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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In June 2009, the Association of Research LibrgA€d.) and the Chief Officers of State Library
Agencies (COSLA) retained Ithaka S+R to proposemaprehensive framework for the Federal
Depository Library Program (“FDLP” or the “Prograjmih response to changes in the environment for
information dissemination and usage. For this mtoj¢haka S+R staff interviewed nearly 90 indivadii
from 40 libraries, the Government Printing Offi€@R0O), and a number of other key organizations. The
FDLP serves a variety of needs across a numberofunities, and in this project Ithaka S+R hasrake
a system-wide perspective in an attempt to undeddtze needs of all stakeholders. This summary
presents a high-level overview of the project’slfitgs and recommendations, and is followed by a
complete report.

The FDLP is the mechanism for 1,240 academic,,gpataic, and law libraries to work as partnersha
distribution of federal publications to, and thaircess by, the general public. The FDLP is adneirésit
by GPO under the authority of a federal law thas Veat significantly updated in 1962. Today, 50
regional federal depository libraries (the “regilsfincollect FDLP materials comprehensively in prin
format and provide services to the 1,190 federpbditory libraries that collect FDLP materials
selectively (the “selectives”), in both cases withfinancial support from the federal governmerite T
documents distributed to libraries are known ardiiale” documents, and this category includes pdnt
texts, maps, posters, microfilm, CD-ROMs, and othiescellaneous formats. For simplicity, all such
materials are referred to as print documents.

The Program’s core mission of providing no fee fpanent public access” to government documents is
just as important today as it ever has been, ahekith it should play a key role in the Obama
administration’s vision for a more open and tramspagovernment. Access to the workings of the
government by members of the public is imperatovehe success of our democracy and to the public’s
understanding of our government. But the incenttlias motivated libraries to participate in the deom,
reasonably well aligned in a print environment, @gereasingly appropriate to the digital, networked
environment. Over the last two decades, the wagtspople store, access, and use information has
changed dramatically. Researchers, studentsameany members of the general public, are
eschewing print for digital access, which has redutemand for historical print materials. The edse
dissemination on the web also puts the provisigpenmanent public access for newly issued goverbhmen
information at great risk, as distributed and umdotted production will not adequately address
community access and preservation prioritieshéfe is strong and compelling interest in contigutme
goals and objectives of the Program, the commuragds collectively to commit to putting in place a
fundamentally new framework for government inforimat

The state of today’s FDLP

Background research and interviews revealed tleae thre numerous challenges endemic to the Program
today. In order to describe the current state ®RBLP, the Program is broken down into six counetit
components, which collectively comprise a systemh wignificant interdependencies. This section
analyzes the current state of and challenges delateach of these components as the environmeggana
the transition to digital.

1. Born-digital government informatiodpproximately 97% of new government documentsasaglable
digitally in 2009, tremendously improving publiccass, and approximately three-quarters exist
exclusivelyin digital form. With the development of GPO Acsesd FDsys, access is increasingly being
provided directly by GPO. GPO has developed meshamthat successfully address previous concerns
about authenticity of online documents, althougksthare not yet uniformly applied. However, agencie
are increasingly taking responsibility for onlinglgtishing without GPQO’s assistance, with stand-alon
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static documents often giving way to less structumed more dynamic information sources, a substanti
share of which is not ingested into GPO’s new aumeanagement system, FDsSyis. many cases, the
originating agencies manage this information appatgly in other government systems, working in
formal partnership with GPO. In other cases, howebhere is no provision for permanent public asces
to documents and/or information products. Altho@fPO has experimented with harvesting strategies to
ingest these materials, a scaled approach hashptgven feasible.

2. Digitized print documentdMany print government materials have been or bélldigitized by libraries,
by vendors, and by mass digitization programs, dtarally enhancing the potential accessibility lefse
materials. Unfortunately, some of the most valuaiditized collections are not freely availabley(e.
those of commercial vendors) and thus do not dautigito permanemtublic access. And indeed, the
share of documents digitized in general is smatlamparison to the size of the entire legacy ctbec
and as a result many components of the historabdations are neither discovered nor used as
information-seeking workflows have migrated onlifiae lack of coordination, including the absence of
a title-level registry of digitization efforts, hassulted in a set of digitized collections that &ar from
comprehensive while also containing significantladwsion, and that also range widely in quality.

3: Digital collections managementhe digital materials that are incorporated itt® FDLP are managed
with the intention of providing permanent publicass. Many of these materials are hosted on FDsys,
which builds upon the successes of GPO Accesiviging permanent public access to digital
materials, or through partnership agreements. Theggams are generally believed to offer a
preservation solution for digital and digitizedleations, although external verification of theffieacy

and third-party preservation partnerships are migdiVhat little is known about the preservationestsd#
materials that are held neither on FDsys nor uadeh a partnership agreement leads to concern about
their permanence.

4. Print documents productioiithough users have demonstrated a very stroefgmnce for accessing
materials in digital form, some user needs mayditebserved by print rather than digital versidfa.
example, maps, posters, and certain other visirdfysive materials may be most easily used fdairer
purposes in print form. In addition, broadbandads umiformly available even at public librariesdertain
areas of the country. GPO continues to produce swimematerials, with decision-making about what
materials are thus produced remaining, as it aliagsbeen historically, distributed across the
originating agencies. As a byproduct, decision-m@kibout print production is not sufficiently
responsive to user needs.

5. Print collections managemertflistorical print collections are significantly derutilized relative to
their value because information-seeking workflowseénmigrated online. As usage has declined and
volume counts are no longer a primary measurelibfary’s “value,” many directors, especially at
academic libraries, would like to reassign spaaadoe frequently used collections or new servicgeda
initiatives such as information commons. In regardrs, hundreds of selectives have left the FDLP
altogether and many more have reduced their paidirgs significantly. Many regional library direcs
stated a strong need for more flexibility in cotlens management. In the long term, this trendearc

" FDsys, the successor to GPO Access, remains @utige development and has only been releasedatagroduct to
date. Ithaka S+R anticipates the continuing sudekdsvelopment of FDsys and as such this summégnaefers simply to
FDsys rather than necessarily reflecting the curramsition between GPO Access and FDsys. Congnets®rized GPO
Access via Public Law 103-40, the “Government PnpiOffice Electronic Information Access Enhancemaat of 1993.”
GPO Access launched publicly in June 1994.

T Other examples of why print remains important i brochures and other materials designed pritigifoa the use of the
general public as opposed to dissemination anceprason via the FDLP.
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there will be little remaining incentive for manggional libraries to participate in the Programemd
restrictive conditions that force them to retaitegreasingly used format. Although selectives pridse
depend on regionals to be able to withdraw printemials and for other services, they are unlikely t
contribute resources that would provide an incenfiir regionals to continue in this role.

6. Discovery, outreach, and suppodser expectations for disintermediated, seandesovery
environments have skyrocketed in recent years. ovent information — in both physical and digital
form — has generally been segregated into disareddragmented service points, bibliographic
infrastructure, and discovery tools. Some librasiare supporting the use of government information
well beyond documents and through programs welbbdythe FDLP. Others are trying to provide
innovative new services taking advantage of themergnvironment. Still, many users with demand for
government information do not succeed in discoggribtaining, or successfully using informationttha
would have value to them.

Although the Office of the Superintendent of Docusehas worked diligently and with notable
successes to migrate the FDLP to the digital enmrent, the diversity of stakeholders and complexity
the Program has impeded adequate strategic change.

The future of the FDLP

A system that supports the historic goal of permapeablic access to government information in ways
that are relevant to today’s user needs will haveet dramatically different from the Program that
operates today. Based on the interviews and o#iseiarch conducted for this project, a vision is
suggested for the Program: government informasmeamlessly available to the range of potentedsus
without charge at their point of need and is presg@ppropriately for future generations. To achiev
such a vision, the FDLP community must addressKexegoals:

1. Newly issued government information must be madelyravailable in digital form and must be
preserved for the long term.

2. To provide this permanent public access for thtital collection, a significant program of
retrospective digitization is required.

3. Print will play a significantly reduced role for@ass by users to the historical collections, so
some original print copies must continue to be gme=d even though fewer depository library
collections overall will be required.

4. The print format will continue to have advantagasdertain subsets of material types and user
communities, so the Program must provide apprapdatess to certain historical and new
materials in print form, where appropriate via pon demand.

5. Depository libraries must reemphasize their committio serving user needs for outreach,
discovery, and access.

To achieve these goals, a model for the Programisé is proposed.

A proposed model

Historical collections: digitization and local flélity

Although there is great potential value in thedms@l collections, users will not realize this walif
materials are not available in digital formaks. make the rich historical collections useful, the must
be digitized comprehensively and at a sufficientligh level of quality. With only modest funding for
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digitization provided by the federal governmengmuseeds indicate that other creative solutionsilsho
be pursued. For this reason, in addition to libdigytization projects, mass digitization initiagis/
(involving a number of libraries sometimes in cagpen with Google, the Internet Archive, or other
non-library partners) will be especially important.

It is imperative that the FDLP leverage all possitigitization programs to provide permanent public
access to the new format, which can happen viabtweo models:

1. Digitized materials should be deposited whenevssitde into FDsys, documenting chain of
custody and digitization standards, to maximizdibdgoaphic control, ensure ease of access, and
provide workflows for associated print collectiananagement.

2. When this is not possible, GPO should provide cioatibn including standard bibliographic
control via formal partnership agreements with otimernment agencies and outside
institutions.

Digitization can be expected to dramatically expaacess to and use of historical collections.

As more materials are available digitally, a gragveihare of access needs will be best met via Higita
collections, dramatically reducing the need fonpdollections to enable access at many selective
libraries. Print will, however, remain importantgerving the access needs of certain populatiomk,a
least for now, some material types may remain mssable in print format. Decisions at selective
libraries about retaining materials in print formlwontinue to be driven by local needs and pties,
and may vary widely based on differing missions aser needs.

Access needs are already being met to a large elegrenline versions, thereby allowing for the
reduction of significant amounts of print at seilees, but the threshold for a digital surrogatsubstitute
for a print original for preservation purposesigher. Different thresholds are appropriate fofedignt
material types, depending on expected use caseBighuquality digitization and an adequate digital
preservation environment are important in evergcas

With declining local need for print to enable acscesgovernment information, many regionals crénee t
same flexibility to manage their collections acaogoto local usage priorities as selectives hawng lo
enjoyed. The law today makes it impossible for therdo so while continuing their role as regionalsg
consequently additional regionals have indicated tthey are likely to withdraw from the Progranttie
coming years. Digitization presents an opportutatgeexamine the role of print collections and iréth
how to achieve their preservation.

For that share of materials that are digitized suféicient level of quality, are primarily textyand are
adequately preserved and made reliably accessildligital form, the expected continuing access seed
for print collections are minimal in the long rdfor such materials, over time, print collectionsdrae
important exclusively for their preservation roléor example, to serve as a source of materialssfor
digitization to correct errors in the digital editi Once digital surrogates meet preservation liotds,
remainingpreservation objectives for the print format will require fewer copies than are currently
provisioned via the regional libraries with the precise number needed varying by sewralacteristics
including material type, digitization quality, ad@yjital preservation assurances. As a result, tbanebe
a reallocation of responsibility among the regiaegpository libraries, which will inevitably incleda
reduced number of regional collections, as wethaspossibility of sharing print management
responsibilities across multiple regional librarigexecuted correctly, this transition will yiegh overall
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improvement in the preservation of the print fornsitice responsibility and resources can be akalcat
more appropriately.

No single comprehensive print collection existskimg the mechanism for the reallocating resporigjbil
among the regionals an especially important choitteaka S+R sees three models for how this coeld b
pursued:

1. Legislative change could empower GPO to manageogpipte deaccessioning of print materials
across regional collections as preservation thidstare achieved for digitized versions.
Legislative change is the preferred alternativeabse it will provide the greatest assurance
against materials losses while enabling flexibility

2. Until appropriate legislation is enacted, regioreald work together to coordinate their
downgrades or departures, perhaps on a geographicahsortial basis. Proper coordination
would be challenging and in the long run there mighinadequate incentives to motivate
sufficient regional participation, but this modglégal under today’s statute.

3. Without system-level coordination by GPO or theioagl libraries, incentives for many
individual regionals to continue to withdraw frohetProgram will be overwhelming. This
alternative is the least desirable, because itheilessentially uncoordinated and could have
deleterious effects on preservation, but in theabs of one of the other two models is
inevitable.

Digitization of the historical collection will endbusers to discover and access government infamat
in their format of choice, while also allowing dejtory libraries to adjust resource allocationgi®
highest-value functions for serving governmentiinfation needs in their local environment.

Coordinating and preserving prospective governnmedarmation

To ensure permanent public access to newly prodgoeernment information in the futur@PO
should coordinate the preservation of born-digitalgovernment information. These issues, already
complicated enough for the FDLP in a print enviremm are far more complex in the digital
environment. Several models exist for GPO'’s role:

1. GPO should continue to work with federal agenaiesave their digital publications accessible to
the FDLP through deposit in FDsys.

2. Sometimes, especially in the case of dynamic patxios or interactive online applications,
rather than seeking direct deposit into the FDLIEFDsys platform, GPO should, as the agency
does today, provide coordination via formal parshg agreements with federal agencies, to
support and audit their work to ensure long-teresprvation and persistent access.

3. Inthe absence of one of the first two options,clutdre the preferred alternatives, GPO will need
to develop internal capacity, or external partng@sho harvest content directly from agency
websites for incorporation into the FDLP.

Although most users of new government informatidlh pvefer to access materials in digital form,rri
versions of some material types, such as mapsthed immage-intensive materials, may best serve user
needs. A carefully designed study of the actuas w$@rint government documents, examining a wariet
of document types and a variety of user communitsetherefore recommended. Based on the outcomes
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of such a study, GPO should advocate that certatenials be produced in print format, offer print o
demand via the content management capabilitie®e§, or recommend that print production cease.

Digital infrastructure: preservation and discovery

Both for the historical collection (once digitizead prospective government information, acceds wil
increasingly be provided in digital form. In thisif$, there is an opportunity to enhance preseovasind
discovery as part of the GPO-library partnership effectively support this transition, tROLP must
ensure the integrity and preservation of born-digial and digitized collections.Towards this end,
FDsys should serve as a key platform and aggregatone part of a broader ecosystem. Where diditize
or born-digital materials are not held in FDsys tupartnership agreements with other federal dagenc
or archives such as HathiTrust, providing for disag will be a critical consideration.

To enable a broader range of innovative uses sktheaterials, GPO’s FDsys development plans should
prioritize the creation of APIs (allowing otherspgmgram interfaces and discovery tools of theinpw

and bulk download methods (allowing for “digitalpdsit” or other more sophisticated discovery and
access options). Its partnership agreements whitr @igencies and archives should encourage if not
provide for such bulk access as well.

While GPO should manage these materials accordistpte-of-the-art preservation practices, greater
assurance about its work in this area should beged via outside auditing and certification. Esen
the sensitivity and importance of these materatsng with community best practices, indicatesrtbed
for the FDLP community or other entities to presedigital copies outside GPO. GPQO’s partnership
agreements with other agencies and archives shoamdlate similar preservation practices and
partnerships.

Users increasingly expect to find information oaittown, so seamless online discovery is imperative
Libraries, non-profits, and vendors should develomew and revamped discovery environments
based on the anticipated needs of specific groupsusers Some of these may be crafted as added-
value businesses targeted at specific market sdgrgrch as lawyers), while others may be creaged b
librarians or others who are seeking to addressal heed. FDsys should not be expected to serae as
single discovery resource for all government infation but rather should, as GPO understands, titeili
various access channels and thereby contributdtoaaler discovery and use ecosystem.

Outreach and use: rethinking the role of the libaar

Just as books and journals are shifting from bpmgsical objects to digital files, libraries areofing
from being institutions optimized for storing thasigjects to enterprises focused on providing
information services. As print collection managetragclines as a priority, government documents
librarians heretofore occupied with such work caeal an increasing share of their energy to thdipu
services that will only increase in importance. 8anhthe vanguard have already successfully restkfin
their role in this way.

In this transition|ibrarians should take on an expanded role as govement information librarians
rather than governmentdocumentdibrarians, repurposing existing expertise to support usenkivg
with government information and data no mattesasrce or format.

