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So What is This All About?



And Why Are You Doing This?
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Current Partners



Current Contributing Partners (Dec.‘09 Data)
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Wisconsin, 5.1%

Indiana
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25 years

+70M vols.
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15 months 

+5M vols.

OCLC Research “Cloud Library” Project

Will this intersection create new operational efficiencies?  

For which libraries?

Under what conditions?

How soon and with what impact?

HathiTrust

Academic off-site storage

Constance
Malpas



How I Ended Up in 
the Middle of This

What on Earth was I thinking?

Oh Crap





13 Elements









The Process We Developed

What on Earth were we thinking?

You’re 
effing
kidding me











Part I

Download HT 
Metadata

Enhance 
w/more OCLC 

numbers

Extract 
OCLCnums and 

send to JT

Extract data 
for use later

Explode file 
into indiv. recs

Index



Part II

Merge WC recs
w/Hathi and 
storage data

IndexRun program 
to extract info

Run reports 
against the 

extract

Index



Tools Used

• Perl for text processing and user interface

• XML on the filesystem for data

• Swish-e for indexing [swish-e.org]

• XSLT for XML rendering

• xsltproc for XSLT parsing



MARC bib

Hathi metadata

Data Structure – Original



MARC bib

Hathi metadata

Data Structure — Updated

<recap>
<oclcnum> 394608</oclcnum>
<custcode>CU PB AU</customercode>
<custoccur>3</custoccur>
</recap>

ReCAP metadata



Data Extract Format

oclcnum::100000051
year::1970
doctype::url
librarycount::1
rights::ic
language::eng
libcountrange::11
division::99000000
category::99100000
subject::99100100
source::WU
identifier::wu.89105673826



Sample Report (fragment)

August 2009 (2,279,499 records)

Doctype :

art 210
bks 2198974
…
sco 2372
ser 77693
url 1134
vis 8

Language :

abk 1
ace 25
ady 4
afr 238
k  1

Year :

0000 4237
0001 1
0200 1
1000 1923
1047 1
1125 1
…..
2005 28118
2006 24363
2007 17479
2008 4570
2009 190
2010 2
2300 1
6546 1
9999 8



What We’ve 
Discovered So Far

Make Up Your Own Mind

Hmm…



Serie…
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Collection Growth

UC started (approx.)
5,222,699



Public Domain vs. In Copyright

14.6%

85.4%

762,029 volumes

Hathi Trust data for December 2009

4,460,670 volumes



Subject Distribution

Perception of Hathi preservation value 
likely to be lower among libraries with STM 
emphasis where overlap is limited 

. . .  greater among libraries with large 
humanities and social science collections 
where emergence of large-scale digital   

corpus enable paradigm shift in library  
operations



Date Range Distribution, 1900-Present 
(December 2009 data)

Note: WorldCat subset
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Where We’re 
Going With This

So this hassle may be worth it after 
all?

Wow



N=2.3M

Opportunities for Institutional Cooperation
Shared Policy Frameworks
Joint Service Agreements
Increased Operational Efficiencies

Material that NYU 
can already 
source through 
existing  ILL –
enhance local 
collection

Material that NYU can 
obtain through HT 
dependent on 
copyright status –
means of enhancing 
‘local’ collection

Material that NYU may 
choose to relegate based 
on copyright/ availability

Material that NYU may 
choose to relegate 
with appropriate 
service level 
agreement

N = 7.6 M
ReCAP 

ReCAP

N=3.8M

Intersections 

Material that NYU can 
relegate with a high 
degree of confidence 

Value of partnership increases 
as number of participants grows



0 1,000,000 2,000,000

Aug-10
(projected)

Aug-09
NYU
NYU/Hathi-in copyright
NYU/Hathi-public domain

22% of titles in NYU 
Libraries are duplicated in 
Hathi today

Titles in NYU Libraries

What does a robust digital 
preservation guarantee for these 
holdings mean for NYU’s long-term 
collections strategy? 

57% by 2010?

How does it affect print 
preservation / access 
requirements? 



Medium Discounted 
Life Cycle 

Cost 
(per unit)

Total Life 
Cycle Cost 
(per unit)

Purchase 
Cost

(per unit)

Total Cost / 
Purchase 

Cost 
(per unit)

Monographs $ 119.56 $ 343.03 $ 47.78 718%

Current 
serials

$ 634.91 801.87 590.97 134

Microforms $    0.27 0.45 0.11 256

Govt. Docs $  14.13 55.40 0.00 311

MSS & 
Archives

$  20.26 126.79 4.46 1130

Maps $  26.78 73.82 11.05 247

Graphic 
materials

$  1.65 2.91 0.06 216216

Sound 
recordings

$  22.64 24.77 6.80 219

Video & Film $ 128.95 107.50 15.70 307

Computer 
files

$    0.17 0.07 0.01 331

Potential life-cycle

cost savings of 

(119.56-47.78)*500,000 titles

=$35,890,000

S. Lawrence et al. (2001) Based on 1999 ARL Data

“monographs are overwhelmingly the largest 
source or driver of library costs . . . 
If research libraries want to control their costs,
they must work to control and reduce the 
life cycle costs of maintaining their 
monograph collections”  S. Lawrence et al (2001)



Lessons From 
the Experience

You call these lessons?

Duh
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