September 12, 2003

TO:
University Librarians

FROM:
John W. Tanno



Chair, SOPAG

RE:
SOPAG Report on the CMPG White Papers

This report is in response to your request (email from Gerry Munoff to John Tanno dated June10, 2003) for SOPAG and its advisory groups to comment on the two white papers prepared by the Collection Management Planning Group: Collection Management and Coordination: A Strategy for the UC Libraries and Developing a Shared Collection for the University of California.  SOPAG drafted a set of questions (copy attached) to assist in focusing discussions and comments and transmitted them along with the two papers to the All Campus Groups (ACGs) and LAUC (email dated June 11, 2003).   Comments were received from the Collection Development Committee (CDC), the Heads of Technical Services (HOTS), and the Resource Sharing Committee (RSC, including comments from the Circulation Advisory Group and the Interlibrary Loan Advisory Group). A summary of the comments from nine of the ten LAUC Divisions was submitted by President Esther Grassian and Vice-President Linda Kennedy.   In addition, SOPAG members conducted discussions of the papers within their respective libraries and comments were received from the CDL, UCB, UCD, UCI, UCLA, UCSB, UCSD, and UCSF libraries.

In the comments received, shared digital collections, as well as shared prospective and retrospective print collections were alluded to and sometimes commented upon separately.  The respondents, however, did not provide separate comments for each of these types of collections under the five questions SOPAG prepared.

A Summary of Common Themes
The comments received represented a broad range of perspectives and opinions, but several common themes did emerge and these will be briefly summarized, followed by a more detailed summary of all comments.  The overwhelming majority of the comments received regarding the two CMPG papers were positive and supportive of the rationale for shared collections and the strategies presented for the University of California Libraries to develop them.  There was wide consensus that shared collections would greatly benefit faculty, students, and staff by making more efficient, cost effective use of library resources, by expanding the universe of research and unique materials available, and by enhancing the access and delivery of information.  

There was also wide consensus that the papers gloss over the operational, technical, service, funding, and implementation complexities that must be addressed if the potential benefits of shared collections are to be realized.  Paramount among the concerns was the lack of attention to the infrastructure necessary to support shared collections, including organizational structure, information technology requirements (such as, sophisticated management and discovery tools in addition to MELVYL), the necessary bibliographic control in order for shared collections to be discovered and accessed, and the policies and procedures necessary to manage them.  Will adequate and reliable sources for funding be available to carry out the strategies? Will staffing at the Regional Library Facilities and campus libraries be adequate to support processing and servicing shared collections?

Many respondents suggested that the papers should focus more on needs of faculty, students, staff, and librarians, rather than on campuses and libraries.  For example, the information needs and research practices vary considerably from discipline to discipline; shared collections and services need to be planned so that these varying needs can be met.   The faculty’s role in the changing paradigm in scholarly communication and its resultant impacts also needs to be addressed.  Several respondents expressed concern that the critical role librarians and staff will need to play if shared collections are to be successful was not addressed.  There were also major concerns as to how the resources will be balanced, so that shared collections and local collections can optimize the use of resources to benefit the university community.  And finally, even though governance and ownership issues were outside the scope of the two papers, there was wide agreement that these issues must be worked out before implementation of the proposed strategies can begin.

Recommendations

On the basis of these common themes, as well as the more detailed comments summarized below, SOPAG recommends that:

1. The two papers should be integrated into a single paper to eliminate the overlap and repetition.  

2. The paper should not be distributed until the critically important issues of governance are thoroughly addressed.  It would be preferable to include these issues in the single paper, rather than addressing them in a separate paper as previously proposed by the University Librarians.

3. The paper should explicitly address the necessity for increased collaboration and cooperation between and among the UC Libraries in order for the shared collection strategy to be successfully operationalized.

4. The information in the paper needs to be updated and linked to current activities.

5. The drafters of the two papers consider the comments provided through this review process and prepare a revised, final draft to be widely disseminated. 

Detailed Summary of Comments
The various comments received are summarized below in more detail under each of the five questions SOPAG prepared.  There was a great deal of overlap in the comments, so rather than listing similar comments separately, comments are paraphrased with attributions indicated in parentheses after each comment, meaning that those ACGs, LAUC, and/or campus libraries (listed in that order) made comments of a similar nature or one could infer concurrence with the gist of the paraphrased comment.  

1.
Do the reports adequately articulate the purpose and rationale for collection management and coordination for the UC Libraries and are the overall strategies reasonable?