Some appropriate roles may be unique to the digitaironment. For example, as mentioned above,
librarians should be partners in the creation dtdie-added discovery tools for government infornmatio
created by libraries, library organizations, or 4poafit or private sector entities. In additiorhriarians
should support users seeking to make innovativetidigital government data, such as by helpingrthe
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with combining information from multiple sourcesdgveloping computationally intensive research
methodologies. Other roles less closely tied tadiiggal environment, such as supporting more cexpl
research questions, will also prove to be important

An increasingly significant role for governmentanfation librarians should be focused on raising
awareness of government information. These libnarihould emphasize training other librarians wwithi
their library and in their broader local communig, government information may be better integrated
into general reference support across the librammaunity. As more and more public libraries positio
themselves to serve as government informationrigsathere is a critical role for the FDLP’s libya
participants to provide training, assistance, agepér expertise.

For many federal depository libraries, renewed incatives to participate in the Program will be
found in these servicesThe services provided by their government inforpratibrarians in helping
users and other librarians work effectively witistimaterial will be their principal contribution to
permanent public access.

In sum

The FDLP’s mission of providing permanent publicegs to government information remains
imperative for the digital environment, and the middr the future presented in this report provides
feasible framework for meeting the challenge pdsethe digital era. The FDLP supports one of the
cornerstones of American demaocracy. Its disappearamuld be a significant loss.



THEFEDERAL

1. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

In June 2009, the Association of Research LibrgA€d.) and the Chief Officers of State Library
Agencies (COSLA) retained Ithaka S+R to proposemaprehensive framework for the Federal
Depository Library Program (“FDLP” or the “Prograjmi response to a rapidly changing environment
for information dissemination and usage. The Pnognsust take advantage of the opportunities predente
by today'’s digital and networking technologies #&ivkr services to users more effectively, more
broadly, and at lower cost. The FDLP serves a tyadEneeds across a number of communities, and in
this project Ithaka S+R has taken a system-widsgaetive in an attempt to understand the need of a
stakeholders.

The FDLP is the mechanism for 1,240 academic,,gpatalic, and law libraries to work as partners in
distributing, providing access to, and preservigdgtal publications for use by the general publie
FDLP is administered by GPO under the authoritg téderal law that was last significantly updated i
1962. Today, 50 regional federal depository lilraithe “regionals”) collect FDLP materials
comprehensively in print format and provide sersiteethe 1,190 federal depository libraries thdieco
FDLP materials selectively (the “selectives”), ot cases without financial support from the fetlera
government. The documents physically distributelibtaries are known as “tangible” documents,
including printed texts, maps, posters, microfi®D)-ROMs, and other miscellaneous formats. For
simplicity, this report often refers to all suchtevéals as print documents.

The Program’s core mission of providing no fee fpanent public access” to government documents is
just as important today as it ever has been, ahekith it should play a key role in the Obama
administration’s vision for a more open and transpagovernmentAccess to the workings of the
government by members of the public is imperativehe success of our democracy and to the public’s
understanding of our government. But the incentiiiaas motivated libraries to participate in the dgteon,
reasonably well aligned in a print environment, @gereasingly appropriate to the digital, networked
environment. Over the last two decades, the wagtspiople store, access, and use information has
changed dramatically. Researchers, students,\amdmany members of the general public, are
eschewing print for digital access, which has redutemand for historical print materials. The e#dse
dissemination on the web through multiple chanakds puts the provision of permanent public access
for newly issued government information at gresi,ras distributed and uncoordinated productioh wil
not adequately address community access and patieeryriorities. If there is strong and compaglin
interest in continuing the goals and objectivethefProgram, the community needs collectively to
commit to putting in place a fundamentally new feavork for access to and preservation of government
information.

1.1. Methodology

ARL and COSLA represent many of the largest lilmsparticipating in the FDLP, but they asked Ithaka
S+R to engage with a broad range of perspectivdssproject. This project has therefore attempbed
incorporate the views of as many stakeholders asilple, with an objective of making recommendations
around which consensus might be able to develdbat@ll relevant communities could push for change
in concert.

Ithaka S+R was asked to exclusively consider thetstre and future of the FDLP as a program, and
specifically not to undertake a wholesale reimagirof government information dissemination and
management programs. For this reason, this prbgschot engaged with how FDLP might potentially
interrelate with the activities of other governmaribrmation agencies such as the Library of Cosgjiar
the National Archives and Records Administration.
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After a thorough review of the existing literatimethe field, project staff conducted an extensigdes of
interviews and site visits with FDLP participariffie Ithaka S+R team interviewed 29 librarians fitn
of the regional libraries, including state librari@cademic libraries, and a public library. Tden also
interviewed 33 librarians from 25 of the selectibearies, including state libraries (including ot
recently downgraded its status from regional teale), larger and smaller academic libraries, law
libraries (mostly academic but also one countylivary), and public libraries (including one that
recently withdrew from the Program and another the¢ntly downgraded its status from regional to
selective). The team did not interview any of teédral library participants. Because of the sigaiit
number of academic selectives in the Programgtfuisp was underrepresented. Table 1 and Table 2
summarize the interviews performed in comparisah trie Program as a whole, and Appendix A
provides a complete list of interviewees. Typicaltilaka S+R engaged with either the government
documents coordinator or the library director, ofspeaking with both. These interviews covered the
nature of their work with the FDLP, the communitey serve and its needs, their views on the sfate o
the FDLP today, and their assessment of futureiddee project team was fortunate to be able tagag
with seven of the forty libraries in person, whimovided the opportunity for a number of tours takcg,
processing, and public services areas. In seleiritegriew subjects, Ithaka S+R sought to engadle wi
diverse sample of libraries with a variety of rolpsorities, and pressures, and to speak to ldmarwith

a wide range of opinions on the Program, includimpumber of current and past members of the
Depository Library Council, a diverse group of coomity members who “advise the Public Printer on
matters relating to the Federal Depository Libfarggram.?

Table 1 — Interviews by library type, compared withProgram totals’

Type of Academic Federal State Public Law
library
718 55 42 224 201

Total
libraries in
the

1240

Program

\nleigaml 20 (2.8%) 0 (0%) 7 (16.7%) 9 (4.0%) 5 (2.5%) 40
libraries (3.2%)
interviewed

Table 2 — Interviews by library role, compared withProgram totals

Total libraries in the 50 1190
Program

Number of libraries 15 (30%) 26 (2.2%)
interviewed

" Statistics about participation — here and elsewfirethis paper — are current as of early Novemd@d9. Up-to-date
information may be found in the Federal Depositoityrary Directory, http://catalog.gpo.gov/fdlpdilEPdir.jsp.
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Ithaka S+R also worked hard to understand userspaditiough it did not conduct a formal user needs
assessment. Because of the challenges of conddietirulk of the research during the summer, ptojec
staff were only able interview 8 faculty memberd gnaduate students from three universities, anst mo
of these were concentrated in political sciencasrjalism, international studies, and history. Thejgrt
team also spoke to two users of state librariethy bmployed in state government. In addition tcakjprey
with users directly, interviews with librarians,caespecially with librarians at public and stabedries,
focused extensively on their understanding of needs. Finally, the project team spoke with a numbe
of public interest organizations that work with gavment information and the general public, often
using technology to make government informatiorfulse new ways, to understand their perception of
user needs.

To understand the work of GPO and its place wikinoader federal initiatives, Ithaka S+R intervieveed
number of individuals at GPO itself, including teblic Printer and the Acting Superintendent of
Documents, as well as the Obama administrationguBeCTO for Open Government.

Finally, Ithaka S+R spoke with a number of othelividuals with an interest in government informatio
including representatives of library associationd eonsortia, public interest advocates, and fofipr
companies that work with government informatiorfulh list of all interviews conducted may be found
in Appendix A.

lthaka S+R’s interim findings and recommendatiomsenreleased on October 15, 260%e project

team presented these interim findings and recomatems at the ARL Membership Meeting and the
Fall Depository Library Council meeting, both int®ler 2009 Discussion at these meeting and online
provided the opportunity to gather feedback fromider range of perspectives for incorporation ithtig
final report.

1.2. Background and structure

The FDLP involves the government, two distinct typélibraries, and other stakeholders collectively
serving the needs of a number of user communhiesigh a variety of formal and informal mechanisms.
GPO distributes print documents to the libraryipgrants in the Program for preservation and agdasgs
the balance of responsibilities is not yet settte@dorn-digital documents. This background section
provides some basic history on the Program aneéwevplans for its further development, as well as
examining the Program’s fundamental organizatigiraicture and stakeholder communities.

In 1813, a Congressional resolution mandated tieilolition of Congressional documents and
publications to colleges and historical societresrider to provide public access to informationudlibe
workings of the U.S. governmehthis distribution evolved throughout the™@&sntury, and an 1895 act
of Congress established many of the structurelseofrtodern FDLP From the inception of the FDLP’s
earliest predecessor, the general structure has tgsernment creates the information, depository
libraries house and service it for public use, tiredpublic gets to use the information for frée.”

Originally, there was only one class of federalaitory library. “Until 1922, all designated deptosy
libraries received all publications” — a range @n@ressional and agency reports and publicafiéms.
1922, the “Classified List of United States GoveemtnPublications” was developed, which allowed
libraries to select which materials they wishetidwe sent to them. But “when allowed to choosey onl
48 of the [418] depositories selected everythiagising consternation as some states had several
complete collections while others had noh€dmpounding the problem, depository libraries “bad
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retain what they selected forevéf With libraries “running out of shelf space for newblications,” a
new framework was needéd.

1.2.1. The two-tiered depository library model

In 1962, the Program was legislatively overhauiletipducing the current two-tiered model with the
objective of providing maximum flexibility to theagt majority of participating libraries (the selees).
The two tiers of libraries have since remained g&ui&lly unchanged:

Regional libraries receive all print government lmaiions and must retain them in perpetuity.
Regional libraries also are responsible for a vaeé services to selective libraries in their
region, including assistance in materials de-a¢orig), reference support, and interlibrary
loan'? Some also provide coordination or leadershigriining, mentorship, outreach, and
marketing. Regional libraries are theoretically poenensive, but for a variety of reasons, few if
any regional libraries can in fact be said to #ythistorically comprehensiveAll regional
libraries are housed in public institutions: sf#iearies, academic libraries at public universifie
or large public libraries. There are currently BQional libraries located in 43 states.

Selective libraries receive, based on a self-ddfgs®dection profile, a subset of government
publications, and with the permission of the reglanay de-accession unwanted materials five
years after receiving theimcademic libraries at both public and privateitogions, public
libraries, federal and state government agencgiies, and law libraries, are among the principal
types of selectives. Their acquisitions range fid}%o or less of new publications in the Program
up to virtually comprehensive collecting, accordindocal institutional and user needs. In recent
years, some selectives have begun to select mdegiatsin electronic form only, usually adding
records to their catalogs that link to a digitabgdeld elsewhere but not actually accessioning a
physical item, according to understandings of loesds and priorities. There are currently 1,190
selective libraries located in every state and rbbSt territories®

Although “the legislative intent of the Depositdriprary Act of 1962 was to have a regional depagito
in every state and the State Library was to sesvid@regional depository, this has not come ts.pJas
Instead, the majority of regional depositoriesiaracademic libraries located within public univides,
many are in state libraries, and a few are in gulidraries. Many academic libraries became redsna
because of a sense that no other local libraridgteresources to take on this role. For manyregs,
their initial participation was motivated by a ctllpublic service on behalf of their state, ad aslthe
perceived prestige of serving in this role.

The distribution of regional responsibilities varggnificantly. Several states have had two reggn
which share responsibilities for their state irasiety of ways. For example, in some cases, oriemab
is a sort of “junior partner,” collecting comprelsarely but not performing any other regional duties
other states, however, the division of labor maynoee nuanced and balanced. In addition, not aiést
have regional libraries and so selective librafies one state may be under the auspices of arragio
library from another state. For example, the Stéteary of Connecticut supervises selective libearin
both Connecticut and Rhode Island. Wyoming is uaigithin the system, as the state’s sole regional

" Three of the most important reasons a regional nuyffer a completely comprehensive print collett because some did
not select 100% of available documents before b&upwm regional, because some younger librariesxdicexist in the

earlier days of the FDLP, and because of inciddotdes or damaged materials.

T Selectives are also allowed to substitute qualiéikectronic versions of documents for print ora# discarding the print
original, if they have the approval of their regidand have held the print document for at leastyear. Further details may
be found at http://www.fdIp.gov/collections/clairhg/l-substitution-guidelines.
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downgraded its status to selective, leaving iteciles, including the former regional, unable to
withdraw any print collections under the current khat defines the regional role.

The distribution of responsibilities among seleesivs also in flux, as any selective can withdrewnf

the Program at any time for any reason. Althoughstilective must at least offer to return all sfgtint
collections to the government, many of those tla@etwithdrawn have been allowed to retain whatever
parts of their collections they still value. At iteight in 1992, over 1,350 selective librariedipgrated

in the Program, but a significant number havettedtProgram since (although about 40 libraries have
joined over this time period), for a net loss obabl12% — there are currently 1,190 selectives nanm
Although the availability of information digitalllgas been a contributing factor to most of these
decisions, other factors — such as “staffing ptiegj space constraints, or the retirement of aitents
librarian” — have usually been the immediate canfgbe decision to change stattis.ibraries that had
previously selected a relatively small number afudoents have been the most likely to leave the
Program'® Many justify their decision to leave by pointirgjthe ability of users to access documents
either online, through interlibrary loan, or atearby repository, and there is little indicatioatthsers
have found the change in status particularly probkic!’ Generally, many decisions to cease serving as
a selective library have gone “virtually withouteplaint or comment®®

Pressures that might otherwise lead selectivesateel the Program are mitigated by their ability to
withdraw print holdings from their collections aftetaining them for at least five years. Many stiles
have actively weeded their collections over timg, Wwithdrawals of print holdings have greatly
accelerated in recent years. Historically, mangdeles elected to receive a wide range of material
beyond anticipated local user needs, because tygdPn enabled the free acquisition of large quiastit
of materials. In an age when collection size wasrapetitive differentiator between libraries,
participating in the FDLP offered an easy way td adbstantially to a library’s volume count and the
likelihood of meeting user needs rapidly. But inawet years, there has been a sea change in library
thinking about collection size, in large part daghe growth in electronic access and the declioseyof
print collections, and consequently library dirgstbave reexamined the role of print holdings iretimg
user needs. With space a key asset that many ge®dyg allocated for today’s needs, directors have
sought to maximize the value of their space by kbgieg information commons or teaching and study
areas. This has contributed to widespread intetdsbth selective and regional libraries in redgdime
size of government documents print collections.

Unlike selectives, regional libraries cannot deasimn materials that are part of the regional ctibe,
leading to some regional libraries choosing tolfaltk to selective status to be able to more flgxib
manage their collections. But regional librariesefa more difficult calculus in changing their sgathan
do selectives considering continuation of partitgra Without a regional library, no depositorieghe
state can withdraw print collections. Consequeiitlg,regional library downgrades its status, iesimot
gain any flexibility, unless another library capsup to take on the regional responsibilitidany
regionals report that this dynamic has inhibiteshtifrom leaving the Program, since they would radb g
any flexibility in their management of existing ipiricollections but they would cause gridlock fdaneat
libraries in the state.

" Even though selectives cannot de-accession hadisiiout a regional library, there is a procedurplace for them to
withdraw from the program altogether. In such awinstance, the GPO supervises the dispositioninof ollections itself
or through a designated agent.

T Consequently, it is unsurprising that three offthe regional libraries that have in recent yedwsingraded to selective
status have been in states with more than onemabiibrary, allowing them still to withdraw fronf¢ir print collections.
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Still, several regional libraries — both secondaagls in a state and sole regionals — have dovideglto
selective status due to the burdens of participatdhen this occurs, GPO addresses the issue asea c
by-case basis, depending on the alternative pdiistbin the state or nearby, geographical distitn
concerns, and other factdfa-our regional libraries have stepped down in regears, although in all
cases an alternative arrangement has been fowmhtimue regional service. According to a 2008 GPO
survey of regional library directors/deans, a samitial number— up to 20% of the then 52 regionals,
virtually all of them at academic institutions re @onsidering the possibility of relinquishingithe
regional status. On the other hand, almost 30%gibnal libraries expressed willingness to serve as
regional library for selectives in other statesyla that several already pl&y.

