Summary of WEST Planning Meeting

January 7-8, 2010

For two days in early January, prospective partners met in Oakland, CA to discuss plans for the Western Regional Storage Trust (WEST), a distributed retrospective journal repository for the Western region of the United States.  This meeting was part of a 9-month planning effort funded by a grant from the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation. Participants represented university libraries in California, Washington, Oregon, and Arizona; special libraries including the Getty and the Huntington; and consortium leaders from the Orbis-Cascade Alliance, Greater Western Library Alliance (GWLA), and the Statewide California Electronic Library Consortium (SCELC).  A full list of attendees is attached. A background document was distributed to attendees in advance of the meeting; the background document provides important context and details for this summary report.

The goal of the meeting was to explore selection criteria, risk management, and validation standards, and to select one or two preferred business models with operating plans for further development.  Emily Stambaugh, Shared Print Manager at the California Digital Library, presented information about selection criteria and risk management for print journals.  Lizanne Payne, project consultant, presented information about other components such as archiving location (facility type), disclosure system(s), access/delivery policies and system(s), ownership/retention, financial support, and organization structure.   She also presented several alternative business models which outlined various approaches to implementing a regional depository network.

Some of the key principles that were noted in discussions over the two-day meeting are:

· Libraries are moving away from the hybrid print/digital model into a largely-digital model where appropriate (i.e. attempting to eliminate dual formats when possible). 

· We are proposing a transition from storage to archiving.  There are different expectations with regard to curation, stewardship, permanence, and services.

· Collective management of legacy print can achieve real economies of scale.

· Archiving multiple categories of materials with different selection criteria at the same time would support varying needs among participants, achieve greater buy-in and sustainability.
· The value proposition for print archiving will change over time.  With more declaration of “de-facto archives” (already-stored materials) and greater consolidation, future priorities will change with a changing definition of risk.
· The print archiving system should be designed to minimize costs of maintaining legacy print collections across the academic library community as a whole, because the life-span for legacy print is projected to be limited.  It would not be cost-effective to overbuild the print archiving infrastructure.

· The community and individual libraries should develop reduction targets to address critical space needs and figure out what is practical / affordable to reach that goal.
· There is a big economic sweet spot for cost-avoidance: the community should not obsess over details at the margin.

· Disclosure is critical: knowing what materials have already been archived and developing standards for interoperable disclosure.  No single system or dataset currently provides or supports the necessary data; we need to focus on the best tool for network-level (vs local) disclosure.

· Access and service expectations will be important, but so is preserving operational efficiency and throughput of ILL units.

· We need to collect data to explain the cost of maintaining the scholarly record to faculty and administrators, to present a national perspective on scholarly information costs.

· A collective approach and vocabulary (e.g. building a national network of optimal number of copies) will facilitate discussions with faculty.

Participants were asked to provide guidance for the next phase of the planning project, to support development of more detailed plans to be presented at a follow-up meeting in June 2010.  Two specific areas were explored:  

· What types of materials should be given top priority (archiving selection criteria)?

· Which business models are preferred?

Selection priorities

Participants were asked to identify their overall priorities from a set of predefined choices, to indicate the kinds of materials for which the WEST print archiving initiative should “place efforts”.  A multi-voting technique was used to allow participants to weight their choices. Results of that exercise are shown below.

	Category
	“Place Effort Here” Votes

	Journals with electronic backfile and post-cancellation rights
	35

	Print-only journals with high duplication within WEST and nationally
	23

	JSTOR journals (i.e. to complete runs in existing archives)
	21

	Print-only journals with moderate duplication within WEST but not nationally (i.e. regional importance)
	15

	Print-only journals with high duplication within WEST but not nationally
	12

	Journals with electronic backfile but no post-cancellation rights
	12


Participants were also asked to identify their priorities for categories which should be treated as a “built archives”, i.e. proactive efforts to consolidate and validate holdings.  Resulting priorities were slightly different for this goal.

