merely) preserving them, but rather seeks to increase their value, their utility. To some extent, the library preserves assets against unknown future utility; it buries them in the stacks like time capsules in the hope that future generations will find them interesting enough to open and profit from. As stewards of the record of culture, as managers of assets, libraries also confront questions of demand and allocating resources in the more immediate term and have to ask whether the best approach to collections is avoiding risk, as the servant with the one talent chose to do, or embracing it in order to reap a reward. Moreover, libraries’ role as agent for the affairs of the cultural record, however actively they play that role, is complicated by their serving a number of masters who have several and different goals and will reward asset stewardship accordingly.

      Implicit in the several chapters of this collection are issues of management for protection against loss; for benefit and growth; for efficient operation; and for possible gain in the present, through avoiding costs or reallocating resources or, in the future, through new work that scholars will produce. In her introduction (chapter 1), Karla Strieb highlights important historical moments for collections collaboration, together with its twin, resource sharing, beginning in the mid-twentieth century. This concluding chapter highlights and contextualizes the achievements of the projects described in this volume as moments in the ongoing history Strieb describes. It focuses on the challenges and opportunities that exist as well as those that should be created in order to accomplish the transformation in library collection management, or stewardship, that shared collections envision and require. The questions these projects are trying to answer, the bases for future action they suggest, and the actions or structures (in Strieb’s formulation, the architectures) they sketch will enable the library community to build toward a future in which risks are collectively considered, and taken, and value is created by libraries as effective agents of their many masters.

      WHAT DO THESE PROJECTS TELL US?

      Strieb’s introductory chapter reminds readers that the Internet changed everything with respect to library materials and services—everything from materials formats to the creation, publication, distribution, and preservation of knowledge; everything from the conduct of reference service to readers’ expectations of access times and mechanisms, from what libraries “collect” to how they budget, serve users, think about technology, allocate space, describe jobs, chart organizational structures, and, not least for the purposes of the present volume, relate to other libraries and such other organizations as publishers, jobbers, and commercial service providers. These relationships in turn affect local infrastructure and culture and, most importantly, assumptions about the meaning or boundaries of the “local.”

      In this context and as Strieb suggests, the chapters in this volume circle around a number of issues that arise for library groups in a digitally dominated, networked new world as they build on and move beyond the largely trust-based or loosely regulated arrangements informing traditional programs for (print) cooperative collection development and resource sharing. Libraries involved in the current generation of collaborative collections projects are establishing tightly structured dependencies that at once rely on and transform the heretofore friendly reciprocity of cooperation into a more radical unification of collecting interests—interests that present themselves along a continuum of activities that challenge libraries to think less in terms of “collections,” understood as groups of objects, than of “materials access provision,” understood as the many channels or formats through or in which something can be accessed or delivered.

      The projects reported in these pages are answering, at least provisionally, questions about how best to respond to the challenges and opportunities available in the networked world of information resources. They are thinking about avoiding costs; preserving and making materials accessible; and deciding such matters as which materials to depend on each other for, the scope of their partnership and the terms for governing it, financial and operating conditions of their partnership, staffing patterns, technology requirements, and the relationships of a given partnership to others and to the national library community. They also remind everyone that the print book remains important to students and faculty; that libraries which share systems enjoy advantages; that libraries in a given group have different resource bases, goals, and traditions with respect to collections; and that inconsistencies and incompleteness of print holdings data are primary inhibitors to making confident arrangements for collective stewardship.

      The digital repository experience of the University of California (UC) System through its California Digital Library (CDL) reminds librarians particularly that shared print is conceptually and practically easier in many ways and can scale more easily because of the well-understood issues around sharing books and journals, including the familiarity of the format and its conservation and housing requirements. The impediments to shared print are less technical than they are cultural—acceptance of a delivery as opposed to an on-the-shelf model and the culture of localization and property rights that the physicality of print has encouraged. As demonstrated by the formation of the HathiTrust or CLOCKSS, however, and as evidenced by the UC case study, libraries may well be more aware of the importance of collectively, rather than individually, building access and preservation environments for digitized resources because of libraries’ unequal capacities for creating them and the complexity and demands of maintaining them and the files in them.