Given these complexities, it is no surprise thatghistem has long been criticized for the inefficieof
distributing regionals based on state lines rdten on population or number of libraries serveliciv
created dramatic inequalities between the dutiesgibnal libraries. According to a 1993 GPO report
“nine out of [the then] 51 regionals [served] 40%alb depositories,” while “nine regionals [servetlily
6% of the libraries in the depository systethFigure 1 clearly demonstrates these widely varying
responsibilities, charting both the number of sitles and the population served by each regiorgihag
the national averages (where an index of 1 repteskee national average).
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The costs of serving as a regional library havenlvéidely noted (selective libraries have also
experienced rising costs associated with new iiscicel tools to make collections more usable, alsasel
taking on the substantial costs of processing aodging access to materiafé)ln 1993, it was asserted
that “the [then] 52 regional depository libraridsree are spending more money to support their
depository collections than the Federal Governrisetat run the entire prograri>This same report
noted that regional libraries “spend five timesragh annually as the value of the collection reseiv
the same period in order to fulfill their respoiilgtiles.”?* A 2008 report by regional library coordinators
found that regional libraries spent an average380$00 on “staff, cataloging and processing of
collections, additional databases and referencemabd in support of FDLP collections, and

" Regions served by two regionals are marked inahist with asterisks, and for purposes of simpligéach such regional is
assumed to take responsibility for half of the siles and half of the population.
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equipment/supplies, such as computers, microfonpetent, and collections maintenance supplies” and
“approximately $700,000 in yearly amortized cosisfécilities to house the [FDLP] collections.”

Historically these costs were offset by “not onlyftee documents but also a sense of exclusivitp s
citizens had to come to their local depositorydiyrto get no-fee access to government informatidn.
And even in a digital environment “no one argueswalid need for multiple ‘complete’ depository
collections.?” Still, as early as 1993, the Depository Libraryu@cil warned that “the burdens on the
regional libraries are causing a breakdown in tfstesn.”® And as the Program has come to be perceived
as increasingly out of step with the needs of ugedspressures facing libraries in the digital #re,
attention of many library directors has come taifoon “the cost of the Program instead of its vadue
the public.®® Both the library community and GPO itself have edim recognize that the law that
governs the FDLP, as currently written, is insuéitly flexible, especially with respect to regitma
GPO states that “there have not been correspomeifgjons to Chapter 19 [44 USC 1901-1916, the
authority that controls the FDLP] to provide regiband selective depository libraries the flextkili
required to operate in an online and networkedrenwment,” concluding that “Chapter 19 needs ‘an
expansive feature

Several legislative efforts have been made siné@ 1® update the FDLP, without substantial success.
Perhaps the most substantive recent effort wag&8,2he Wendell H. Ford Government Publications
Office Reform Act of 1998. This bill, which builipon principles developed by the Inter-Association
Work Group on Government Information, a cooperagjk@up of library associations, focused on
strengthening government-wide participation anddirig a broader range of materials into the FDLP.
Unlike many other efforts to revise Title 44, sualpsial consensus developed around S. 2288t the

bill was ultimately unsuccessful. As S. 2288 dem@ss, even with broad consensus the effective
accomplishment of legislative change is a lengtiy @ncertain process. Other efforts short of |egjis
change to revise selected aspects of the FDLPif¢egstate regional depository libraries) havengaed
less support from across the library community lagiee been challenging due to the complicated GPO
governance structure via the Joint Committee ontiRg >

1.2.2. Plans for the digital age

The scope of the Program has expanded dramatigdhythe development of online dissemination
mechanisms. Even in the absence of legislativegdhaegulations have been updated so that the stope
the FDLP is said to encompass “all published Fddef@mation products, regardless of format or
medium, which are of public interest or educatioradlie or produced using Federal funds.” This
includes “all Federal information disseminationgwots published on an agency’s (or an agency’s
official partner’s) publicly accessible Web sitedagriginating from or funded by the agendy 3ystems
have therefore been needed to incorporate digi@lmhents into the Program.

In 1993, Congress passed the Government Printifiggllectronic Information Access Enhancement
Act of 1993 (Public Law 103-40), which instructe®@G to: “maintain an electronic directory of Federal
electronic information,” “provide a system of omiaccess to the Congressional Record, the Federal
Register and other appropriate publications,” avjuktate an electronic storage facility for Federal
electronic information To accomplish these goals, GPO created GPO Acatish was launched on
June 8, 1994, initially offering access to governtiaformation via the WAIS protocol. At its incégm,
GPO Access was a fee-based subscription servibeugh it was made freely available to depository
libraries. Soon after its launch, however, GPO Asogas made freely accessible to all via a webebase
interface. With the introduction of GPO Access, GBgan to provide end users with direct access,
unmediated by depository libraries, to governmefdrmation, an early information service on the
internet.
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GPO is currently in the process of rolling out Bexleral Digital System (FDsys), with a mission to
“organize, manage and output authenticated cofteainy use or purpose and to preserve the content
for the benefit of future generations” — the cepiste of GPO’s “Strategic Vision for the2Century.®®
FDsys is in many ways primarily intended to sers@@&ontent management system for GPO and its
partner agencies, transitioning many of GPQO’s shiotig processes “from a print to an electronic
focus.”® FDsys is also intended to “verify and track vemsicassure authenticity; and provide permanent
public access” — becoming FDLP’s digital platform, continuing tve away from partner libraries
performing these roles for born-digital as well ga;haps, for digitized print documents. Over time,
FDsys will take on and expand many of the role&BD Access, which will be phased out.

GPO is releasing FDsys in five phases, with that beta version released in January 2009. Althagugh

an early stage of its development, initial reactibave been positive. The first release of FDsgades

on offering modernized and updated versions obtree basic sorts of public-facing services provided
by GPO Access — discovery through search and broveshanisms and access to and authentication of
materials, as well as digital preservation cap@édsli According to GPO, “the migration of inforneii

from GPO Access into FDsys will be complete in 2009and] the migration is occurring on a
collection-by-collection basis™®and although many collections have been transitipthis migration is
not yet complete.

In its eventual mature form, FDsys will acquire ot through three main methods. Many of these are
dependent on tools that have not yet been implezdentthe beta version of FDsys, but are on a gdnn
development path:

Many materials will be submitted directly in diditarm by the governmental entity that created
them, streamlining the process of submission tigati# against agencies choosing alternative
means of publishing. These functionalities, beginning with Congressi@ugmission of
materials, will begin to be introduced in Release 2

Digitized content (or, as it is often called by GP€bnverted” content) will also be ingested,
including conceivably both materials digitized bi?G and by external partners. For digitized
materials to be included in FDsys, they must béideg “at a level of quality that is adequate to
support preservation as well as future iteratidrdeoivative products through which GPO will
provide public acces$§”GPO has propagated a specification defining hoterizds must be
digitized to produce a digital copy of sufficientaiity,** although they emphasize that specific
implementation processes will continue to evolveede functionalities will begin to be
introduced in Release 3.

Some materials — which are not published by GPGll-berharvested from their agency’s web
site and ingested into FDsys for centralized acaadspreservation. When government agencies
sidestep GPO in their information disseminatiorcpeses, documents might never be integrated
into the FDLP. GPO currently has a small staff datdid to manually identifying and importing
such fugitive documents into FDsys, and it has expnted with automatically harvesting
materials by crawling agency webpages. Early erparis have indicated that this is a complex
problem, and a long-term goal is to develop toodd will be integrated into agencies’ web
publications processes in order to automaticaltytabPO to new publications that should be

" FDsys.gov contains an up-to-date listing of thieotions that are currently available in FDsys.
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included in FDsys with minimal effort on the pafttibe agencyThese functionalities will begin
to be introduced in Release 4.

Beyond content ingest functionalities, importantteey are, GPO also plans to release advancedsacces
preservation, and content management processesiohddiback office functionalities will be provide

in Release 5. Although both Release 2 and Release Scheduled for 2010, estimated dates of
completion for Releases 4 and 5 have not yet besterpublic’?”

In some cases, materials are included in FDLP teubat ingested into FDsys or GPO Access. GPO has
developed a number of partnership agreements whtr government agencies, under which materials
are made accessible by partner agency websitese Hggeements define standards and practicesefor th
maintenance of partner collections, generally néggithat material be offered to GPO if the hosting
agency is no longer willing or able to provide &x® them. Through these partnerships, GPO can
exercise oversight over many materials for whiaoteas is better provided through a platform othanth
FDsys or GPO Access.

Although FDsys currently remains a beta prograsplanned feature set is widely seen as promising.
Still, the technical elements of FDsys and the wizgtional elements of integrating it into govermme
information production and dissemination workfloare both complicated. GPQO’s ability to execute on
both elements will determine how central a rolgatys in the future of government information and
whether it can improve on the FDLP as it has ogérater the past half century.

1.2.3. Stakeholders and user needs

While FDLP participants are formally classifiedragional or selective libraries, the stakeholdertside

the federal government that provide government oheeus and associated services fall into a number of
different defined communities. Each of them haslaligation to serve the needs of the general public

The general publicses government information in a vastly diverdesways. The breadth of this use is
difficult to clearly characterize, but widespreatkedotal examples of journalists, unaffiliated dvisins,
genealogy buffs, individuals involved in legal disgs, and a host of other users were related to the
Project Team. Among some segments of the genebditpthe digital age may pose particular
challenges: some may lack adequate access totémadh or may simply be uncomfortable with
computers or information in digital form. At thensa time, however, highly technically adept members
of the public have engaged with digital governmafdarmation in unique new ways, developing tools
and services that process, combine, and visuatizergment data sources out of a broadly definedesen
of the public interest and the technical challeofydoing so.

And, although serving the general public is athibart of the FDLP, stakeholders directly servergetya
of specific communities and, consequently, aredaeith differing incentives that inform a range of
priorities for the future. Key stakeholder groupslude:

Academic librarieparticipate in the FDLP primarily to ensure thait campus communities have
access to government documents and services taHetpuse the collections. Academic users, inclydin
undergraduates, graduate students, and faculty ersninake substantial use of government information
in the course of research and teaching. Citati@hyaas clearly demonstrate that government infaonat

" Ithaka S+R anticipates the continuing successfubtbpment of FDsys and as such future sectionisi®feport omits
reference to the precise point in the release oyblere we are today and often refers simply to EDagher than necessarily
reflecting the current state of transition betw& O Access and FDsys.
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is widely used by scholars across a range of diseto address a variety of challeng&&overnment
documents can have importance in virtually alld&lproviding statistics for economists, primaryrses
for political scientists, soil surveys for agronatsj maps for geographers, and so forth, althosgtofi
documents varies tremendously. Some disciplineghk as, for example, political science — make
particularly extensive use of government informatiout reports and data distributed through the FDL
find their way into a vast range of scholarly fiel®ther fields use government documents incidgrifal
at all. The collection is not, however, of unifoualue to these users. Some materials are heawly us
across a range of disciplines, while others magfisegnificant value primarily to scholars focusada
specific topic. Other materials may be of only @ional interest, although they may be of greatevatu
certain niche audiences. Furthermore, some acadamlg care about the most recent materials, while
others delve deeply into historical collectionsstime areas of the country, an academic librarylmeay
the sole print collection that can serve the publigile in other areas it may be more focused eir th
campus community, with the needs of the generdigpsaerved by nearby public libraries. Some public
universities’ academic libraries have a decidedlglig-minded role, providing a variety of servides
their community or state, while private institutidtibraries, and even those at some public insits,
tend to be more focused on the needs of their aralbus community.

Law libraries and the court systemave a significant but concentrated interest defal government
documents. Their overall collections are often ligdocused in three key categories: current and
historical statutes and the US Code; current asitical versions of the Federal Register and @dde
Federal Regulations; and court decisions. Legadlack and law students use these materials inietyar
of ways, including for research projects, jourrditiag, and in the preparation of court submissidres
judicial purposes in particular, these materiaésemssential records of the operation of the federal
government, in many ways more like archival docutsiéiman general-interest publications. The court
system, including lawyers, judges, and supporf,stay be interested in current or historical vemsi of
these materials, so superseded editions may certiiniold great value for users interested in
understanding how the law stood at a particulantgaitime. Some — although not all — law librasan
express a special concern over the authenticafitmrese materials in digital form.

Public librariesparticipate in the FDLP to provide services totlseimmunity. Public libraries in towns
and smaller cities (and even some state libranes) enter and leave the Program depending on their
financial circumstances and the needs of the contynrarger public libraries are often more
fundamentally committed to the Program as a pudgiwice, even though budgets can swing wildly as
public finances fluctuate.

State librariesserve a variety of roles in the Program, includimnigeen that serve as regional libraries.
Many state libraries serve as research and |dgalies for their state government, and so may pibgs
similar to law or academic libraries, with the cents and priorities of these communities. Some stat
libraries also play a significant direct public\gee role, like a public library. And many statbrlkries
play a major outreach and coordinating role actiosdibraries in their state and, especially foblpu
libraries, can serve as the hub in the overalestgstem. In general, state libraries are very citieato
the Program, but unstable budgets have threatbeeability of some state libraries to continue lyp
their historical roles.

Public interest organizationgrovide online access to government informatidteroby re-packaging
digital versions of government documents and ogeeernment information into more useful formats to
help make the work of the government more transpdocthe public. Their work generally requireskoul
access to raw digital materials. Key organizatior$is category include the Internet Archive, the
Sunlight Foundation, and public.resource.org.
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Commercial firmshave long played a role in the government docuseobsystem, reformatting
documents and offering value-added services foletj@ community (most notably Lexis and WestLaw)
or providing cataloging data to libraries (MARCIVBJore recently, commercial firms have digitized
portions of the historical collections beyond clargal materials, such as the Serials Set (Readibekse

are cases where, notwithstanding the free avatiabil the underlying material through the FDLFydh
parties can add value to address the needs ofitibrattorneys, scholars, and others. Many ofthes
digital collections are relatively expensive, ahdg only available to a subset of libraries; susdes
licensing these collections despite their highgsidoes suggest, however, that certain parts of the
historic government documents collection are indesddable to many libraries.
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2. THE STATE OF TODAY'S FDLP

A candid analysis of the strengths and weaknedség @current system is imperative in order to ssse
potential changes to the system. It is especiaifyoirtant to integrate the various perspectivesakist
across the community, as different libraries ahchliians in different roles see the FDLP in draozdly
different lights. Much of the research for the patjexamined the current state of the FDLP thraugh
literature review and interviews with librariangdasther relevant parties. Based on that resedrish, t
section examines the state of the FDLP today aojgtrforward its likely future in the absence of
structural changes. Some of the problems thatgemeill certainly be familiar to members of the
government documents community, but different sedgmef this community will recognize different
problems. Ithaka S+R has sought to integrate thiesese perspectives into a single holistic desionip
of the challenges that face this community, rathan approaching the problem from the point of vaw
any particular interest group.

Six core elements comprise the production, managerdssemination, and use of government
documents from a system-wide perspective. Theseegies provide a framework for the research,
analysis, and recommendations that follow. Theekiments fall into three sequential phases of ssurc
of content, collection management, and use, astiifited in Figure 2. These elements are not meant t
suggest anything about the existing or future amgdion of actions or responsibilities but rathebteak
the problem down into a set of manageable elenfentmalytic purposes. As the arrows in the graphic
indicate, certain dependencies flow between elesnent

Figure 2 - The fundamental elements of the governmé documents system
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The first phase is comprised of the three diffetgpés of materials, shown as the three left-moseb in
Figure 2: new born-digital collections, digital reaals produced through the digitization of print
collections, and materials in print formats. In gaest, the majority of print documents were produog
GPO on behalf of other federal agencies. GPO paddhe same service for some born-digital
documents, but many others are produced directhy ioyiltiplicity of agencies across the government.
The digitization of print documents, to the extdat it is occurring, is even more fragmented} &s i
carried out by a multiplicity of actors both withéimd outside of the government, including commércia
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publishers, universities, and other educationaiuttural institutions. Data from 2007 make cleaattthe
number of new born-digital documents dramaticallystrips new print production; at that time, on%p 7
of new government publications were made availahlg in tangible form, 71% were available only in
electronic form, and 22% were available in bothgtale and electronic form. This share available
digitally has increased in the intervening yeansd Aibraries continue to hold substantial histdrjmant
collections, many of which are not available iniilgform.

The second phase shown in Figure 2 focuses orctiols management, for digital as well as print
materials, and includes preservation and dissemimaks indicated by the two arrows converging on
box three, this framework emphasizes that managepnaatices for all digital collections should be
considered together, regardless of provenancel&iynithe appropriate management of print coltatsi
clearly depends heavily on the continuing statprioit production. It is also closely related to theéent
to which historical materials have been digitized appropriately preserved in digital form, since t
need for print collections might be expected tdideas digital collections grow in importance. §hi
inter-connected relationship is indicated by theheal line connecting boxes three and five. Hisatlic
the management of print collections has been agpyirfiocus of the FDLP participating libraries; as
described above, the implementation of FDsys buifisn GPO'’s efforts — begun with GPO Access —to
assume a more significant role in managing FDLRecbbns in the digital age.