	Category
	“Built Archive” Votes

	Print-only journals with moderate duplication within WEST but not nationally (i.e. regional importance)
	28

	JSTOR journals (i.e. to complete runs in existing archives)
	21

	Print-only journals with high duplication within WEST but not nationally
	21

	Print-only journals with high duplication within WEST and nationally
	8

	Journals with electronic backfile but no post-cancellation rights
	8

	Journals with electronic backfile and post-cancellation rights
	2


The priorities across these two categories were discussed and interpreted to mean:

· WEST participants wish to see near-term benefit through collaborative archiving of print copies for electronic journals which have long-term electronic access (highest vote tally of any)

· WEST participants are willing to invest efforts to proactively build archives for print-only journals of regional importance (moderate or high duplication within WEST but not nationally)

· WEST participants wish to insure that JSTOR archives are complete

· WEST participants are not particularly interested in print archiving for electronic journals where future electronic access is not guaranteed, and are not interested in investing significant effort to create a built archive for those which do include future electronic access.

Further discussion of these and other preferences and how they should be interpreted will take place during the subsequent phase of the planning project. Within the priority categories that were identified, it will also be necessary to analyze collections to determine the degree of overlap among WEST participants, and elsewhere.  WEST participants will be asked to provide holdings data in the next phase of the project.

Participants were also asked to consider some strategic criteria which could be used as a focus for WEST archiving decisions.  The criteria with their resulting votes, and possible interpretations of those votes, are shown below:

· Participate in regional or national effort to identify optimal number of copies for certain titles (45 votes).  Possible interpretation:   assume that this would yield the highest space savings regionally and nationally due to high duplication and existence of e-access.

· Create a unique archive for certain titles (33 votes).  Possible interpretations:  (1) initiate broader network space savings in new areas not currently treated elsewhere; (2) provides archival support for material of significant regional importance.

· Focus on specific subjects (16 votes).  Possible interpretations:  (1) coherent collection development approach; (2) supports regionally important collections at a level of comprehensiveness that would be unlikely outside of WEST.  Nominations: History of aeronautics, oil industry in the West, water in the West.
Other options, which received little support, were:
· Focus on specific countries ( 8 votes)
· Last copy bibliographer agreements (7 votes)
· International organizations (2 votes)
· Federal documents (0 votes).  In discussion, participants indicated that the issue of retaining or deaccessioning federal documents needs to be determined at a national level.

Preferred business models
Participants were asked to consider 4 possible business models, organized primarily around the location of print archives and associated governance:

· Model A: Centralized at University of California regional storage facilities

· Model B: Based at multiple storage facilities (or other secure library locations)

· Model C: Based at multiple storage facilities (or other secure library locations) and also at distributed campus libraries

· Model D: Organized around a domain- or discipline-specific focus.

A “gradients of agreement” exercise revealed almost no support for Models A and D, and very similar levels of support for Models B and C.  The sense of the meeting was to proceed with further development of those two models for reconsideration in June.

During the discussion about preferred models, a question was raised about the role of space savings vs. preservation of the scholarly record and other considerations affecting the strategic goal and plan for WEST. It was agreed that this issue would be explored and the goals articulated during more detailed discussions over the next few months.

Working groups

As a final step to prepare for the next stage of more detailed development, participants were asked to volunteer staff for working groups focused on specific areas of the plan.  The following working groups were identified, 

· Selection & Validation
· Disclosure
· Access

· Organizational Structure

 Initial staff nominations were accepted at the meeting.  Committee charges will be developed and staff participation will be confirmed and perhaps augmented by the first week in February.
Next Steps

The next steps over the next few months are as follows:

Design Phase: February – May 2010
· Refine the business model(s)

· Develop selection criteria

· Analyze print holdings across participating institutions to identify overlap titles

Project planners will be in touch with the working groups to schedule conference calls organized around specific topics.  
Meeting 2: early June 2010

· Select final business model

· Approve policies and standards embodied in MOU

· Endorse initial title list for archiving
There was a brief discussion of the proposed schedule for the June meeting, with a general agreement that the two-day meeting should be held sometime during the week of June 7 or June 14.  Planners will be in touch with WEST participants to develop a specific schedule.

The final goal of the planning project is to determine how to proceed to implementation, including the possibility of securing external grant funding to support parts of the initiative.
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