Preservation & Electronic Collections Interest Group

Meeting Minutes
Day 1 – February 9, 2004

Attending:  Maggie Farrell, BCR (Chair); Betty Bengtson, OCLC; Liz Bishoff, OCLC; Katherine Blauer, OCLC/CAPCON; Carol Bursik, FEDLINK; Michael Butler, OHIONET; Tom Clareson, OCLC; Bruce Crocco, OCLC; Joan DaShiell, OCLC Bethlehem; Chris Dawson, OCLC; Karin Ford, OCLC Western; 

Liu Guilin, OCLC Asia Pacific; Joe Harris, ILLINET; Eileen Hitchingham, SOLINET; Vickie Hanawalt, OCLC Board; Ernie Ingles, OCLC Canada; Michael La Croix, NEBASE; Amy Lytle, OCLC; Gladys Maharam, PALINET; Emma Bradford Perry, SOLINET; Patrick Wilkinson, WiLS

Introductions. The meeting opened with introductions, including the introduction of Liz Bishoff, newly appointed Vice President, OCLC Digital Collections & Preservation Services.  Liz comes to OCLC from the Colorado Digitization Program, where she has spent the last five years developing digital programs.  Her focus is on helping institutions move from digital projects to digital programs, finding ways to operationalize digital initiatives and make them programmatic through activities like staff training, capacity building, and integrating existing standards.  She notes that even as digital programs are operationalized, they are still dependent on grant funding for the actual conversion.  

Liz provided insight into the DO IT! Digital Opportunities Investment Trust.  She feels we as a community are not prepared, either in terms of infrastructure or capacity, to take advantage of funding when it becomes available.  She mentioned the genesis of the DO IT project in the Digital Promise from Grossman and Minnow, with a possible influx of funding to the digital library community.  Liz feels the most important next steps for institutions are to get appropriate legislation passed and to have staff trained and the infrastructure ready for when this money becomes available.   ARL Library members, including Pru Adler and Joan Lippincott, are involved in discussion about this, and ALA Legislative committees are just now becoming aware of this issue.  Recently Cliff Lynch gathered 30 people together for an invitation-only meeting related to this funding source.  Liz also pointed out that unlike Canada and many European countries, the United States does not have a national movement toward digitization.  

Liz also reported that the next call for IMLS proposals will reflect additional funds available for 2004-05 National Leadership Grants.  There will be a higher level of funding (up to $1 million/grant) for preservation/digitization.  Also, library-museum collaborations will include projects that bring in public television and other technologies.

DCPS Products & Services.  The next agenda item was an update on DCPS products and services.  At the October 2003 PEC IG meeting, the question of the relationship between OCLC tools and services for working with digital collections was posed.  In answer to that, Taylor Surface provided an overview.

· Education and Planning provides consulting services, workshops, assistance in identifying funding options, and grant proposal writing and review.   These services can be used throughout the digital library community.

· OCLC provides digital collection management through Olive and CONTENTdm software

· Preservation Resources provides assistance for those wishing to preserve materials, and/or reformat them for access.

· The Digital Archive offers options for storage and protection, with web harvesting and digital masters.

· The Digital Registry, the CONTENTdm link to WorldCat, and OAI harvesting are means of sharing collections; OAI harvesting works with any content management software.

Taylor presented a diagram that shows how OCLC products and services assist institutions all along the digital life cycle, from planning and acquisition through collection management to preservation, storage and providing access.  

Digital Registry Update.  Next on the agenda was an update on the Digital Registry.  Taylor Surface reported that the Digital Registry Update and Guidelines documents are almost ready to be published, along with some additional educational collateral.  Taylor explained that the registry is an extension of WorldCat, and will follow the existing models for credits and charges.  People will be accessing these records through end-user interfaces to search WorldCat and pull up Digital Registry records.  