Finally, the management of both digital and prisitections feeds into the third phase, use. Outreac
practices, discovery environments, and supporicEsymust incorporate both print and digital maiteri
in order to serve user needs. In the current sysiesernment document librarians at FDLP particngat
libraries have been the primary providers of treswices.

Based on this framework, the following sectionsmeixee how today’s FDLP is addressing each of these
six elements and projects how the future is likelynfold if no reforms are implemented. For edse o
reference, each section is numbered to correspotia tboxes in Figure 2.

2.1. Production of born-digital documents

Today, the vast majority — about 97 percent — @f gevernment publications are made available
digitally, either exclusively or in addition to aimt version** Many of these publications continue to flow
into the FDLP and are thus made available througgyE or under a partnership agreement with their
originating agency. GPO has a strong instituti@mmshmitment to maintaining the permanent public
accessibility of these items, and it has clearfjngel policies and procedures to ensure that these
materials are maintained for the long term. Altho&dsys’s preservation methods have not yet been
independently verified, GPO is heavily committecissuring the long-term availability of these
materials. In addition, FDsys provides central imgstor many of these materials in common file fatm
and in a shared dissemination framework. And tihesterials are maintained with a careful eye towards
integrity, including both technical standards antiqy practices that seek to ensure that mategisdsot
modified inappropriately. Some materials have deemally authenticated using processes that
“provid[e] the assurance that these electronic dwmnts have not been altered since GPO disseminated
them;”® GPO intends to continue to perform and expandftimistion.

The problem of federal documents not making theiy wmto the FDLP is long standing. Today, a large
number of new government publications never mak@ @PO but are instead self-published by the
producing agencies in digital form, hosted on tlo@in websites according to their own policies and
procedures and without a partnership agreement®@mB*® Many agencies have little incentive to
contribute materials to FDsys or to form parthngrsidreements with GPO, realizing few concrete
benefits by doing so. Materials that are neithestdnb in FDsys nor held under a partnership agreemen
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are widely seen as relatively transient. Many agesnlack a commitment to permanent public access, a
there are numerous examples of agencies routieglpving materials from their websites. Materials no
hosted in FDsys are distributed in a wide rangéiftérent formats and through a diverse set of reean

Furthermore, the very substance of the FDLP is gingn The 1962 law envisioned government
information provided as static published documéeitber in print or microfacsimile form,” a notiadhat
is challenged by a shift to more dynamic or intdvacdata-driven applications. More recent guidatace
federal agencies, OMB Circular A-130, notes, “theréasingly distributed nature of information in
electronic environments” (Appendix 1V), introduciaghew term, separate from publications,
"information dissemination product,” which includedl information that is disseminated by Federal
agencies.... and “makes no distinction based onthewnformation is delivered.” This shift is farone
dramatic than a simple print to electronic transitand incorporates fundamentally new and dynamic
material types, including “blogs, wikis, social werking sites, cloud applications, and virtual vastl
But “FDLP’s current structure of production andtdisution has no clear way in which to deal witesk
new forms of government informatioi”’Such materials may be difficult or inappropriaiestfectively
ingest into FDsys, and so partnership agreemengdmaarticularly important for these types of
government information products. The long-term ereation of such materials poses a number of unique
challenges, and will require ongoing attention frGAO as well as other preservation-oriented
organizations.

Future prospectst.ooking forward, agencies may continue to publiskterials without depositing them
into the FDLP. An increased emphasis on partnetafipements and the continuing development of
FDsys may partially stem this flow, but, withoutgtural reforms, a substantial amount of goverrtmen
information may remain outside the auspices ofRbeP and thus not subject to any sort of long-term
preservation strategy whatsoever. Although sontbede materials may be captured by NARA or other
agencies, such after-the-fact approaches may raisable materials and pose discoverability andssce
challenges.

The critical issue, then, issufficient participation in FDLP by government ancies as they
increasingly shift to independent digital producticof documentsMaterials that are not ingested into
FDsys or hosted under clearly defined partnersgipeanents are not subject to any common set of
standards and practices, and thus cannot be sh&pgermanent. It is unrealistic to imagine thatwide
range of government agencies that produce matevikhlisvest heavily in providing permanent public
access to materials; thus, the goal must be thesioo of a broader range of materials in FDLPrebg
providing greater long-term security.

2.2. Digitization of print documents

Already today, substantial digitization of FDLP medals has taken place, but far from comprehengivel
and using a variety of standards and practicespFadit companies like Lexis and Readex have digi
many of the highest-value historical materialshAaligh their collections are often very expensioees
user groups have found these collections immensghiable. And several other portions of the histari
collection have been digitized according to thalgwiorities of a university or library, often fasing on
regional issues or a particular topical interesierE is little coordination across digitizationcets to
avoid duplication, and the quality of digitizatibas been distinctly mixed. Most materials have been
digitized with a goal of access in mind; few, ifyacollections reach preservation quality, and maay
fall far short. No digitizers have asserted thénanticity of their digitized materials, and the béts of
doing so are unclear from their perspective. Aredrésulting files are presented in a variety diedént
formats, according to the needs and prioritieheirtdigitizers.
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At the same time, large quantities of historic pdallections simply have not been digitized at all
Recently, Google and the Committee on Institutid@@abperation (CIC), a consortium of 12 Midwestern
research libraries, have begun to collaborate emrthss digitization of historic government inforioat

as a part of the Google Books project. So far apprately 70,000 documents have been digitized, but
this project may eventually digitize a relativelyde share of the historical collection. Googlesalgn

this project is access and not preservation, arajégroject staff expressed their discomfort with
libraries de-accessioning materials on the basikeaif digitization through this program. The Puabli
Printer expressed similar concern about librareesiccessioning based on digitization processesinot
under the auspices of GPO, out of concern for tbeg-term preservation.

To address this need, GPO has repeatedly requéstidipg from Congress for digitization, although
little prospect of receiving sufficient funds haeeb seen. Seeking to proceed in the absence afi@téeq
funding, GPO recently sought a partner organizatidinnd and implement a comprehensive digitization
program at no cost to the government. This appreamid have allowed for a degree of centralized
coordination of this digitization process. Althouifiere was at least one strong bid for this prdfeGPO
was unable to issue an award. As a result, GP@eleastly described a shift in digitization strategy
towards leveraging and coordinating disaggregateldradependent digitization programs.

Future prospectstooking forward, digitization is likely to ramp ujue to mass digitization projects
currently underway, but the collective set of digition initiatives is unlikely to result in a
comprehensive, high-quality digital surrogate. Sonagerials, especially higher value collectiond| wi
continue to be digitized duplicatively. And the erainties about the size and content of the hesibr
collections ensure that certain other portionhefEDLP — including, potentially, some with relatiyv
high value — will not be digitized at all. Many t#dries expressed that this lack of coordinationtedd
them back from digitizing government documents llgc®ver the long run, even mass digitization
projects that capture large quantities of goverrtrdenuments will not achieve comprehensiveness, and
there will be no mechanism for filling in the la@e Furthermore, materials will continue to betidigt
at a wide range of quality standards, from thoag &m for preservation quality to those that ptioe
speed. In sum, no high-quality comprehensive sateois likely to be created if the Program stayg®n
current course.

Such uncoordinated digitizatiomill not result in comprehensive digitizatiois a result, user needs for
discovery and access will be inadequately metrias materials are increasingly out of contemporary
information workflows. At the same timaany of the resulting digitized resources will no¢ adequate
substitutes for the original print materialSConsequently, as libraries’ widespread formatratign

plays itself out, digitized versions will not proé a sufficient surrogate to ensure adequate levels
preservation.

2.3. Management of digital collections

Both born-digital and digitized materials are cuathg held across a broad range of platforms. A stibé
born-digital documents is incorporated into FDsyBich ensures a common and relatively satisfactory
set of services are available. GPO has made a damemti to preserve materials in FDsys, althoughether
is as yet no third-party verification of FDsys'&pervation strategy or functionality, and the récen
sustained downtime of GPQO’s mission-critical PUREalution server suggests the need to for external
verification of assurances that technology infiaduire is sufficient. Only a subset of material&Dsys
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is currently formally authenticatédlthough GPO holds uniform metadata and assertibpvenance,
and all materials are carefully managed to endwakthey are not tampered with or altered
inappropriately. GPO has clearly defined procebgashich materials may be formally withdrawn from
the FDLP, but the originating agency retains ultendecision-making authority. Although GPO
endeavors to ensure that materials are not withdraappropriately, some librarians are concernad th
materials may be withdrawn in a way that is coutaghe public interest.

Content in FDsys is presented through a commosétdbut the development of rich user-facing tisls

a relatively low priority for GPO. And although sermterest groups like the Sunlight Foundation have
described the potential value of programmatic ect@$§DLP materials, they are generally not (yet)
accessible through an ARir bulk data downloads. A promising exception, Gi@ the National

Archives and Records Administration (NARA) recentjyeased the Federal Register in bulk-
downloadable XML form. This release has met witdegpread praise, and tools like Fedthread.org have
already begun to use these XML files to enablesugeinteract with this information in innovativeays.

The development of an APl is on the official deyeh@nt path for FDsys, and GPO is actively involved

in a legislative branch Bulk Data Task Force toleat® the future potential for bulk data access.

Some FDLP materials are not hosted in FDsys, lutratead held under partnership agreements wath th
originating agency. Although not presently enfogcihe same uniformity of digital preservation and
long-term access assurances, such partnershipnagmeemay be especially important for data-driven
web applications and other materials that would®obest served by inclusion in FDsys. The parhigrs
approach allows GPO to provide a greater degressafrance over how materials are held, typically
including provisions that materials will be madeaidable to GPO if the hosting agency is unable or
unwilling to continue to maintain them. Althougtethclearly establish responsibility for preservatio
partnership agreements generally do not provideisp@reservation standards or establish audit
processes.

Materials not integrated into FDLP through eith®sks or partnership agreements are provided in a
bewildering array of different fashions by libraajeommercial entities, federal agencies, and oot-f
profit entities. The availability and accessibildf/materials may range broadly. Some materials —
especially the highest value digital collectionstsas those produced by Lexis and Readex — are only
available through those libraries that pay fed&ctmse them, but these collections are presentadhly
tailored interfaces developed with a deep awareoiegser needs. Libraries may or may not licensésto
at their own discretion, based on their evaluatibthe utility of these tools and collections teithusers
relative to the availability of funding; they areno way obliged to do so. These materials do not
contribute to the goal of permangntblic access as they are not available uniformly tqtidic. As
such, they should not be considered as playingealayin the long-term preservation infrastructuse f
government information. Many other materials arailable freely, but under a wide range of condgion
Some few are available in structured data format#\?Is or bulk downloads, while most are made
available simply as PDFs or text on a website dditéon, disaster recovery strategies and policege
widely, from those that rely on single servers withadequate backup or continuity of operations
strategies to relatively robust infrastructure tteat ensure near-continuous uptime. Although tbhdser
collections serve a variety of critically importaotes for users of government information, oftesking
up for inadequacies in the FDLP, they remain funelatally separate from the FDLP.

" GPO is implementing Public Key Infrastructure (Pkdchnologies to digitally sign PDF versions ofr@omaterials in
FDsys, thereby certifying that these materials hastebeen edited since their creation.

T An Application Programming Interface (API) facites the creation of applications around a cemtrdlplatform offering
services and collections.
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Future prospectsThe digital materials that are incorporated i@ EDLP are managed with the
intention of providing permanent public access. Mahthese materials are hosted on FDsys, which
builds upon the successes of GPO Access in prayjgénmanent public access to digital materials, or
through partnership agreements. These prograngeaezally believed to offer a preservation solution
for digital and digitized collections, although estial verification of their efficacy and third-pgrt
preservation partnerships are needed. What lgtkemown about the preservation state of matetialts t
are held neither on FDsys nor under such a pahipeagreement leads to concern about their
permanence. Especially for independently publighatkrialsjssues of digital preservation and
integrity have not yet been fully addressed

2.4. Production of print documents

Today, although most users overwhelmingly prefeadocess government information in digital form,
print remains an important format in some situatiorhis limited set of needs is often underserasd,
there is no strategy for providing print in respos all of these needs. For certain use cases, pri
materials may be far more usable than born-digitples, especially while digital versions are only
provided as large PDFs rather than as structurted 8ame users — especially those in rural or
economically disadvantaged areas — may lack reliaigh-speed internet access and thus be poorly
served by digital surrogates. Some other userssnagly be uncomfortable with digital tools. These i
no strategy, however, for evaluating these needet@rmining how to meet them.

GPO continues to produce print materials in langiedwindling quantities, as “federal agencies are
publishing more items directly to the Web — withotgating paper documents at all — and are doing mo
of their printing and dissemination of informatiaithout using GPO service§”GPO has little control
over what materials are produced in print forms tihecision is entirely up to the originating agesci
According to GPO’s 2007 metrics, only about a tluféll FDLP publications are made available impri
form. Although GPO strongly advocates for certaatenials to remain available in print, this is @rivby
a rough sense of the importance of classes of ialsteather than any formal assessment of usersneed
Some materials that would almost certainly haveinamg value in print format are no longer
incorporated into the Program, while at the same tGPO continues to produce many materials that
have relatively little value in print form. As moneaterials migrate to exclusively online distrilmutj
users with limited internet connectivity may be ppserved'

Additionally, the selection process for materialpiint form by selectives is deeply flawed. Select
libraries place standing orders with GPO usingsdesy that groups together classes of materialsrunde
so-called item numbers. As a result, librariesdiegly must receive (and retain for five yearspeety

of materials of no interest to them or their usgrgrder to obtain an item of interest. In additithe
ordering process is not intended to expedite hidgérést items or allow libraries to increase their
selection of them in a timely fashion.

Future prospectst.ooking forward, decision-making about what materare made available in print
will likely only grow more fragmented and disorgasil. Agencies may independently decide to produce
some materials in print form, but these decisioilisb& idiosyncratic and will reflect little coheme

" GPO has developed an list of titles whose “avilitgh.. for selection in paper format has been dedressential to the
purposes of the FDLP.” “Essential Titles for Pulilise in Tangible Format” (Government Printing Odfic
http://www.gpo.gov/su_docs/fdlp/pubs/estitles.html.

T In addition, there is an important set of fedém&drmation materials, such as informational bragsy instruction sheets,
and forms that should continue to be printed anderavailable through libraries and other sourcésaanuch for the
Program itself but for the direct use of the gehpudblic.
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strategy about what value remains for print docusigBPO may continue to produce some core
Congressional materials in print form, and in thersterm may continue to produce some agency
materials in print form. GPO is attempting to addrébrary selection processes as new management
technology is introduced.

A fundamental uncertainty about which documents useneed in print formats one of the factors
yielding alack of coordination between GPO and agencies abwhiat materials to issue in print
Furthermore, GPO'’s ability to repurpose capacitaaivom print and towards new priorities will be
limited to the extent that it is required to proddarge numbers of print documents. Efforts toamghe
past have been met with resistance from some ilidiregy community.

2.5. Management of print collections

Although users overwhelmingly prefer digital ma##sj many materials are simply unavailable in digit
form. As such, print collections continue to seaveimportant — if often largely theoretical — accesle
as well as providing the basis for system-wide gmestion efforts. Many historical documents have no
been digitized, so the print version may be thg polssible means of access to the document. And
because digitization thus far has generally beaddquate for preservation purposes, the printctaies
continue to serve an essential role in the preiervaf knowledge. Strong user preferences fortdigi
materials, however, often mean that these matearalslramatically underutilized, often only beirspd

if they can be accessed through expensive comnhéicgiased products.

Print collections are of declining importance focass purposes. Mirroring broad trends across other
library collection types, few of the academic usdrgovernment information interviewed for this jerct
make any significant use of print collections, nefyinstead on the digital resources availabldémt.
Given user avoidance of print collections and #uk lof digitization of historical collections, tlees
materials are dramatically under-utilized relatiwgheir value.

Consequently, in recent years, many libraries lsanstantially de-accessioned their print holdinfgs o
government documents, partially in response tatlz@lability of digitized versions and partially elto a
need to reassign the collections storage spadgltervalue collections or programmatic uses sich a
information commons and other service-based initiat Such deaccessioning appears to have been
prevalent both at academic and public librariegldimg so, their decision-making is generally dnivgy
local needs and pressures. But, lacking suffiaiiggitization, print collections continue to be thely
means of access for many historical materialsriige/s with selective libraries that have pursuechs
de-accessioning strategies as well as articlegibasg print migrations elsewhere provide little
indication that users have found cause for complaithese eliminations of local print resourcest,Bs
selective libraries leave the Program altogethetesaccession significant print holdings, a growshgre
of the print access and preservation burden hishfalnd is likely to fall increasingly, on the reggals.