      Projects for sharing both print and electronic collections deal with the complexities of multiple institutional affiliations; acknowledge the risks involved in accommodating the different or changing abilities of group members to participate in programs; and the difficulties, especially for shared monograph programs, of defining the “sameness” of copies and of being unable to predict the behaviors of libraries outside their group with respect to drawing down their collections. First and foremost, as Crist makes clear in chapter 4, shared print projects are risking decisions today about resource provision and preservation without knowing which materials future readers and scholars will want or how they will want to use library resources.

      Questions of comprehensiveness and completeness of the shared resource base arise for both print and electronic collections when managed collaboratively. In the case of retrospectively oriented shared print programs, participants must secure content in circumstances where the holdings data on which they depend are dubiously reliable and some libraries withdraw large numbers of books without consideration of holdings elsewhere. In the case of collaborative prospective ebook collections, libraries are buying fewer new books or using DDA programs such as those in the Orbis Cascade Alliance,1 ConnectNY,2 or the Colorado Alliance3 that rely on reader behavior to create the common collection. Concerns about variety and comprehensiveness inevitably arise, therefore, alongside the knowledge that any given library in such partnerships surrenders the power of selection for its “collection” to readers of partner libraries, which may be buying titles it never would. These concerns among academic libraries about the coherence of the shared resource base managed at scale take on a more vexed character than do the arrangements that characterized previous cooperative collection development programs of sharing acquisition and custodial responsibility for bodies of printed material or microform sets, arrangements that typically included two or an otherwise small number of partners focusing on a few resources.4 Ebook projects certainly have the advantages that suites of system- or state-supported electronic databases enjoy in allowing all member libraries of a consortium to draw on a common body of material. Focusing as they do, however, on general collection rather than specialized bodies of material, they challenge assumptions about local core collections and, thereby, core assumptions about mission, independence, and control, all of which are profoundly implicated in readers’ and librarians’ sense of institutional pride and local effectiveness.

      Among shared monograph projects, that of MaRLI in Manhattan (Carreño and Maltarich, chapter 7) takes a multidimensional approach with a program that recognizes different use cases for ebooks and print books and does not rely on user selection but rather the comprehensive collecting mission of a research library. The MaRLI libraries purchase a common copy of a print monograph as part of an acquisition program for ebooks with Oxford’s University Press Scholarship Online and with other vendors for both formats in Spain, Italy, and Argentina. The MaRLI project also takes the difficult step of identifying and “collecting” open access monographs, all presumably discoverable on the web but for which the customary infrastructure channels of identification, ingest, cataloging, and preservation do not exist. Using practices from both print and electronic acquisitions, bibliographic control, and archiving, MaRLI models for libraries a future that anticipates the growth of open access publishing and the collective enterprise that will be needed to steward such publications.

      Consortia that collect current ebooks are working with a variety of challenges in terms of licensing, pricing, and collecting scope. Many consortia like these have a record of attempts at, and in some cases success in, collecting new general collection print monographs, something that the RLG Conspectus had imagined for large groups of libraries but which only geographically proximate small groups of usually smaller academic libraries have managed to accomplish. Local histories of collaboration and proximity have led to shared print monograph collections among such groups as the TriCollege Consortium of Bryn Mawr, Haverford, and Swarthmore Colleges; Colby, Bates, and Bowdoin Colleges; Connecticut and Trinity Colleges and Wesleyan University; and, among universities, the Triangle Research Library Network (TRLN) group. The Virtual Library of Virginia (VIVA) group is unique thus far in using Sustainable Collections Services’ (SCS) collection analysis protocols to prepare for future joint collecting of print and thus harkens back to the Conspectus.5 The Orbis Cascade Alliance’s guideline about the number of print copies desirable in the consortium6 and OhioLink’s experience that shared knowledge of holdings or orders at partner libraries tends to reduce the number of copies purchased7 are also steps in the Conspectus direction. The extent to which proactive collection development—whether for space or budgetary reasons or for reasons of greater inclusivity through deduplication—will occur in the many groups working on shared retrospective print collection management or shared ebook collection building remains very much to be seen.