In general, the rationale for collection management and coordination is well articulated and the strategies presented are reasonable.  (CDC, HOTS, RSC, LAUC, UCB, UCD, UCLA, UCSB, UCSF).  It is not clear, however, who the intended audience is for these papers (LAUC, CDL, UCSB).  If the reports are internal statements of strategy, events seem already to have moved beyond the reports and it is time to get serious and explicit about re-acculturation, creating shared technological and organizational infrastructures, and operationalizing collective activities (CDL).

While some new directions are mentioned, e.g., shared print collections, coordinated acquisitions, and digital preservation the reports could be more forward looking (UCD).   Many “future” developments discussed in the reports are in fact already here, for example, electronic document delivery service (RSC).  It is not clear as to how what is being proposed is different from what the UC libraries are already doing–“are we ten universities proposing we create one library, or ten universities proposing we create 11 (or 12 including the shared digital collection) libraries”(UCSD).  The papers seem tied to a print perspective, assumptions and opportunities are stated in terms of print and are therefore constrained (CDL).

The reports do not address the difficulties in managing shared print collections as opposed to shared digital collections.  In fact, a reader of these two reports could easily conclude that sharing of print materials is not difficult when, in fact, it is a rather complex endeavor (UCLA). For example, how will retrospective collections be put together given that UC is unlikely to make a mandate for handling material while reliance on volunteerism may limit success. While the case for shared digital collections is well made, and there is a potential for prospective print collections (particularly print journal equivalents of electronic journals and some low-use, high-cost materials) the case for retrospective (existing) shared print collections still needs more discussion, particularly from the cost-benefit perspective (CDC, RSC, LAUC, UCB, UCLA, UCSB).  The distinction between shared collections and sharing collections should be made in the papers; it is necessary to identify which collections are appropriate as “shared collections”  (UCI).

The changing paradigm in scholarly communication could be addressed with an eye towards the strategic role UC Librarians could or should play in the creation, distribution, access, and preservation of scholarly information, particularly the scholarly works of UC faculty and graduate students.  Recognizing that the focus of the report is the University of California Libraries, other strategies for cooperative collection development could be explored, such as partnering with academic departments to acquire electronic resources that are now being negotiated solely for department use on individual campuses and by seeking formalized agreements with institutions and libraries beyond UC. There are many examples of bibliographers forging such relationships with Stanford, USC, CSU, etc., within specific disciplines and areas of research. Such agreements have the potential to enrich the range of materials available to the UC community (LAUC, RSC, UCD).  Consideration might also be given to the potential role of the extensive collections of the CRL (LAUC).

There was a concern that the reports underestimate the depth and force of faculty resistance to certain aspects of shared acquisitions and the challenge of campus politics in building support for shared collections (LAUC).  For example, a potential concern of faculty is that shared collections will result in homogenous UC collections and that the uniqueness of campus collections will be lost.   Therefore, the reports need to better emphasize the benefits of shared collections and the potential these strategies have to enrich collections (UCSF).

It would be useful to clearly identify “campus library collections” as the focus of the papers, i.e., those resources currently under the University Librarians–not other collections on the campuses  (RSC, UCI).  The fiscal and space constraints as motivating factors for the proposed shared collection strategies could also be given more prominence.  (UCLA)

There is a high degree of overlap between the two reports and consideration might be given to combining them into a single report. (LAUC, CDL, UCD, UCSF)

2.
Please describe any significant challenges, omissions, problematic areas, or major implementation issues that you see in further developing the shared collections.

While it is understood that these reports are meant to stimulate discussion as white papers, a variety of issues came forward from the various groups and campuses that might be briefly addressed to give further explanation of the strategies for shared collections.  Several groups were concerned that the reports gloss over the operational, technical, service, funding, and implementation complexities, such as those listed below.

(1) Differing Needs of Users.  Broadly speaking, there are significant differences in how individual faculty use library materials and do research in the sciences, social sciences, and the humanities (RSC, LAUC, CDL, UCD, UCI UCLA). There are also major difference in use and viability of shared copies and format by discipline (CDL).  These differences suggest different strategies for providing access and delivery of materials.  For example, the provision of an article from a shared collection is a relatively easy matter, whereas provision for browsing a complete run of a serial or a collection of materials is a relatively difficult matter.  If it were possible to address these differences in the reports, it might broaden the acceptance of the proposed strategies by diverse library users (LAUC, UCD, UCLA). Furthermore, the interdisciplinary nature of scholarship isn’t conducive to centralized selection, de-selection, and collection management (LAUC, UCSB).  How would decisions regarding central collections reflect feedback from the wide variety of campus constituents who often have different patterns of use (RSC, UCB)?   Duplication of some materials will be necessary to meet local campus needs and to build on what campus collections are (UCSB).  By the same token, the reports should  acknowledge that not everything is suitable for sharing (RSC, LAUC, UCSB).