As selectives continue their inexorable format iigm and regionals take up the slack for accepsino
versions, the system is increasingly imbalanceda Aesult, interviews with regional library direrto
yielded as a common refrain the desire for grdigibility in print collections management. Pertieps
of inflexibility exist among both selective and r@gal depository libraries.

Selectives must follow certain rules in their deegsioning processes: they are unable to de-acnessi
very recent materials and must receive permissionther materials. Regionals are more constraiagd,
they may not de-accession print materials at aépkin very limited circumstances (such as supede
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editions or when they are withdrawn by GP@any regional libraries do not take full advageaf the
flexibility available to them, sometimes due toitiohal choices around comprehensive collection
building and in other cases due to misunderstasdaydibrarians or library leadership. Many libegiin
both categories wish for greater flexibility in naaying their collections, and the potential loss of
coordination and strategy in system-wide colletioranagement seems of little concern. Some library
directors question why they should “treat governnmetblications different from other resources,” and
suggest that their interest in withdrawing printgamment information is driven by “shifting inforian-
seeking patterns” of uset$The ultimate flexibility available to regional titries is the ability to
downgrade to selective status, but doing so magyoltigcally and practically complex, especially sin
unless another regional is found, the former regjianill be unable to withdraw materials at all. 8eal
regional libraries expressed that they did not éeehfortable downgrading to selective as they did n
want to abandon their selective libraries, degpigeunwanted burdens that accompany the fulfillneént
these responsibilities.

In addition to formal requirements, expectationgehaccreted over time within the FDLP community
that constrain participating libraries. For examph®st regionals attempt to supervise the withdlewa
process for their selectives actively rather tHeaply “assisting” them, as the law mandates. Initiatal
most regionals also choose to hold all print caiters locally even though they are permitted talhol
them cooperatively with other participants in threigion. There is widespread misunderstanding at al
levels about what the FDLP actually requires ofipigrating libraries; community practices have been
codified in the minds of many librarians as requieats.

Given that little of the digitization to date ha®yided for preservation needs, print collectiozimain
critical for the preservation of, especially, thistorical collection. In this respect, the regiooallections
are especially important as the preservation bidsvaf the system, although virtually everyone
interviewed for this project agreed that fewer pdopies of any given document are needed for
preservation purposes than are currently provigetthé 50 regional libraries. Library directors at
regional libraries are growing increasingly frusgchwith their role with respect to print collest® and
as a result several have already downgraded tlairss and more are likely to do so in the future.
Notwithstanding the importance of some number oftfmollections for preservation purposes, no real
standards are required of the regionals in the tea@mce of print collections, and conditions vaigtely
across the system from preservation-grade climaé-alled storage to open shelves in public spaces.
Although the system is imperfect — many materiffsterough the cracks and are not held across all
regionals, and conditions of maintenance vary widel offers a level of formality and assured resien
that is rare among library collections.

Efforts to reduce the amount of print in the systesponsibly have been constrained by the poor
availability of cataloging data. Without good catgihg, materials cannot be removed to an off-site
storage facility, as items must be cataloged irotd be discovered and retrieved, and withdrawaist
be managed at least semi-manually, as selectiraribims cannot accurately compare their intended
withdrawals against regional holdings. In additiorassisting in collections management, cataloging
imperative for access purposes, especially as goictiments are often no longer held locally and

" As mentioned above, GPO has internal processabdorithdrawal of materials from the FDLP (Withd of Federal
Information Products from GPQO'’s Superintendent oEDments (SuDoc) Programs, Superintendent of Dontsiieolicy
Statement 110). Although GPO may request clarificand discuss alternate options, the ultimatésitat about what is
withdrawn rests with the originating agency. Histaly, some documents librarians have viewed widlnchl requests with
skepticism, suggesting that some materials have meppropriately withdrawn due to political conegr The centralization
of power over withdrawals in the digital age isamcern for some librarians.
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discovered with the help of a librarian but inciagly held remotely at regional libraries or elsend
discovered via metadata (in the absence of fut),texd accessed, if at all, using interlibrarynoa

Most government documents from 1976 and after baem cataloged through the MARCIVE service
(among other places), and catalog records for thnegerials seem to be very widely held and generall
acceptable for community needs. Cataloging of desimfrom before 1976, however, is far less
sufficient. Although catalog records for the vastjonity of pre-1976 documents are in fact available
through OCLC, the quality and potential utilitytbiese records ranges widely. Several efforts ditgre
of alleviating this situation. The first, led by OPis a recently-launched initiative to digitize GB
historic shelf list. Another, led by the UniversdfMontana, focuses on aggregating batches ofdsco
from individual libraries. Finally, the CIC, throhdgts work with Google, is cataloging or obtaining
cataloging records for those government documéatsare being digitized, which should significantly
increase the amount of cataloging data availallesuth collaborative cataloging efforts, howeviace
challenges as many government documents libragsisne/ary about the quality of government
documents cataloged elsewhere; government infoomégiviewed as especially complex, and many do
not trust that records produced elsewhere willipéoudocal standards.

Future prospectst.ooking forward, there will remain a role, albeitlanging one, for print collections,
even as the pressures libraries face to move awayfrint increases. As more documents are availabl
in some form digitally, and more importantly, agrsscome to rely more exclusively on digital maisri
and lack awareness of print collections, mateodalg available in print form will grow ever more
increasingly invisible and underutilized. As suphnt collections will continue to have theoretizalue
that far outstrips their practical levels of use.

Selective libraries will likely continue to redutteeir print holdings or leave the Program altoggthad
over time many regionals will come to the reali@atihat the prestige of their role does not justgy
burdens and downgrade their status. The numbespiés of materials will decline substantially and
unevenly. Some materials may be maintained inivelgtlarge quantities, while others may only remai
available at the declining population of regionbtdries. No strategic system-level thought willgreen
to the question of what materials are retainedhatvgquantities. Some users with less mainstrearisnee
may find it increasingly difficult to find neededaterials, if they have not been digitized but hagen
discarded by most libraries. Moreover, as regiolegge the Program, in many states the servicgs the
provide to selectives, including necessary asdgistavith the print withdrawals process, may not be
replaced.

Due to the perceived importance of receiving pmiaterials, managing local collections, and suppgrti
the withdrawals processiany participating libraries currently devote sidigant but unsustainable
staff resources to print collections managemeAnd given the continuing importance of regiorialthe
preservation of government information alongsidedbcreasing incentives for regionals to contiue t
support these rolethe burden felt by many regional libraries in terntd their print responsibilities
must be balanced against the need for formal assw@s of preservation

2.6. Outreach, discovery, and support

Looking across the FDLP, the needs of users atdficiently addressed. Historically, government
information has been segregated within librari¢és independent physical collections and servicatspi
with inadequate discovery infrastructure. It hasssguently been long under-utilized. This dynarsic i
not being sufficiently addressed in the transitioligital: few users are aware of centralizedg®ich

as FDsys, cataloging remains spotty, historicdectibns are invisible in today’s discovery workfls,
and time and energy of too many government docusrigamairians is taken up with the management of
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print collections, leaving too little time avail&dio provide user services. Notwithstanding several
important initiatives to address these concernsmamderous librarians attempting to take action
themselves, government information is too ofterisite or challenging to use for its potential drea
value to be fully realized.

Discovery today is inadequate to support many needs and is likely to grow increasingly problemati
in the future. Users require a seamless experigmaténcorporates, at least, all formats of govesnin
documents from both historical and prospectiveentibns from all providers, cutting across librarie
commercial providers, FDsys, and other entitie® bhght spot is that search engines provide redden
full-text searching on born-digital government dm&nts, but beyond this the picture is bleak. Efftot
bring MARC records into library catalogs for onligevernment information address some user
discovery needs, but ultimately the local catakgupplanted by network-level discovery serviceaniv
government documents librarians view catalogingmes for historic government documents in
bibliographic utilities such as WorldCat to be irgdate. In addition, there is widespread uncestaint
about the share of the historic cataloging rectitdsare available through such services, becdu$e o
challenges of identifying FDLP records through sutlities. Even if MARC records are useful for
discovery purposes they are certainly insufficiard full-text environment. Finally, there is nsdovery
platform that brings together all government docotseusing metadata or full-text; thus users face a
fundamentally fragmented experience.

Staff resources devoted to government informatiretdeclined noticeably at many libraries in thstpa
two decades. And several directors expressed ditistrthat staff time is devoted in large partite t
building and maintaining of print collections irli of direct service to local and regional usets. A
regionals, in particular, both directors and maaguinents librarians share the perception that it is
“extremely difficult to find resources for futurersice when statutory requirements drive all attemnto
old models.®* An important step in moving basic reference sewio the network level is Government
Information Online, a GPO-endorsed collaboratifer¢bf a number of depository libraries to provide
reference services onlifé.

The common segregation of experts into indepenskmice points has often reduced their profile and
thus the application of their expertise. But edud reduce such segregation has not always beébauwi
challenges. In recent years, many libraries havsadalated service points (and even whole subject
libraries) that had previously been decentralizedaccelerating trend given recent budget shastfAl
library directors have increasingly viewed the auuing value of an independent service point dedébe
government information with skepticism, many docuaisdibrarians have been merged into general
reference desks. Sometimes these reorganizatioognmiee and build on existing expertise, bringing
together valuable e-government services at publiaries and providing more integrated research
support at academic libraries. In other cases,régpas lost through attrition, and the signifitan
accumulated knowledge of these librarians is adplieffectively.

Both digitally and physically, most government inf@tion is presented with the assumption thatlit wi
be read by a human end user rather than processeanipulated by machine, and so there are fevgtool
to support different types of interactions. Someuhnents may be presented, either by an originating
government agency or by an added value resell¢ajlored formats for specific known uses, but éhisr
little ability for the community or an individuakar to develop new tools. Groups like the Sunlight
Foundation stress the potential transformativecefiétreating government information as data taat

be remixed and combined in new ways, but suchtsféme currently minimally supported by digital
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information systems. The Obama administration’sré$fto encourage the provision of data in struatur
formats through its data.gov initiativieave been promising, but the expansion and pemearef this
program is far from assured. And although some gowent documents teams have been brought
together in natural partnership with data libragigsince the federal government generates so much
guantitative data), in many other cases analytardk and expertise in their use is not available t
depository library users.

Finally, there is widespread understanding of thedrtance of coordinating reference services a@oss
specified region, training other librarians in govaent information services, and marketing govemme
information to librarians and end users alike. Meggional coordinators see this as a key elemetiiteif
role but stress that they lack the resources teyauthis work, often because onerous regional ataies
management tasks are seen as first priorities. Basitc outreach to and community-building with thei
selective libraries appears to have declined due.tSeveral programs have in recent years attehtpte
develop new models for regional training and camtion, such as Government Information in th& 21
Century, which although quite successful has pralifficult to sustairr?

Future prospectst.ooking forward, the mix of print collections, digied surrogates, and born-digital
collections will grow only more fragmented, so @aich, discovery, and support efforts will contitaie
be inefficient. Several government documents librer stressed to us the continuing complexity of
navigating government documents, from the discopeogess through interpretation and use, warning
that without government information experts, maegas will go unmet. Those libraries that will bestno
successful in conserving this expertise will ddgantegrating it into user workflows rather than
continuing to stand alone. But as other governrdentiments librarians continue to focus on collectio
management, motivated by the theoretical valuepfarehensiveness in these print collections for
integrity and potential use, many library directati8 continue to grow increasingly frustrated esthis
time and space go to collections that are rarehgglbed. Eventually, many government documents
positions may be eliminated alongside their colbes, and librarians merged into general refereshaff
or eliminated through attrition.

For a variety of reasons such as confusion abgat tequirements,lipraries allocate too high a share
of limited staff resources to collection managememtd therefore devote insufficient staff resourctes
support the use of government documeral too often favoring collecting and collectiomdes rather
than service and outreach support. Consequentikatiiag and outreach functions are underprovided,
and documents librarians and library leadershifeadigree that even the most clearly valuable
government documents are underutilized. For theitsl collections, even notwithstanding the hope
held out by mass digitizationataloging is likely to remain limited and discoweflawed.

2.7. Conclusion

The FDLP unquestionably needs to be reinvigoratedstructural and strategic level. In the long, run
there remains little incentive for many of the ksgresearch-oriented libraries to remain in thogyam,
and a gradual, unplanned withdrawal by them woeldtippling. GPO has been unable to mount a
preservation-level digitization program, resultingaccess-level initiatives driven by the priostief a
variety of private corporations serving as thellikeasis for much online access and a substaitiai&t
migration that is inevitable. Finally, incentivesdaopportunities for line librarians to provide awative

" Data.gov is a catalog, developed by the White ldpa$sources of information in machine-readabtenfats from across the
government.
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new services are often obscured by their plackedibrary organization and a traditional underdiag
of their role.

Efforts at reform have already been attempted.iig the Office of the Superintendent of Documents
has worked diligently and with notable successemsitpate the FDLP to the digital environméhthe
diversity of stakeholders and complexity of thed?Peon has impeded adequate strategic change. To some
observers, the situation appears bleak and seezpsiiable. But notwithstanding the diverse staldasrsl

to the Program, there are opportunities to contata@tructural change.
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3. MODELING THE FUTURE

The fundamental vision for government informati@hdhby stakeholders — permanent no fee public
access— remains essentially unchanged in thetican the digital age. Stakeholders told us agait
again that they would like to see a world in whigdvernment information is seamlessly availabléo t
range of potential users without charge at theimp@f need and is preserved appropriately for fatu
generationsThe digital transformation will only be succedsfit conserves and enhances the ability to
achieve this vision.

To achieve this vision, interviewees indicated @rat new strategy for the FDLP in the digital dratdd
address the following key needs:

1. To dramatically expand access and discovery anblemawide range of innovative uses of
government information, it must be made freely e in digital form and must be preserved
for the long term. The Program must accommodatehheges in format and dissemination
currently underway, to include the transformatiéstatic documents such as PDFs into dynamic
sources of government information such as GIS.

2. To provide this range of benefits not only prosjpety but also for the historical collection, a
coordinated program of retrospective digitizatismaquired. Digitized materials must be made
freely available online, thus dramatically expamditiscovery, access, and use, and preserved in
their digitized form.

3. The historical print collection must be presene&tn though following digitization it will play a
significantly reduced role for access by user@anrappropriate preservation environment, fewer
print copies will be required at both selective aagional depository libraries and substantial
systemwide space savings and processing cost ieasican thereby be achieved.

4. Still, print formats will continue to have advangsgor certain material types and user
communities. Providing access to print materiadsh historically and prospectively, where
appropriate via print on demand, will remain impisea

5. As resources devoted to print collections managéheciine dramatically, user-facing functions
will become increasingly important. As the staticl @ollection-driven nature of government
documents gives way to a broader understandingwdrgment information, librarians will
similarly redefine and expand their role. In additio new service roles, librarians can also
encourage and facilitate use of government infailonathrough training exercises to raise
awareness of the potential value of governmentinéion among their peers and their user
communities.

In this section, Ithaka S+R proposes a model thaldcachieve these outcomes. In examining options f
this model, an objective was to balance the optagalnst the feasible, at times offering a varadty
alternatives and evaluating their advantages. Toegsed model consists of four major components.

3.1. Historical collections: digitization and localflexibility

Historical collections of government informatioreatramatically underutilized relative to the valbey
could offer users. Historical government informatraust therefore be digitized and made freely
available online. Digitization will expand discoyeraccess, and use dramatically, eventually geingrat
new flexibility for print collection management.
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3.1.1 Digitization

A growing majority of users prefer to discover amtess government information online rather than in
print format, just as they do with other informatticesources. Given the poor state of the discovery
environment for the pre-1976 historical collectitime aphorism “if it's not online, it doesn'’t exXistolds
even more strongly for government information titadoes for almost all other library collectionss A
result, the valuable historical collections of gamaent information that exist only in print havengo
increasingly underutilized. For the value of thbistorical collections to be realized by most esdrs,
they must be digitized and made available online.