      These several approaches to sharing monographs in multiple formats suggest a complex future that merges programs for demand-driven acquisition and comprehensive collecting at the group level for ebooks, with provision of print copies disbursed among the participants. This scenario essentially combines many of the elements of collaborative shared collections, even as it moves libraries and readers toward a future in which most uses of monographs will be electronic. In this scenario, libraries work collectively, rather than individually, to profile the potential collection, recognizing that they need parallel collective structures to preserve both purchased and open access electronic publications, and that housing the print archival “backup” copy in one of their local collections is important for current and future use cases in which readers prefer print.

      Shared print collections for any type of publication necessarily engage discussion of the merits of centralization or distribution of the shared volumes. In the case of journals, for example, Western Regional Storage Trust (WEST) and Association of Southeastern Research Libraries (ASERL) use a distributed model of collection retention, whereas the Committee on Institutional Cooperation (CIC), like the Center for Research Libraries (CRL) and partner Linda Hall Library of Science and Technology, take a centralized approach. Journal archiving projects also differ in that ASERL builds its collection through title nomination, WEST through risk analysis, and CIC through publisher-based groups of titles.8 In ASERL’s case, the government documents program is decentralized, and no currently active program for shared monographs is centralized except to the extent that some large bodies of monographs may already be in storage facilities, as in the cases of the University of California Regional Library Facilities, Washington Research Library Consortium (WRLC), ReCAP, or Five Colleges, Inc.

      These projects also illuminate the arguments about the costs, desirability of, and methods for verification of the existence, condition, and completeness of volumes retained. In journal projects, several models present themselves to handle the risks of verification and condition. CIC and ASERL accept a level of risk based on volume-level validation, and WEST asks for various levels of validation; all three stop short of the page-level validation that the UC system performed for its JSTOR archive.

      In the case of monographic shared print programs, most participants will say that a systematic verification for existence and condition is too costly to perform at the time of making retention commitments, which can run into the hundreds of thousands of volumes. They go on to say they will accept the risk that a percentage of the retained collection does not exist or is in poor condition, and may further say, as ReCAP has, that they will handle verification as books are encountered or found missing. Recent studies of collections in Iowa9 and California,10 the former using a complete survey and the latter a sampling method, suggest however that in college libraries only a very small percentage of books cannot be accounted for or are in poor enough condition that they cannot well serve readers. Nadal, Peterson, and Aveline’s study in this volume (chapter 3) also shows that volumes in storage facilities, like books that have been digitized in the last ten years by Google and others, enjoy a substantially greater chance of being available because they have been handled recently enough that they are known to exist or are no longer subject to the rough-and-tumble of life on the open shelf. Such studies encourage the shared print community to consider the level of risk taken when discussing sharing programs with constituents.

      For print materials, especially books, issues of risk are also being handled for low-use volumes by adopting a safety net of multiple copies as the Maine case (chapter 6) and counterpart shared monograph projects in New York (ConnectNY),11 Michigan (MI-SPI),12 Indiana (ALI-PALNI),13 and Iowa (CI-CCI)14 show. Such multiple commitments, whether made based only on group holdings or with an understanding of the existence of copies outside the group, may well result at the network level in too many copies being saved for the likely demand, whether regional or national. These multiple commitments, however, offer a secure and acceptable transition for smaller and medium-sized regional groups as they seek to enusre their constituents they are keeping titles available in familiar state and regional resource sharing networks.

      ASERL’s government documents project exemplifies a less common but important aspect of the shared collections picture, domain-based sharing. In the case of federal documents, circulation cannot matter as a criterion for deduplicating low-use materials in favor of partnered access until libraries and the Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP) can agree on different standards for collection retention, which means that ASERL’s concentrating agency-based collections among partner libraries is a good idea. The ASERL project (Cole-Bennett, McAninch, and Martin, chapter 5) gains value in two ways, first through aggregation into a comprehensive collection and second through the prospect of digitizing the materials archived for public access. The latter is an idea that circulates through many shared print programs as a goal for identifying titles not yet served by a digital copy, but ASERL’s and projects like it are at the forefront of the movement. On the familiar needs-and-offers model of the federal documents community, the ASERL documents project uses tools developed by the University of Florida that have now been made available as JRNL to journal archiving groups so that their members can offer journals to libraries that want them to fill gaps in archived backfiles.15 Because of its concentration on a specific body of material and on digitization as a means both for preservation and increased access, the ASERL documents project resembles Ceres,16 CRL and partners’ program for agricultural materials, and CRL and Law Library Microform Consortium’s initiative17 and NELLCO’s PALMPrint18 for aggregating and/or digitizing legal materials. These archiving and digitization efforts imitate older forms of cooperative collection development for disciplinary materials and, perhaps less directly, the efforts of publishers like Adam Matthew and Chadwyck Healey to create greater access to materials on a particular topic through reformatting. They are more like JSTOR, however, in that they gather garden-variety materials, digitize them for greater access, and pave the way for individual libraries both to contribute to a central paper archive and divest their own copies.