Day 2 – February 10, 2004

Attending:  Maggie Farrell, BCR (Chair); Sue Barclay, OCLC; Betty Bengtson, OCLC; Liz Bishoff, OCLC; Katherine Blauer, OCLC/CAPCON; Carol Bursik, FEDLINK; Michael Butler, OHIONET; Bruce Crocco, OCLC; Joan DaShiell, OCLC Bethlehem; Pamela Drayson, MINITEX; Chris Dawson, OCLC; 

Karin Ford, OCLC Western;  Liu Guilin, OCLC Asia Pacific; Joe Harris, ILLINET; Eileen Hitchingham, SOLINET; Ernie Ingles, OCLC Canada; Michael La Croix, NEBASE; Amy Lytle, OCLC; Gladys Maharam, PALINET; Emma Bradford Perry, SOLINET; Rich Van Orden, OCLC; Patrick Wilkinson, WiLS
Defining Membership:  The committee members discussed the collection level vs. item level records issue.  The question is this:  do we differentiate between types of institutions and/or uses, or do we force institutions into creating artificial collections.  The end user wants “the stuff” – the individual items – so we need item level descriptions.  Ernie Ingles noted that the reality of the situation is that modest sums of money means that hard decisions must be made – and that creating collection level records is certainly cheaper.  Liz Bishoff said that creating the necessary preservation metadata goes a long way toward creating the item level records.  According to Ernie Ingles, the time/resources/level of access compromise is the crux – and the difficulty is in determining the right mix.  

Expanding the Cooperative.  The discussion turned toward exploring how we can encourage non-libraries to be a part of our digital programs.  Ernie Ingles pointed out that for museums, the focus is on exhibits and galleries.  To them, collection means the whole of what they house.  We (libraries) tend to create virtual libraries and put them on digital shelves; museums are more interested in the story a collection/exhibit tells, not the individual items.  Museum libraries provide the resources for curators to tell these stories.  There is an opportunity in the digital world to marry documentary evidence and materials with artifacts to provide a richer resource.  Taylor Surface agreed with the need to integrate both concepts.  He has seen some CONTENTdm collections that are constructed so that story is layered over the item level objects.  

Liz Bishoff noted that research has found that general users need the “exhibit” as an introduction to the topic, and that the database approach libraries use is the entrée into more in-depth information.  The problem is that museums don’t have accessible catalogs, and that often they don’t use standards, or have interoperability issues.  

Liz wondered if, for the May meeting, the committee members could look at digital museum collections in their areas to see how they are done.  Ernie Ingles suggested inviting a member of the Virtual Museum of Canada to the May meeting to speak to these issues.  All agreed this was a good idea, and that we need to look beyond what libraries have done.  

Ernie explained the different types:  

· Smithsonian-type

· Art galleries

· Natural history

None of these can speak for museums outside their type.  Liz noted that libraries segment themselves by type; museums segment by subject.  

Institutional Repository Issues.  The OCLC Office of Research is working on a technology assessment, looking at projects like Dspace and Fedora.  OCLC is also participating in discussions with those working on repository issues, like ILLINET and CNI.  Questions include: 

· What do we move from local repositories to national ones?

· How do we link different forms of information and harvest them?  These connections may be fleeting or permanent.

The Institutional Repository concept is linked to local collections.  One issue is that it includes materials not traditionally under library control.  Therefore, there is need to partner with others, like the university archives, when making decisions about longevity, etc.  Faculty and records managers also need to be included in the decision-making process.  The question of where OCLC is in all this was raised.   Since so much repository activity is local in nature, there should be a dotted-line relationship to OCLC services that can facilitate institutional repository activities.

Next Steps.  The meeting concluded with the identification of three issues to be communicated to Members Council.  

1. The Digital Collection and Preservation Services brochure is a good overview.   We recommend that OCLC further develop the functional capabilities and details for a marketing tool.  This may be an effective marketing tool for non-libraries, such as museums, provided the vocabulary used is that of the non-library market.  

2. Bring non-librarians (archivists, curators) to the table to discuss their needs so that OCLC can effectively market their tools/services to that community.  Perhaps start with interest group and expand to the entire council.

3. OCLC should develop a business plan to develop the new market.  This should include branding that extends beyond libraries.  How can networks and libraries build the connections?

The May 2004 meeting will focus on the Environmental Scan.  The PEC IG should read this scan, and pull out the aspects that deal specifically with electronic collections and preservation issues.  In addition, committee members will receive an extra copy of the environmental scan to share with a local museum.  In May, we’ll report back on their reactions to the scan, and how we can use this information to help build bridges.
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