But whereas digitization of other historical cotieas, such as journal backfiles, has been widetl a
successfully conducted by a variety of private padlic sector initiatives, government informaticrei
special case due to the importance of making nadsefreely available to all. Commercial firms have
digitized some high-value government informatiaspexially but not exclusively to meet the needthef
legal community, which are made available througgnised digital products. But the often heavy fees
associated with these products mean that they doomtribute to the ultimate goal of permanpuablic
access. If historical government information idb&accessible through the FDLP not only in prirecipl
but also in practice, then digitization and onlinvailability must be provided without charge.

Although held in libraries nationwide, the histopignt collections are in fact owned by the goveemnin
and, to some, their digitization should therefoeesben as a federal responsibility. GPO has reqilgat
requested funding to perform such digitization, @uwhgress appears to have finally budgeted some
modest funds towards digitization for Fiscal Ye@l@. Even so, GPO has appropriately elected to
proceed in parallel with a strategy for digitizatithat focuses on “coordinating projects among
institutions,®® making it clear that there will be no single, catty-managed digitization of the historical
collection in the near-term future.

Rather, in addition to recent funds from Congr&i30Q will seek to leverage, facilitate, and coortina
the substantial digitization is already being perfed, albeit in a disaggregated and largely undnated
fashion. Many libraries are individually or collal@vely pursuing digitization projects, often fstug
on specific subsets of documents of interest. Kample, the Great Western Library Alliance and the
Center for Research Libraries have digitized atsubial number of historic federal technical report
which are made available online through the Tedieport Archive and Image LibratyAnd Google,
in partnership with the CIC, is currently engagead imass digitization program to create digitakimrs
of a wide swath of government documents held in @Enber libraries (having already digitized
government information in other libraries includi&tanford).

Many valid concerns have been raised about thisamated approach to digitization, which
collectively suggest the need for greater coor@naiStandards will vary across multiple projests,
quality, format, and metadata, will differ. Librasi do not want to waste resources by duplicating
digitization efforts, but there is currently noexffive way for digitization projects to compareithe
collections and collection development plans wahblkeother. Similarly, there is no efficient way to
collaboratively identify and address gaps betweaehvaithin collections. As it seems unlikely thatan
digitization program will, in the near future, bentralized or comprehensive, the community must fin
ways to leverage these disaggregated and uncotedidaitization programs so that they can senes us
needs.

GPO should exercise greater leadership over disggtgd digitization efforts in the following ways:
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GPO has developed an RFP for the retrospectiveetsion of its shelflist to provide cataloging
records for the pre-1976 collection, which can @asaluable role in improving discovery for the
historical collection. GPO should ensure that thiguot of this effort is linked to existing
cataloging records in WorldCat, adding SuDocs numbeexisting records that in many cases
may contain subject headings already, thereby gdignificant value to the library community
and making cataloging records more useful to users.

GPO has already propagated a set of digitizatiandstrds’ GPO should revisit these standards
to ensure that they meet user needs and commuwmégctations, and should offer clear guidance
to digitizers about what is required and recommdrideorder to effectively meet the standards.
GPO already provides different digitization stanldafior different material types, but in revisiting
these standards it should also evaluate whethermdfstandards for a wider range of material
types would enable greater flexibility while mainiag appropriate quality. GPO should
consider propagating several tiers of digitizatitendards, clearly defining both minimum
standards and recommended preservation-level stfta digitization projects. In addition to
digitization quality standards, GPO should alsqpgate metadata standards — again, providing
both basic and recommended standards — to ensurdidfitized collections can be reconciled
and treated coherently.

In conjunction with GPQO’s formal partnership agrees with digitization partners, GPO should
develop a standard policy for ensuring the intggaitd preservation of digitized materials via
FDLP.

o In many cases, GPO should ingest digitized docusrdinéctly into FDsys. The objective
should be to ingest as much appropriate contepossible as rapidly as it is digitized. At
the policy level, it is necessary to define chdicwstody issues to ensure the integrity of
the collections and quality standards (perhapsgusveral tiers because, as discussed
below, there will be opportunities to upgrade ayadiver time). GPO must develop the
technical capacity for such ingest (as is planedffuture FDsys release), as well as the
procedures to manage this workflow, as soon aslpgessDsys must meet standards for
accessibility and preservation (as discussed bgl®gction 3.3).

o In other cases, it may be appropriate for digitizeaterials to be maintained and made
available by another government agency or outsigitition (such as HathiTrust), under
a formal partnership with GPO. Such agreementsldlemsure that digitized materials
held outside FDsys are nevertheless freely availbthe public as part of FDLP. The
partner should meet essential standards of acdégsilnd preservation (as discussed in
section 3.3 below).

GPO should maintain centralized bibliographic cointver all digitized materials incorporated
into FDLP, both those held in FDsys and by parinstitutions. An item-level registry of
digitized materials will enable disaggregated digitbjects to be treated as part of a single,
holistic collection by end users and by librari@eyond serving as a tool for discovery and
collections management by users and librariangy andtem-level registry would provide a
lightweight centralized framework to coordinateitizgition activities. The ability to quickly
determine what materials have been digitized oslated for digitization by a particular project
will enable better prioritization and decision-magiby digitizers. In addition to reducing
duplicated effort, such an item-level registry wilbke it easier for smaller-scale digitizers to
contribute, by identifying and filling in gaps.
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Those in the library community engaged in digitizatefforts should plan to make contributions te th
digitization of the historic collection in the cemt of system-wide activities and needs:

There is wide variance in value between differantgof the historic collection, but mass
digitization programs have often selected matef@lisligitization primarily based on
convenience. Greater curation in the digitizatiomcpss, emphasizing digitizing complete
collections of high priority materials based onaasessment of the value of the resulting digital
collections, is not likely to be significantly moegpensive than other approaches and can be
implemented relatively easily, thereby improving ghort-term utility of digitized collections.

Certain digitization projects, focused on accegslirements, create digital collections
insufficient for community preservation needs. N#iveless, given the scale of such projects, a
significant number of high-quality digital copieedeing produced; if identified, these copies
may be adequate for preservation purposes. Itpsiitant to consider how high-quality materials
can be highlighted and the remaining errors inghmdlections identified and addressed.
Crowdsourcing this error detection and re-digiimateffort, by enabling librarians to review
collections, flag errors, and upload replacemegitalisurrogates where necessary, can enable the
steady creation of a set of digital materials tiaate been verified as complete and accurate by
librarians and can serve community preservatiom$ie8PO’s formal partnership agreements
should in some cases incorporate a process otyirafprovement over time. A shared
infrastructure for error management and resolutioould be developed for depository libraries to
allow them, when necessary, to enhance the qualiygitization under such partnership
agreements.

In order to support digitization workflows and aation management, additional investment will
be needed in bibliographic control for print cotlens>® Cataloging efforts should build on the
retrospective conversion of the shelflist linkedetasting records in WorldCat. Digitization will
dramatically improve discoverability, so subjecatimgs and other means to enhance
bibliographic accessibility via cataloging will eft be prohibitively expensive relative to the
value they bring and should not be prioritized. gbithe focus on cataloging for collections
management, libraries should minimize original kcafimg in favor of copy cataloging, even if
existing records diverge from local standards. I6gtag efforts should be prioritized to match
digitization efforts, and should go hand-in-handwéfforts to create basic metadata for
digitization.

The outcome of all these efforts will be a steadilyreasing amount of freely available digitized
government documents. User needs for discovenaaoess will be positively addressed as this résult
realized and the historic collections will grow raasisible to end users.

3.1.2. Impact of retrospective digitization on séiees

As more materials are available digitally, a gragvéihare of access needs will be best met via tigita
collections, dramatically reducing the need fonpdollections to enable access at many selective
libraries. Print will, however, remain importantserving the access needs of certain populati@baps
most significantly in rural areas that lack gootiinet connectivity even at public libraries. Aridemast
for now, some material types may remain most useabprint format — large-format visual materiate a
an example. For many users and material types, \ewaccess will inevitably shift significantly to
digitized versions, with minimal need for residaatess to the print through their local federalodé@pry
library.
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Decisions at selective libraries about retainingamals in print form will continue to be driven Iycal
needs and priorities, and may vary widely basedifiering missions and local user needs. Instituio
needs and local resource-management tradeoffsasiijways, be an important consideration, in
conjunction with a given library’s efforts to serhe government information needs of the portiothef
general public for which it has taken responshilit

Although each selective will have a great dealefibility to pursue its own priorities, severablad
trends can be predicted. This overview of selestideverse needs with respect to print collections
management is not intended to mask more granufareices but rather to emphasize that selectives
should continue, as they always have, to managedbléections according to local needs.

Academic selectives are likely to want to managkections principally according to local
academic priorities. Generally, they will apply 8ancollection management philosophies to
government documents as they do to other typeshifgmed collections. For example, if a
library typically maintains a teaching collectiar inonographs and relies on ILL to support
research needs, it should feel comfortable doingjredarly for government documents. On the
other hand, a library that maintains a print moapgrcollection at research levels for certain
fields may wish to do so for government documentihose same fields.

Public selectives vary significantly depending be tiser populations they serve, so collections
management decisions will vary based on an anatysiemmunity interests. Especially in rural
or economically disadvantaged areas where broadtmtkctivity remains inadequate even at
the library itself, a reliance on print versions ¢z expected to remain for some time. In
addition, many public libraries will probably watat maintain print versions of certain core
historical materials and collections of local relege.

Some law libraries will be fairly cautious in dediwith the focused set of materials of principal
interest to them, viewing core legal materialsl@iding, for example, superseded materials that
other libraries — even regionals — may discard matter of course) as the vital records of their
profession rather than as published materials tiodlaged like general collections. For some law
libraries, high thresholds for authenticity will litaite against withdrawal even when high-quality
digitized copies are freely available, while fohets these concerns will be overtaken by the
opportunity to reassign space to higher-value mepo

State libraries vary widely in goals and prioritigéthough they generally share a common role
supporting state-wide library programs, their otfudes are often idiosyncratic. Many act as law
libraries serving state government, and some sebreader role as a research library for the
residents of their state. Depending on their unigprabination of roles, state libraries may have
different print collections priorities. Many will ish to retain materials relevant to their state or
region, while some that serve as law libraries alag wish to maintain print collections of core
legal materials, including superseded materials.

3.1.3. Impact of retrospective digitization on r@uals

In contrast with the significant diversity acros¢estive libraries, the regional libraries haveesal/
common characteristics that help to inform the iotgd digitization. All the regional libraries al&rge
research institutions (in some cases with publiaarresponsibilities as well), on campuses orities
with good internet connectivity and above-averagéal usage demographics. While all are publicly-
supported institutions, they also are tasked wétiring enormously diverse research needs and face
substantial tradeoffs in doing so.
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With declining local need for print to enable ascesgovernment information, many regionals crénee t
same flexibility to manage their collections acéogoto local usage priorities as selectives hawng load
available to them.The law today makes it impossible for them to davhile continuing their role as
regionals, and consequently additional regionadikely to withdraw from the Program in the coming
years. The strict structure of the regional tiet ttoordinates the maintenance of print collectmins
government documents is relatively unique amongtipmaterials, and a source of frustration for ynan
regional library directors. But the coordinatedunatof this Program provides for a greater abtlity
strategically manage change than is possible fat igpes of library collections. Digitization prese an
opportunity to reexamine the role of print collects and rethink how to achieve their preservation.

Digitization will, over time, allow a growing majity of access needs to be met via online versieos.
that share of materials that are digitized (andeffoee cataloged) at a sufficient level of qualdye
primarily textual, and are adequately preservedraade reliably accessible in digital form, the ectpd
continuing access needs for print collections arémal in the long run. For such materials, overdj
print collections become important exclusively floeir preservation role — for example, to serva as
source of materials for re-digitization to correators in the digital edition. In analyzing commiyni
preservation objectives and their implicationsdollection management, other recent work by Ithaka
S+R is instructive?

Once materials are adequately digitized and preddrvdigital form, remaining preservation objeetv
for the print format will require fewer copies thare currently provisioned via the regional libesti
Ithaka S+R recently commissioned a study execwegitbam led by Candace Yano, an operations
researcher at UC Berkeley, to determine how mapjesmf an item are required to give a high rate of
confidence that at least one will survive overvaegitime period. This model was developed for jaisn
but with conservative estimates it can provide rregal framework for thinking through the issues in
guestion for government documents collections dk we

In this model, clearly defined parameters are ngedrgets for how long materials must be maiwetzin
in print form and what level of confidence in suesés needed to meet community needs. Settingout t
maintain materials “forever” is an unworkable gdmdth in this model and in preservation planningeno
broadly: it is a goal that can never be achievediy tangible format, and will inevitably resuit i

failure. In modeling the appropriate number of oagil collections, it is posited that community neéat
re-digitization will require not more than 99.999@#nfidence that at least one copy of each document
survives for at least one hundred yeaffie model suggests that 15 copies are sufficieaffer the
needed level of confidence tladtleastone copy will survive foat leastthis time period. These 15
copies could be provided in a number of ways, egessarily through fifteen individual and
comprehensive collections.

The analysis that provides the figure of 15 cofoesvell-digitized, digitally-preserved, text-only
materials, utilizes sufficiently conservative estes that it should provide a useful basis for comity
planning. Today, there are 50 regional librariesl, although some government documents are not held
at all 50 regionals, they hold more copies of nwueitext documents than would eventually be needed.
Similar analyses, yielding different numbers ofiegpcan be conducted for other material types as

" Many regionals do not take full advantage of fleibility available to them under the law. Appexdi provides some
concrete suggestions for how regional librarieshig the short term, reduce the burdens of tigeoreal role.

T Ithaka S+R assumed an annual loss rate of .5¥%guajh data to inform this input need to be collddteorder to be used
for this purpose. It is also important to emphasiz the Yano team’s model calls for at least page-verified, dark
archived copies of the print materials in question.
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access needs are provisioned via digitized versideally informed by data specific to government
documents collections such as loss rates over time.

Given the pressures facing regional libraries asriged in the Project Team’s interviews with saver
directors, it is inevitable that a number of adulitl regional libraries will in the short-term dogvade
their status to selective. There are few if anglifkcandidates to step in to take their spots tkase
materials where there is need for fewer print copiethe long run than are currently held across th
regionals, modifications to provide greater flekipifor the regional depository libraries wouldopide
an improved incentive for them to remain in suebla. In the absence of additional flexibility, time
long run far more regionals, perhaps an unsustimabmber, will feel compelled to downgrade their
status. The specific method by which print coll@etimanagement responsibilities evolve will therefor
make a substantial difference in both efficacy effidiency, more or less successfully conservingtpr
collections sufficient to support preservation reedithere are three possible approaches througthwhic
this process might proceed:

Individual regionals will withdraw from the Programithout system-level coordination by GPO
or the other regional libraries. In the past, swithdrawals have not impacted regional service
except in Wyoming, but in the future fewer othérdiries are likely to be willing to step up to the
regional role, leaving government documents cabbestand services without coordination. This
model is the least desirable, because it will ldeleterious effects on participation and
preservation, but, in the absence of a more stredtonodel, it is inevitable. If this occurs,
however, a regional wishing to step down shoule gfis selectives advance notice of its
intentions to do so, and encourage its selectivéakie advantage of this time period to
aggressively de-accession unwanted materials @amextremely lightweight set of processes. In
order to then deaccession unwanted portions afats collections, the regional library should
find another regional willing to take nominal resgibility for its region, at least on a temporary
basis, to provide permission for the former regidoavithdraw print holdings.

A somewhat more coordinated approach would be plesgven under the current legal structure
that governs the FDLP. Amongst themselves and withequiring centralized guidance or
permission, regionals could work together to camaith their downgrades or departures, perhaps
on a geographical or consortial basis. The regeowaluld identify the appropriate number of
comprehensive collections that would remain (alehgk given that the right number of copies
will vary by material type). They would then progid limited window of time for their selectives
to withdraw print holdings, and provide regionaiviees to one another to enable appropriate
deaccessioning. Proper coordination would be ahgiltgy and in the long run there might be
inadequate incentives to motivate sufficient reglgrarticipation to ensure preservation and
access needs, but this model is legal under todatste.