      The case studies in this volume surface but do not dwell on the importance of several infrastructure elements that have emerged in the last five to ten years to lend coherence to shared collections work. Beyond such long-standing regional shared housing cooperatives as the University of California’s Regional Library Facilities, Minnesota Library Access Center (MLAC), WRLC, Five Colleges, Inc., and OhioLink are the organizational structures that regional networks, many of them former OCLC partners, have provided for shared collections projects. During the last few years, the development of SCS (an OCLC product as of 2015) and its collection analysis tools and shared print consultancy, together with Rick Lugg’s presentation and blogging history and the geographic range of SCS’s customer base, has played an essential role in defining shared approaches to monographs.

      Another important part of this infrastructure is the influence of Lizanne Payne’s consulting practice, not only with such entities as OCLC and CRL but with shared journal and monograph projects in Maine, New England (EAST), the western half of the United States (WEST), and California (SCELC). Her work in these projects with policy and governance development and MOU frameworks, as outlined in this volume (chapter 2), have exercised influence well beyond her immediate clients. Together with OCLC Research’s groundbreaking studies of the collective print monograph collection and the public events where they are discussed, CRL’s Print Archive Network (PAN) Forum has played a role in building the shared print community since the summer of 2009.19 PAN extends CRL’s long commitment to shared collections by sponsoring semi-annual meetings at ALA attended by consortial executives, librarians, and vendors and then archiving the presentations and reports at the CRL website. CRL has also developed the searchable PAPR database to register archiving commitments and offer summaries of shared print partnerships’ archiving agreements and policies.20

      EVOLUTION, INTELLIGENT DESIGN, AND THE FUTURE OF COLLECTION MANAGEMENT

      As the foregoing review suggests, many examples are available to library groups for modeling shared collections of print and electronic publications with varying kinds or levels of commitment, and with varying approaches to services, costs, governance, and risk. These models are evolving an infrastructure of data, information systems, organizations, foundation-funded experiments, and advice that has experienced rapid development in the last ten years. At the same time numerous articles, reports, position papers, and conference presentations have solidified a body of documentation that, like the Maine Shared Collection Consortium’s (MSCC) “Shared Print Agreements for Monographs: A User’s Manual,” propels and enables effective, informed collections collaboration.

      Even as they address immediate or practical issues of resource allocation for their members, these many collaborative projects also conduce to a collective new strategic direction for libraries. Strieb’s vivid distinction between archipelagos and ecosystems—between, on the one hand, library islands connected in a linear relationship or by proximity of goals and, on the other hand, a complex system of interactions, dependencies, and balances—illuminates the many aspects of collaboration that need architectures of holdings and use data, information systems, policy and governance agreements, funding streams, delivery and service enhancements, preservation strategies, and, above all, a redefined network model for institutional, commercial, and organizational relationships.

      Large-scale collaborative collection management for many classes of materials is becoming a strategic and operational goal for libraries despite issues with holdings data; a preference for local copies over widely distributed, partnered access; and the incomplete acceptance and availability of digitized text. The big question among shared collections groups is how, or whether, the many individual projects now underway can or should add up to a national or even international structure. Granting the variety of local and consortial circumstances, affiliations, and priorities, and the several ways of going about shared collecting, librarians in the shared print community are asking what could a network-level collection really look like? Does it emerge or is it designed? Where is the locus or what is the organizational structure for the transition from regional arrangements to comprehensiveness?