The best approach, however, would see legislatiaage to empower GPO to manage a
reallocation of collections management respongjtalcross regional depository libraries as
preservation thresholds are achieved for digitiz@dions, including a responsible program of
materials deaccessioning. Regionals would redugie tloldings of certain portions of their
collections in response to actual preservationireqments in a coordinated manner. Incentives
such as funding might be made available to thelsmalimber of participants retaining print
preservation responsibilities. Legislative changaeud not institutionalize a new fixed
framework that will inevitably be the source ofdttation as needs change in the future, but
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rather should allow GPO the flexibility to manape Program as needed to maintain incentives
and accomplish its missior(Proposals to create new comprehensive print praten

repositories are broadly consistent with this rec@mdation, for example the “National
Collection of Last Resor® related plannin§’ But little concrete progress has been made in the
development of such a collection and even if imgetad might not have adequate copies for
preservation thresholds. Print materials are nikedylto be preserved effectively in concert with
an expected format migration among regional cabast) Legislative change is the preferred
alternative, because it will provide the greatssusance against materials losses while enabling
flexibility. Legislative change may, however, béfidult to achieve in the near-term future, in
which case one of the two alternatives describedealwill proceed.

If executed correctly, this shift will result in @werall improvement in the preservation of priatsions.
For example, a greater share of state library dgsem@nd public libraries has expressed willingrniess
continue in the regional role than have acadengiorals. If responsibility can be allocated to #hos
libraries that want to continue as regionals, tieentives motivating participation will be more
appropriate and resources can be more effectieelysied on an adequate number of copies to achieve
community objectives.

3.1.4. In sum

The opportunities presented by digitization wikpla transformative, positive role in allowing usef
government information increased discovery and ex;adlowing these valuable collections to find
relevance in the online environment. In paralfetiigitization and digital collections are managed
correctly, libraries will also achieve dramaticaigreased flexibility in their management of the
historical print collection, allowing them to adjussource allocations to the highest-value fumstim
their library and for the community they serve. iDagtion can thereby be beneficial in two veryfelient
ways.

3.2. Coordinating and preserving prospective govement information

Federal government information is now availableéralmore broadly than ever before. Numerous
agencies are directly disseminating informationudlioeir work, circumventing the FDLP, directlytite
general public. Long-term questions about presemvaind integrity in this online government pubiigi
system must be resolved.

The vast majority of new government publications made available in digital form, either exclusyvel

or complemented by print versions. But many agenicéve taken advantage of the ease of self-
publishing to distribute materials without the ilwement of GPO and without deposit with FDLP. To
address short-term user needs for a coherent discand access environment as well as to lay the
groundwork for long-term preservation of governmiafdrmation, “agencies should provide appropriate
electronic information dissemination products tod&®r inclusion in the depository library prografi.”

" Reform of only two provisions of Title 44 is reged. Section 1912 speaks to retaining “at leastanpy of all

Government publications in either printed or miacgimile form.” This provision, in conjunction witection 1911, calls for
regional depositories to “retain Government pulilaras permanently in either print or microfacsimitem.” These
requirements to retain one publication in regiatepositories should be replaced with language erapog the GPO to
allow regionals to reduce their print holdings pegdthe achievement of appropriate digitization anidt preservation
thresholds. This would allow for better collectisranagement of the legacy collection to reallocas®urces from a focus on
the "collection" to service. A major reform of Chiap19, Title 44 is not required. Limiting refotm only two aspects of the
Program could alleviate the fears of some that oyeup Title 44 could be a problematic endeavort iBimperative to
engage in limited reform if the FDLP is to be relavand effective in the 21st Century.
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To effectively coordinate the dissemination of adut range of government publications, GPO should
pursue a combination of the following three tagtiegpending on what is possible in each case:

Pursuant to existing law and regulation, GPO shoalttinue to work with federal agencies to
have their digital publications accessible to tbd_P through deposit in FDsys. GPO should
continue to lower the cost of participation by depéng new tools that simplify submission to
FDsys and integrate into agencies’ existing weldpction processes. And to create stronger
incentives, GPO should explore possible ways teeamse the value of deposit, perhaps providing
value-added services to agencies in exchange éardbntribution in FDsys. For example, FDsys
might be able to serve as a content managemeritadov production and not just publication of
materials.

Materials that do not take the form of a traditiostatic document or webpage but instead exist
as dynamic or interactive online applications asewell served by inclusion in FDsys and pose
an important challenge. Especially in these cas€) should provide coordination via formal
partnership agreements with federal agencies that a public dissemination mandate, rather
than necessarily seeking deposit into the FDLP’sysplatform. In these cases, GPO should
continue to actively engage with its partners topgut and audit their work to ensure long-term
preservation and persistent access.

The first two options are preferred, but implemegtihem will take time and is outside the direct
control of GPO. Consequently, GPO will need to d@vénternal capacity or external
partnerships such as the Cyber Ceméteoyharvest content directly from agency websites f
incorporation into the FDLP, typically via ingestfEDsys or a partner’s platform. This process is
technically challenging, and may be impossiblenfiare dynamic or interactive databases and
applications.

Although most users of new government informatidlh pvefer to access materials in digital formpigy
remain important to issue print versions of soméenna types when these best serve user needs. Some
users may desire print access to regularly usedarte sources, in order to keep a copy at harehiyr
use. In other cases, digital materials may haveerserious functional limitations. For example, some
content types are unwieldy as PDFs, such as langeat visual materials. Others require expertigt wi
technologies such as GIS that may not be widelyaa, so certain maps might still need to beessu

in print.

Currently, though, print production is rarely guidey evidence as to the value of materials in talagi
form. Rather, decisions are exclusively based erpteference of the originating agency. A carefully
designed study of the actual uses of print govemrdecuments, examining a variety of document types
and a variety of user communities is recommendebelp GPO to understand the categories of maderial
that are likely to have continuing value in tangildrm. Since user needs will continue to evolve, this
study should be updated at least every decade.

Based on the outcomes of such a study, GPO woubditoned to advocate that certain materials be
produced in print format, or to recommend that su@duction cease. GPO has created lists of mégeria
that should be maintained in print form previol8lyhich have been only of limited benefit in lobhyin

" The University of California Collections Managerhémitiative has had enduring utility in explaininger preferences for
the format migration for scholarly journals and kkbserve as a model in developing such a studgdeernment documents.
Seehttp://www.ucop.edu/cmi/
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agencies, so a more scientific approach might bre mpersuasive. But it is possible that withoutctial
change to allow GPO greater flexibility, materiddat would have continuing value in print form vk
offered only in electronic form.

Moreover, there is a major opportunity to combime ¢ontent management capabilities of FDsys with
print on demand technology. In taking a more aggvesposture to reduce the amount of print in the
FDLP, GPO should at the same time allow any bogitaliFDLP materials to be made available on
demand in print format. This would simply shift therden of deciding what materials are needediirt pr
form to librarians or on demand to users themsebiésnving for greater variance between needs acros
different types of institutions and over time. Hipait would provide libraries a significantly gaeer
degree of flexibility in their ordering processcognizing that different libraries may have diffetréocal
priorities for print.

In any event, GPO should accelerate its developwfemhew ordering process that allows particigatin
libraries to obtain desired print documents withioeing compelled to receive (and retain) undesired
documents as is currently the case. As demandifarfplls, a shift towards item-level selectionyrze
especially appropriate.

Although the digital environment enables efficidigtributed production and publication of new
government information, there remains substanailesto be realized through the continuance of GPO’
traditional role in working to aggregate the puafions of federal agencies into the Program. By
overseeing both digital and print production of ngavernment information, GPO can ensure the
provision of a coherent discovery environment feeng and lay the groundwork for long-term
preservation of government information.

3.3. Digital infrastructure: preservation and discovery

However production of digital materials is cenizall or disaggregated, in order to adequately asidnes
goal of permanent public access, structures muptibin place to preserve these materials ovelotig
term as well as to make them discoverable and sitdesin a print environment, these preservatiot a
access roles were primarily provided by deposilinaries, which maintained and facilitated the ofe
government document collections. With the introtucbf GPO Access in 1994, responsibility for these
roles began to shift to GPO. As reliance on priaterials for new government information falls sit i
appropriate for GPO to take much greater primaspoasibility for coordinating access to and
preservation of government information for the Iéegn. There remain, however, important roles for a
wide range of partners — libraries, government aigsn non-profits, and commercial vendors — to supp
and build upon GPO'’s core roles to provide addédevdiscovery and access tools as well as to peovid
added assurance of the preservation and intedritigital collections.

3.3.1. Preservation
No standard definition exists for digital preseiwaf® But for government documents, several concerns
are especially prominent:

Materials must be preserved for the long-term gteoto ensure their enduring discoverability,
accessibility, and usability, through techniqueshsas media refreshment, replication, integrity
checks, and format migration.

The need to ensure the integrity of digital infotima, defined by some as the need for certain
classes of materials to have “been verified by\s®egaument entity to be complete and unaltered
when compared to the version approved or publiflyetie content originatof®
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In addition to concerns about the mutability ofidibmaterials, the FDLP withdrawals policy is
self-policing, and therefore digital collectionst mitstributed widely to libraries may not be able
to address concern about these materials beingnaitm inappropriately Although GPO has
clearly defined processes by which materials mafpbwally withdrawn from the FDLP, this
policy assigns ultimate decision-making authorityhe originating agency, leaving concerns
among some librarians that materials may be withdria a way that is counter to the public
interest. Ensuring the integrity of collectionedanot just of individual documents, is therefore
imperative.

Assurances of preservation will be most straightéed when more centrally coordinated by GPO for
materials in FDsys.

GPO asserts that FDsys will itself constitute amca@te preservation solution for digital and
digitized FDLP content. This assertion should Istete by submitting FDsys and its
organizational home at GPO to the CRL’s digitalosfory certification procedures, the Digital
Repository Audit Method Based on Risk AssessmeRAMBORA), or similar processes, to
establish confidence that materials will be avaéaiver the long terrf.

Even if FDsys can be successfully assessed arifiectklty the DRAMBORA or CRL

procedures, additional reassurance is unquestipnaelded that the integrity of government
information is maintained. GPO should develop fdrpaatnerships with a small number of
dedicated preservation entities — such as orgamizalike HathiTrust or Porticoor individual
libraries — to preserve a copy of its materialdsWill distribute responsibility for preservation
and integrity across a wider range of independentipaged archives with different approaches
to preservation and different sources of fundilgthat “the failure of one node ... does not mean
a complete loss of informatioi®Preservation archives already have existing wovkg! for
corrections or changes to their content, so theyseave as an integrity check that any
withdrawals appropriately follow GPO procedures.

GPO'’s efforts to digitally sign and authenticatewiments represent an important and successful
effort to address concerns about authenticityralling out these processes more universally has
proven costly and difficult. It is undeniable tlaavery high level of verification of integrity is
required for a relatively small set of core legalterials — statutes and the US Code, the Federal
Register and Code of Federal Regulations, anddi¢deurt decisions — and GPO should
continue to invest in authenticating these mate@alkording to its highest standards. But other
materials clearly are less sensitive — such asrnmdtional posters and brochures — and therefore
may not require such rigorous and formal authetitivaThere is a large spectrum between these
two extremes that may suggest other tiers for atittity. Whatever authentication processes are
applied, provenance and other information relet@aetaluating the authenticity of a document
should be maintained in standard form in metadata.

When digitized or born-digital materials are hostetside FDsys for access purposes, similar

preservation issues obtain but in a less contr@ledronment. GPO should have a key role in engurin
the preservation of such materials. GPO partnem@fipements should clearly define policies to stppo
preservation. These agreements should mandatespsnips with third-party preservation repositories

"It is outside the scope of this project to evaduae withdrawals policy itself.
T Portico, like Ithaka S+R, is a part of ITHAKA.
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that are subjected to the DRAMBORA assessment, &Rlification process, or similar procedures. In
addition, they should define how materials willtkensferred to GPO if the partner is no longerimgilor
able to maintain them. GPO should periodically apdrtners, to ensure that requisite standards and
processes are being observed and thereby enhanfigecce in materials held outside FDsys. GPO’s
operational experience in managing FDsys as a-egke hosting and preservation platform will posit
it to advise and evaluate partners in planningafat executing long-term maintenance of digital
government information.

3.3.2. Discovery and access

While preservation must be considered on a repgdity repository level, discovery and access must ¢
across all repositories to serve user needs. Aiptiaity of discovery and access environments stidnd
allowed, and indeed encouraged, to flourish. Liesarpartner organizations, commercial entitieg, an
others, all can have a role. To support a vibransgstem, GPO should provide — and arrange for the
provision of, through partnership agreements —sgct®government information through APIs and bulk
data downloads.

The “digital deposit” movement encourages librat@surate and preserve local collections of
government documents. This movement is relatedrnmesways to the work that Los Alamos National
Laboratory, OhioLINK, and others have taken onuddlocal collections of scholarly content. At Los
Alamos, locally loading collections has enabledpghmvision of advanced discovery and alerting s®wi
designed around individualized analysis of useds&aNhile digital deposit of government documents
has not yet resulted in similar service opportesitthere is every reason to believe that suchcesrv
could be developed. As with scholarly materialsyéeer, the challenge is to develop the value-added
services, which are expensive to create, beyonpigilmading or depositing materials redundaritiyo
enable the opportunities associated with digitplod# and other service models, GPO should buithup
its recent successes in releasing the Federal RegisXML form via free bulk download of all itdgital
holdings. To support such work, it may be useful@®O to staff a developer services position, as ha
been recently suggestéd.

To enable a wider range of players to develop tantsservices with government information, GPO
should also provide access to its collections midRBI. Fully-featured APIs for FDsys and other smsr

of government information will enable the lightwieigrroduction of applications integrating governinen
data. A carefully-designed API should allow libears, non-profit and commercial entities, and other
interested parties to easily produce targeted degdor specific communities or to create collens

with specialized analysis tools, as well as to comlgovernment information with other data soutoes
produce innovative visualizations and user expegsnMaking use of an API to create web application
that access government data may be less expemgivequire relatively little technological
infrastructure, and the development of a wide estesy of targeted tools and services may prove a
valuable future role for some government informafibrarians.

Such third-party discovery tools will play an impant role in making government information
discoverable. Although GPO has developed a strengric discovery tool in FDsys, and many users will
encounter government information primarily throdgbogle or other general purpose discovery tools,
there remains an important role for targeted atgevadded discovery environments. Discovery
environments that focus on specific academic fistusuld integrate appropriate government infornmatio
Vendors and others who develop disciplinary discptaols will better be able to serve their constitts

by integrating certain targeted pieces of goverrtrivdarmation, and so will be incentivized to woskth
FDsys. And targeted discovery environments thatgaxclusively on certain collections of government
information should also be developed by librariem)-profits, and vendors, based around the antaipa
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needs of specific groups of users of interest ¢éactieator. Some of these may be crafted as valledad
businesses targeted at specific market segmerts ésuawyers), while others may be created by
librarians or others who are seeking to addressal heed. Although many new discovery tools wéll b
free, some added value tools — for example, tdkasllexis that provide highly targeted support toe
needs of a specific demographic — may appropriahfinue to come with premium costs.

3.4. Outreach and use: rethinking the role of theilbrarian

As access to information has shifted from printlectronic format, the role of the librarian hagilneto
evolve across the board. At all types of instilmsi@nd for a wide range of collection types, lilanas
have evolved from a collections-oriented role 8eavice-oriented role, identifying opportunities to
provide value-added services to their constituanés increasingly competitive environment. Witk th
time that can be freed up by automating or foregjpirint collections development and management
responsibilities, librarians can position themssltepursue the service-oriented directions oudline
this section. There is a special opportunity, e @ special responsibility, for those who caresimo
passionately about the permanent public accessviergment information to make this transition
themselves.

A diminished focus on collections management is $8esome as “a moment of liberation,” enabling
librarians to “become ‘curators’ of knowledge whackage and explain related information resouraes” i
“a complex of intermingled paper and digital infation environments® In this role, government
information librarians may “function more as cigaides to finding and thinking critically about
government information’® serving as advocates for and interpreters of gmwent information to their
user communities. In addition to extending theiditional roles in guiding users in the discovend a

use, however, there are a variety of new rolesgbatrnment information librarians may play.

A previous section emphasized that the very naitigpvernment information has changed, with discret
documents giving way to dynamic and at times imtiiva information sources. Just as the content is
changing and its scope expanding, so the roleeofitharian must expand to incorporate this broader
mandate. Rather than remaining governnadeatumentdibrarian, focused on the interpretation and
discovery of individual documents, they have thparfunity to become governmeanformation

librarians, assisting in the re-use and manipulatibgovernment information for innovative new uses
Depending on local user needs, a diverse rangeed may be appropriate. For example, government
information librarians can:

Take advantage of APIs that provide access to gowent information to curate digital
government information resources, portals, andrdtimels of services appropriate for their
communities.

Help researchers to analyze government informatiorew and more powerful ways, by
constructing and supporting the use of computatiand text-mining tools.