      Many of the working parts of a comprehensive system are now in place or taking shape, and essential elements of that system will coordinate or depend on the affordances of print and digitized text. To achieve the goal of a fully and robustly networked collection, libraries and their home institutions and consortia should:

      For Print Collections

      
        1. Move toward supporting universal access to published material, including means for shared acquisition and preservation. They should overcome the biases toward independence and competition fostered by different missions, resources, and the physicality of materials, and think of themselves as participants in a network whose many nodes collectively meet local needs. Getting beyond the resource sharing model of ownership and local privilege to true sharing will mean, at a very practical level and especially in the case of print collections, that all readers, no matter their affiliation, enjoy the same privileges with respect to any given library’s materials. Current models distinguish among readers, giving primary allegiance to readers at the home library and treating those from outside the home library as beneficiaries of a temporary favor. To have a truly collaborative collection and robust shared model, all readers need the same loan, renewal, and other use privileges because their library may be making a decision to forgo a local copy in favor of a copy in the network.

        2. Begin expediently by archiving print materials in place, that is, on open shelves or already secured in high-density storage. Over time, the latter will probably become anchor collections for the shared print network. While it is unlikely that mass movement of print to centralized locations will occur soon, a regular drawdown of holdings by smaller and medium-sized libraries that have not historically adopted a preservation mission will probably result in collections of significance being centralized at a smaller number of locations. Centralization in high-density storage facilities may also occur for preservation purposes because a volume’s chances of long-term survival increase in such locations. Moreover, last and scarce copies are likely to migrate into such facilities, which have the capacity to provide additional services for retained volumes.

        3. Develop a business model for the eventual centralization of print collections in “repositories of record,” even though for some time to come shared print repositories, especially for monographs and government publications, will be distributed collections. Based on analytics, create channels from libraries that no longer wish to hold unique or scarce copies to those willing to archive them as repositories of record. Such channels could be mediated by OCLC or by regional consortia in a needs/offers market and would facilitate changes to holdings symbols as well as funding of the collective enterprise. The repositories-of-record approach would therefore be at once an assertion of the preservation mission of research libraries and an acknowledgment that they are engaging in a service business which other libraries will want to help them afford to maintain.

        4. Leverage the capacity of OCLC’s WorldCat and other library industry frameworks to register and share print retention commitments easily in large numbers with local and regional catalogs. Libraries should build tools for a variety of group analytics that allow partnerships to make print retention and withdrawal decisions based on these commitments and on the number, distribution, and use of copies retained; they should expand these systems to record condition and other relevant artifactual metadata about print books as encountered in circulation and digitization.

        5. Create a well-informed, orderly drawdown of print books, journals, reference serials, and government documents against print archiving commitments and knowledge of the number of copies needed to serve demand according to the several purposes that readers have. This more structured approach will prevent possible irreversible loss due to a “chaotic drawdown” in which individual libraries reduce print collection footprints without knowledge of or concern for the effect their deaccessioning decision may have on the network of collections.

        6. Accept the risks of an initially decentralized, low-validation print storage and retention approach by adopting the analysis of Nadal et al. in chapter 3 of this volume and of other work by Nadal advocating models from forest or endangered species management.21 Following the MSCC and HathiTrust examples, consortia should develop protocols for declaring retention commitments for masses of print materials, especially those already housed in storage facilities and then refine future retention commitments through iterative group analysis of unique, scarce, and undigitized volumes or those not retained in sufficient numbers among all groups. The continued development of collaborative print collections depends on shifting the concept of risk management from local preserve/replace/withdraw protocols to the network level of regional or domain-driven consortia, mega-regions, or national systems. The library community should continue the work Nadal and colleagues have done and replicate such verification studies as those referred to above in Iowa and California in order to arrive at a more complete understanding of the risks involved in retention commitments, to determine the appropriate parameters for the number of copies needed at various participation levels or for various purposes, and to ensure that enough copies are retained to circulate throughout the network as some deteriorate and as demand for print drops over the decades. In this regard, the large-scale verification study Eastern Academic Scholars’ Trust (EAST) will do under its 2015 grant from the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation will be of great importance.

        7. Address the needs of specialized reader communities for access to print for its historical value in as many copies as they deem necessary and develop metadata, archiving, and access structures to meet such needs. As Professor Andrew Stauffer has argued, pre-twentieth-century books may have artifactual as well as informational or content value, and the work of historians of publishing, reading cultures, and institutions benefits from the existence or knowledge of many individual copies.22 As libraries share collections and collectively draw down copies to meet foreseeable demand, they will want to take into account features that make copies unique, that is, features of a given volume that cannot be represented by any other copies retained or digitized. No shared print agreements currently consider artifactual value except to the extent they exclude special collections from their programs. The grant that Stauffer was awarded in December 2014 under CLIR’s Hidden Collections program will model how libraries might efficiently identify and retain such volumes.23

        8. Fully engage libraries of different types, and break down the barrier between public and academic library collections. Collaboration at large scale or the network level may be a reality for some like-minded academic libraries, but differences in mission, constituencies, or values make it challenging to collaborate on shared collections across libraries of all types. OCLC’s research indicates that large regional public libraries have a role to play in forming the collective collection, and they certainly do for retrospective shared print projects.24 In addition, the authors’ own experience with the multi-type regional resource sharing network Link+, which includes large academic research libraries, small college libraries, and public library systems, has shown that patrons of each type of library benefit from access to the others.25 At this point only MSCC includes public libraries in its shared collection, although MLAC houses materials from both public and academic libraries. Resource sharing networks throughout the country, like Link+ and its cousin, San Diego Circuit, include public and academic libraries. Such networks could readily serve as the conduit for public library collections into print retention programs sponsored by academic library groups.

        9. Create an alliance, set of agreements, or organization that incorporates the interests and accomplishments of local and regional consortia and creates the policy and relationships which will transform current shared print agreements into a national structure. One possibility is a combination of OCLC, CRL, HathiTrust, and a few other major shared collections groups such as CDL, EAST, CIC, and ASERL/WRLC, convened by CLIR under its Committee on Coherence and Scale.

        10. Find their way to a collective business model based on experience in current consortia and new research. Even though the informed rightsizing of historical print collections done at network scale will most likely result in more copies being retained in the short and intermediate terms than will eventually be needed, the reduction by many libraries of their commitments to print will concentrate demand on the remaining print copies and thereby potentially place a service and cost burden on their holders. At the same time, reading practices will probably evolve away from print as more texts become available digitally and scholarly publishing and communication find new forms. Determining the business model for support of the collective collection, therefore, will require modeling the effects of drawdown on the demand for remaining print copies in the presence of this evolution. The business model should account for load balancing, address the “you’re going to keep it anyway, so why should I pay you to do it?” argument, and consider the cost-benefit analysis of centralization and distribution and the formula by which libraries of various sizes and capacities contribute to support the collective collection or pay for services from it. The results of such work can then be correlated with the results of the CLIR-commissioned study on the costs of a national repository system26 and OCLC Research’s several studies of the composition and distribution of the collective collection.

        Although grant funding has figured prominently in the development of such shared print agreements as WEST, EAST, and MSCC, business models tend to rely initially on a sense of common purpose, in-kind contribution from members, existing services and materials housing venues, and membership fees in order to enable a faster start-up. They tend to be careful to maintain a distinction between enterprise support and service transactions, and they look forward to offering enhanced services and dealing with cost increases as shared endeavors mature based on member-driven evolution of the business model—a strategy that allows libraries to transition from supporting local collecting and retention to supporting shared collections.

      

      For Hybrid and Digital Collections

      
        1. Experiment with and develop consortial prospective collecting programs for print and ebooks on the basis of MaRLI’s assumption that university press and non-English-language scholarly monographs will be low use on the whole. Build on traditions of cooperative collection development in the ways that MaRLI is doing, particularly with non-English materials among research library collections. MaRLI’s collecting vision in conjunction with two of its three members’ participation in ReCAP points the US library community toward the unified vision of shared monographic preservation, acquisition, and publishing articulated by JISC and partners in “A National Monograph Strategy” for the United Kingdom.27