Provide rich online offerings to the general publadlowing the model of Government
Information Onlin€’* in addition to integrating into their local libsés online reference presence.

To facilitate this transition, libraries and libyaschools alike should recognize the need to eviblgeskill

set of the government information librarian. Lilyr@rganizations such as ALA’s Government
Documents Roundtable (GODORT) should emphasizecauider education to help government
documents librarians identify new roles and sewvitat they can provide in the digital environmesmd

to share relevant skills between peers. And libsahools should emphasize services around govetnmen
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information rather than simply education about Hovind and interpret these documents in order to
prepare students to serve as government informéibi@arians. GPO already provides a variety of
training and support programs to help librariangettgp and expand their services roles. It showdsh
significantly greater resources in this area amesntive for libraries to continue their formal
participation in the Program.

Structurally, libraries should seek to better in&tg government information into mainstream openeti
while recognizing its unique challenges and opputies. Rather than either maintaining their histor
separation or being subsumed entirely by genefalaece departments, government information
librarians may be able to take on clearly defimdds as subject specialists with an emphasis on
government information in a general reference depant. This would broaden the use of government
information by mainstreaming service while maintagnexpertise that enables deep analysis. Some
libraries, where it is a sufficient local prioritjay choose to build out larger groups focusedpetific
aspects of government information — for exampkgheol with a strong emphasis in political science
may require a larger government information stathwtrengths in particular areas.

Another increasingly significant role for governrh@rformation librarians should be raising awarenes

of government information. Currently, governmeribimation often goes unnoticed and underutilized by
users who might realize significant value fronSiimply making government information available @ n
sufficient; to encourage libraries and others is #tosystem to continue to play their roles irueng

the permanent public accessibility of governmefdrimation, the practical value of government
information must be realized through use.

To increase the use of government documents, gmesrndocuments librarians should be positioned
more visibly and tasked with increasing the usgaMernment information, which becomes possible as a
result of reduced focus on print collections mamagat. Although there may be some costs to depgsitor
libraries to reposition their staff to accomplisiist these short-term expenses will pay long-term
dividends by enhancing the use and value of libsaGollections of government information and by
better serving patron needs. Some new approachaséawareness and improve services around
government information may include:

Government information librarians taking a more\ectole in outreach and marketing to their
user communities. For example, in an academimggptartnering with faculty for teaching
purposes may be one effective strategy; in a Sbaty promoting outreach through a network
of public libraries might be more appropriate.

Government information can serve as a valuableuresdor addressing a vast range of reference
gueries, if librarians are suitably apprised opitéential. Some libraries have found ways to use
government information to assist in addressing atrath reference requestsand librarians have
stressed the need to more fully integrate goverhmésrmation into mainstream reference
gueries at a much wider range of libraries thabhisally may not have had deep awareness of
government informatioff As such, government documents librarians showsiol abrk to

develop basic government documents literacy amioeig peer librarians within their institution
and in their broader local community. This will pel broader range of users to learn that they
might find value in government information, andvérusers to the government documents
specialist. A model for this can be found in thdLBAfunded “Government Information in the
21* Century,” a collaboration of the regional librarie five southwestern states.
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Many government documents librarians have alreatdyraced this shift. But current incentives are not
always appropriately aligned to help move the comitgydforward. For example, at least some librarians
consider the regional coordinator roles to be npoestigious than serving at a selective, but regjion
coordinators typically find themselves occupiedhwagbllection management and regional withdrawals
issues. If reward and recognition structures ateshifted to emphasize and value innovation andsr
or if the regional coordinators are not enablethke on more user-oriented coordination roles, soine
the most innovative librarians may find themselueable to provide for the next generation of servic
needs. While the vanguard of librarians is innov@in a variety of ways as discussed in this sactio
library leaders must do more to empower governrdentiment librarians to take on new roles. Library
directors should empower them to develop innovatiagrams, reducing emphasis on collections
management and encouraging capacity to be devoteelt public-facing services.

To realize the value of government information, govnent documents librarians will have a
combination of familiar and new roles to play, vehilhe organizational context that supports therh wil
need to evolve. Through such aggressive redefindfche role of the government documents librarian
substantially greater value may be realized froeséhcollections while simultaneously channeling the
expertise of the documents librarian to higher-iotpales.

3.5. Incentives for participation

In the long run, rebalancing the incentives assediaith FDLP participation is the only way to eresu
the Program’s revitalization as a collaborationnggtn government, libraries, and other organizations
The Ithaka S+R framework for the FDLP presenteithis report would rebalance the incentives affectin
federal depository libraries, allowing librariesrealize costs savings by reducing expenditurdsesm
valuable activities while also redirecting resosrte purposes and functions that have high valdiecio
user communities. By reducing negative incentivlgerexpanding positive incentives, libraries
otherwise at risk of departing the Program altogethill be positioned to continue this vital
collaboration, ensuring that permanent free puddivess remains available to all.

3.5.1. Cost reductions

GPO has estimated that a comprehensive FDLP dolfeatould constitute approximately 2.3 million
volumes (although no individual library collectitmbelieved to be comprehensiVéA 2007 survey

found that regional libraries in practice spendawarage, "$700,000 in yearly amortized costs for
facilities to house [FDLP] collectiong®If materials are made comprehensively availabl@en

however, the Project Team’s estimates for text estggl that 35 of the 50 copies of materials coald b
de-accessioned. Assuming that each of those 3%fagionals were to then choose to deaccession 75%
of print holdings to match local needs, a systemevsiavings of as much as 60.375 million volumes, or
over $18 million per year in amortized facility ¢sswill be realized.

The opportunity to reclaim numerous runs of sh@\or higher-value purpose should serve as a real
motivation (not to mention the desire to providstisaimproved discovery and access). Whether the
space saved allows libraries to prioritize nonaxdibns use of the space, or to bring collecticarkb
onto campus that would have been less accesgilalee s a highly valued commodity at all librarigsd
the opportunity to reclaim so much of it providesal incentive for the regional libraries, in peutar, to
work together to rationalize the structure of ti¥_P in the long-term.

3.5.2. Service provision

With the resources freed up from collections maraage, depository libraries will have the ability to
provide new forms of discovery and usage-suppavices that are more highly valued by their user
community. As the historical collections are dizgtil, the Program’s historical collections will be
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revitalized and these materials will be more disred and used. Librarians will seize the opporjutait
provide rich discovery environments (whether boiltAPIs or taking advantage of bulk data downloads
and “digital deposit”), and they will develop adeand services for the growing number of users of
government information. As government informatidomdrians expand their provision of new and
innovative services, their importance and relevamdein the context of other units of their libramyll
become clearer. And, the enhanced training andstpgsources that GPO will provide can serve as a
significant positive incentive to motivate FDLP peipation by libraries, even for those without
significant locally-held collections.
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4. CONCLUSION

The FDLP’s mission of providing permanent publicess to government information remains
imperative in the digital environment. While theyision of permanent public access is today under
threat, the model for the future presented intdyprt provides a feasible framework for meetirg th
challenge posed by the digital era. No stakeholdifind the approach outlined here to be perfect;
tradeoffs and compromises are inevitable in attamgpb transform a system of this complexity. But b
taking a system-wide approach that recognizesitieedependencies among all stakeholders, the
Program’s problems can be resolved, leading tdid fundation for the future. On the other haricha
coordinated action is taken, the Program will amni an inevitable slide to irrelevance. This faloray
take years to be fully apparent, but the time fiom is now, while appetite to bolster and reirovage
the Program remains. The FDLP supports one ofdhsecstones of American democracy. Its
disappearance would be a significant loss.
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APPENDIX A: INTERVIEWS CONDUCTED AND WORKS
CITED

FDLP Interviews — regionals
Regional state libraries

Arizona State Library, Archives and Public Records

0 GladysAnn Wells, Director and State Librarian
California State Library

o David Cismowski, Head, Government Publication $ecti
Connecticut State Library

o Kendall Wiggins, State Librarian

o0 Nancy Peluso, library specialist for federal docatae

o Nancy Lieffort, library specialist for state docents
New York State Library
Bernard Margolis, State Librarian & Assistant Corssioner for Libraries
Cynthia Conway, federal documents coordinator
Loretta Ebert, Research Library Director
Liza Duncan, Technical Services and Systems

Jeff Sohn, Associate Librarian, Documents and Big@iollections

o O O O o o

Cara Janowsky, Section Head, Circulation/Stacks
o0 Mary Redmond
Oregon State Library
o0 Arlene Weible, Government Documents and TechnieaiSes Librarian
Regional academic libraries
University of Colorado Boulder
o James F. Williams I, Dean of Libraries
o0 Margaret (Peggy) Jobe, Department Head, GovernRnlications
University of Florida
o0 Judith Russell, Dean of University Libraries
0 Jan Swanbeck, Chair, Government Documents Depatrtmen
University of Hawaii
o Paula Mochida, Interim University Librarian
o Gwen Sinclair, Librarian, Government Documents/Madnsblic Services
University of Kansas
0o Lorraine Haricombe, Dean of Libraries
o Carmen Orth-Alfie, Coordinator, Government InforrnatServices
University of Minnesota

0 Wendy Lougee, University Librarian, McKnight Presmtial Professor

51



THEFEDERAL

University of Montana, Missoula
o Jennie Burroughs, Associate Professor and Governbauments Librarian
University of Nebraska
o Joan Giesecke, Dean of Libraries
University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill
o Sarah Michalak, Associate Provost and Universityrdiian
University of South Carolina
o Bill Sudduth, Head, Documents & Microforms Depantrine
Regional public library
Newark Public Library (New Jersey)
Wilma Grey, director
Laura Saurs, federal documents coordinator

Heidi Cramer, director of Central Library Servic€eneral Programs and
Exhibitions, and Public Relations

FDLP Interviews — Selectives
Selective state libraries

New Mexico State Library
0 Laurie Canepa, Public Services Bureau Director
State Library of Wyoming
0 Lesley Boughton, State Librarian
Selective academic libraries
Brooklyn College Library
o Stephanie Walker, library director
0 Susan Vaughn, head of collections
o Jane Cramer, government documents librarian
Colorado State University
o Patrick Burns, Vice President for Information Teclugy and Interim Dean of Libraries
o Jeff Bullington, Coordinator, Library Liaisons
University of Connecticut
0 Brinley Franklin, Vice Provost for University Librias

0 Steve Batt, Liaison Librarian to the Departmentdairnalism and Political Science &
Federal Documents Librarian

o0 Peter Allison, Collection Development Librarian
University of Denver
o Nancy Allen, Dean and Director, Penrose Library

o Christopher C. Brown, Reference Technology Infoioratibrarian; Government
Documents Librarian, Penrose Library
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University of lllinois, Chicago
o John Shuler, Documents Librarian and Assistantd3sufr
University of Indiana

0 Lou Malcomb, Head, Government Information and K&abper Services (ET2) and
Librarian for the Geology Library and Geography &tap Library

Michigan State University
o Clifford Haka, Director of Libraries
University of North Texas
o Cathy Hartman, Assistant Dean, Digital and InfoliovaiTechnologies
Southern Oregon University
o Paul T. Adalian Jr., director, Lenn and Dixie Hanrdabrary
Stanford University
o James R. Jacobs, Government Information Librarian
University of Wyoming
o Maggie Farrell, Dean
Selective public libraries
Arcadia Public Library (California)
o David Dolim, Librarian
Benton Harbor Public Library (Michigan)
o Fred Kirby, Director
Denver Public Library (Colorado)
0 Robert Jackson, Senior Collections Specialist, @owent Documents
0 Susan Kotarba, Director of Public Services
Downey City Library (California)
o Dan Rooker, Librarian
Farmington Public Library (New Mexico)
o Dori Molletti, Librarian
Phillipsburg Free Public Library (New Jersey)
o Ann DeRenzis, Director
0 Valerie Patti, Senior Library Assistant
Trenton Public Library (former selective) (New Jsrs
o0 Peter Pappentick, Librarian
Tulsa City-County Library (Oklahoma)
o0 Robbie Sittel, government documents librarian
Law libraries

Harvard Law School
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o John Palfrey, Henry N. Ess Il Professor of Law &fick Dean, Library and Information
Resources

Law Library for San Bernardino County
o Larry Meyer, director
University of Maryland School of Law
o Bill Sleeman, associate library director for tecahiservices
University of Michigan Law School
0 Margaret Leary, library director
Wake Forest University Law School

o0 Marian Parker, library director

Users
Arizona Department of Transportation

o Nick Prizner, Engineering Geologist
Arizona Attorney General's Office
0 Barbara Bailey, Attorney
University of Colorado, Boulder
0 Len Ackland, Associate Professor, Journalism anddM2ommunications
o E. Scott Adler, Associate Professor, Political Scee
University of Connecticut
0 R. Kent Newmyer, Professor of Law and History, St Law
0 Michael Neagle, Ph.D. student, Department of Histor
University of Denver
o Lynn Holland, Adjunct Professor, Joseph Korbel $thod International Studies

o Frank Laird, Associate Professor of Technology Boblic Policy and Director, Joseph
Korbel School of International Studies

o Jonathan Moyer, Ph.D. student, Joseph Korbel Safdaternational Studies

o Arianna Nowakowski, Ph.D. student, Joseph Korb&lastof International Studies
GPO

- Richard G. Davis, Acting Superintendent of Docuraent
Cynthia L. Etkin, Senior Program Planning Spedialis
Laurie Hall, Director, Library Technical Informatidervices
Robin Haun-Mohamed, Director, Collection Manageng&Rtreservation
Robert Tapella, Public Printer
Michael Wash, CIO
Kate Zwaard, Program Manager
Other
American Association of Law Libraries
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o0 Mary Alice Baish, Director, Government Relationdic4
Center for Library Initiatives Committee on Institanal Cooperation
o Mark Sandler, Director
Google
o Ben Bunnell, Manager, Library Partnerships Teanp@®Book Search
0 Kurt Groetsch, Technical Collections Specialisto@le Book Search
OCLC
o0 Robert Bremer, database specialist
o0 Susan Walker, director, GovDoc service
Public.Resource.Org
o Carl Malamud, President
Sunlight Foundation
o John Wonderlich, Policy Director
White House Office of Science and Technology Policy
o Beth Simone Noveck , Deputy Chief Technology Offifi@ Open Government
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APPENDIX B: SHORT-TERM PRESSURE REDUCTIONS FOR
REGIONAL LIBRARIES

In order to mitigate the short-term pressures gioral libraries, allowing more time for a coordied
solution — potentially involving legislative change¢o be implemented, all regional libraries should
investigate ways to streamline their processegeahace their burdens that are possible within the
existing system. Three major areas stand out asimdf possible relief:

Regional library directors and depository staffiddacollaboratively review withdrawal
processes for the region. Most regional librariggehinstituted withdrawal plans that go well
above and beyond what is required by law, priarigzigorous local collection-building over
efficiency. There is in fact no legal obligationr fegionals to “supervise” withdrawals of tangible
materials, but just to “assist” in this processithMirector-level involvement, regional libraries
should work with their selectives to develop a m&treamlined process that meets the needs of
all libraries involved. By ending the practice apgrvising withdrawals manually, staff resources
will be freed up both at selectives and at regi®aad can be reassigned to high-value functions
such as providing public services for governmefdrimation.

Similarly, regional libraries should review thepage allocation to FDLP collections and
determine what level of local holdings they arerasted in maintaining. While regional libraries
are prohibited from withdrawing tangible collectsoance acquired, they are under no obligation
to hold those collections locally. Oregon and Indidave outlined paths whereby certain
collections remain the formal responsibility of flegional library, but as a matter of practice are
housed in multiple institutions according to lopgbgrammatic needs. Many regional libraries
report that some of the tangible materials they laok irrelevant to their needs, and in some
cases these collections can probably receive heteeelsewhere. Although selectives are rapidly
deaccessioning significant amounts of print, sabmaties may be willing to take on more formal
responsibilities for collections they wish to retéi tangible form anyway. For example, a
selective with a strength in agriculture might b#limg to have their agricultural collections
considered as officially part of the regional cotlen. Even if this only were to reduce space
usage at a regional to a moderate degree, at negignals this might be enough to relieve
immediate pressure.

Regional libraries are allowed to remove supersedatgrials from their collections, but not all
take full advantage of this possibility, in partedw a lack of clarity in the community about their
requirements to do so. Although superseded mademal remain of great value to certain users,
regionals may be able to save a modicum of spadakiryg greater advantage of their ability to
deaccession superseded materials, ceding resgdins$dyitheir long-term maintenance to those
libraries whose users actually require accesseimth
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