        2. Push the boundaries of digitization and digital publishing of academic research materials by addressing issues relating to in-copyright work and future scholarship that can benefit from alternative publishing models. These issues include solving the “snippet” problem for in-copyright digitized books and stepping up programs for daylighting orphan works. Solving the full-text access problem for in-copyright works is fraught with all manner of legal impediments, as Google and HathiTrust well know, but one of the major impediments to sharing print collections is the lack of a parallel digital library. Continued future support for open access (OA) publishing must be paired with parallel archiving efforts through CLOCKSS, Portico, and HathiTrust, and accomplished by shifting increasing percentages of the acquisitions budget to these efforts over several years. Whether through Knowledge Unlatched, Open Humanities Library, OAPEN, or Open Access Network, increasing OA (re)publishing will render many aspects of sharing collections moot and will shift libraries’ roles to creating better discovery and use tools, preserving digital objects, and publishing enterprises as opposed to paying publishers for specific items.

        3. Expand the number of participants and types of organizations engaging in collaborative acquisition of ebooks and ejournals and improve support for building common repositories and access platforms for all or a large subset of their members.

      

      CONCLUSION TO A CONCLUDING CHAPTER

      The essays in this volume have considered a variety of responses to the question of “why, when, for whom, and how do local aggregations of things become a collective, shared collection?” A number of other projects cited in the present chapter offer additional responses to such questions, and in their number and variety help to raise the larger question of whether all these projects can or should come together as a de facto or designed national system for shared collections. Kieft and Payne noted in 2012 that the next few years would witness shared print projects “transformed by increased scale, scope, connectivity, and cost-sharing.”28 Their prediction has proved true, even as, Strieb notes in this volume, the major challenge confronting a program of collective stewardship is that “increasing coordination somehow has to happen in a manner that not only pushes to scale but attracts the resources needed to do the work of shifting from managing isolated local collections to managing at different network levels” (p. 11–12).

      As shared collections projects coalesce around shared values and practices, technical infrastructure, and policy into larger structures, readers of this essay should watch in 2016 for the publication of CLIR’s study on the costs of building and maintaining a network of print repositories and the implementation of the HathiTrust shared monographs archive.29 Both will be singularly important to future discussion of shared collections, especially print, in that they complement and build on the network analyses of OCLC Research and model cost, policy, and governance considerations for nationwide programs.

      The case of California, where the UC System,30 the California State University System,31 and independent colleges and universities in SCELC32 are all working on aspects of shared print for monographs in overlapping but independent ways, will be instructive in terms of the extent to which groups with different loyalties and governance structures might work together. The same is true of EAST33 as it tries to bring together various collections, many of them large and powerful, into a regional collaboration. The consequences of OCLC’s purchase of SCS and the enhanced services OCLC is developing to support shared print partnerships will also become clear in 2016 and beyond. Across the Atlantic, JISC’s “National Monograph Strategy”34 bears watching as a barometer of how the many dimensions of monograph publishing, distribution, and preservation might come together. As CRL and regional consortia continue to refine, expand, and even join their programs, meetings with multi-institutional sponsorship to develop a shared print structure for North America are in prospect.

      The logics that propel collections collaboration, whether based in “simple” programs of saving things for the future or more complex, even contentious, proposals for (re)making that future by creating new relationships, institutions, or collecting practices, invite libraries as creators and managers of the record of culture to accept the risks of ongoing investment in it. The future of shared collections, whatever the format or medium, will center on strategies for value creation—after all, if a local library cannot afford to retain or buy everything, the argument has to be made that the material is worth saving or purchasing collectively. For scholars, value will be gained by preserving low-use material as well as increasing its readiness for use through domain-based or otherwise structured digitization programs, enhanced description, and new access models so that they can follow the long tail to its end. Programs that create value from resources held collectively will also result from partners’ ability to shift resources to higher demand or local mission-driven collections or to greater support of open access publishing of general collections materials, as so many libraries now do for their special collections.

      As libraries build shared collections and services around them, they continue simultaneously to serve their preservation and access missions and to invest the capital in their charge by creating more coherent approaches to meeting changing user needs. Through enhancing discovery and accessibility, pooling resources, building information and delivery infrastructures, digitizing more materials, and undertaking research, libraries will network into sharing responsibility for all kinds of materials in ways that prepare them at once to meet the unknown future and to shape that future, as they do their assets, in service to their many masters.
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