(2) Changing Needs: Policies and procedures and with sufficient flexibility to address changing academic programs need to be developed.  Can materials move from a centralized shared collection to a campus shared collection (UCI, UCB)? If a campus elects to add materials to a shared collection under one set of access rules, can these rules be changed at a later time, and could a campus then withdraw materials it deposited under the previous rules (UCB)?  

(3) Infrastructure Issues.   A more realistic assessment of infrastructure needs as being central to the success of a shared collections program could serve two purposes: 1) recognition that without shared services, the shared collections program will not meet user needs, and 2) give assurances that shared services will be part of the strategy for shared collections.  The needed infrastructure would include: the hardware (computing/networking equipment, as well as additional photocopy and digitizing technology) and software necessary to provide users electronic discovery, access, and delivery tools; the technical processing required to make that discovery and access possible; and the public services required to assist users in locating and delivering materials from shared collections in a timely manner.  Sophisticated management and discovery tools beyond MELVYL will be needed, and for these tools to function, accurate, reliable bibliographic records are critical, whether provided by the Shared Cataloging Program, the RLFs, the campuses or some combination thereof.  The development of shared infrastructure for shared collections must be a shared task.  Current systems may not be up to the task of supporting truly collaborative processes.   For example, shared acquisition processes and systems are not in place and will be challenging to build, yet they are necessary to support shared decision making for collections.    Furthermore, sufficient staffing to implement the shared collection strategies is critical to their success and significant staffing resources will be required (CDC, HOTS, RSC, LAUC, CDL, UCB, UCD, UCLA, UCSB, UCSD).  Many of the challenges and the real work will be in transitioning from 10 libraries working together to 10 libraries working togther plus creating and managing a shared workspace.  CDL yields a partial model, but the CDL has its roots in aggregating separate streams of work, and perspectives, experience in creating a truly collaborative and distributive infrastructure is much more recent.  The organizational infrastructure will also have to be considered–will it be possible to have library staff appointed to systemwide collections (CDL)?

(4) Funding.  Concern regarding how the proposed strategies in the papers will be funded was a common theme in all of the comments received (ALL). It is important (but difficult), to articulate and account for the benefit and the cost of collaboration (CDL).  How will the funding to support long-term maintenance of items in shared collections and long-term funding for ongoing, shared subscriptions be provided.  Can the identified funding be protected in times when budgets are lean (CDC, RSC, UCB)?   Will shared collections result in less local funding (LAUC, UCB)?

(5) Economic Tradeoffs.  There are economic tradeoffs for the strategies presented in the reports, but the reports are silent about these trade offs (UCD, UCI, UCSF).  For example, shared collections can provide savings in the demand for new library space but require considerable investment in the infrastructure necessary to provide the discovery, access, and delivery mechanisms to utilize the shared collections.  Tradeoffs for  systemwide collaboration can already be seen in the systemwide agreements that take up more and more local funds, big campuses supporting small campuses, and  less flexibility at the local level to meet local needs (UCLA, UCSB).

(6) Governance.  Although governance issues were outside of the scope of this review of the two white papers, since governance will be addressed in a future white paper, there are several aspects of governance raised by various groups related to how the strategies for shared collections will work, it seems appropriate to mention them here (LAUC, CDL, UCB, UCI, UCSF).  As one report noted, “the details of governance could make or break the program” (UCB).

a. Who is responsible for reviewing deposits of serials to create complete runs (since reliance on the shared collection depends on assurances of completeness)?

b.
Who is responsible for monitoring items for preservation and replacement?

c. 
Who decides over time what ongoing commitments must be continued and what can be let go due to changes in research and interest?

d.
Should there be a minimum standard participation rate for collaborative resource sharing (LAUC)?

e. Ownership and related governance issues are primary to the success of shared collections and will be difficult to work out (LAUC, CDL, UCLA, UCSF)

f. Once materials are identified as part of the shared collection, policies must prevent a campus from withdrawing shared titles (LAUC).

g.   How will shared collections affect the ARL ranking for a campus library (LAUC)?

h.  
How will the independent/affiliated libraries, primarily at UCB and UCLA, be able to participate in and make the most of shared collections (LAUC)?

(7)  Centralized vs. Decentralized Shared Collections.  In one sense, the collections of the University of California Libraries are already shared collections.  That is to say, with the use of MELVYL and Request, faculty, students, and staff may discover and gain access to materials held at any campus and the RLFs.  The reports seem to emphasize the housing of shared collections at the RLFs, but conceivably a shared collection could be housed at any campus, providing polices regarding governance, retention, and sharing were clearly articulated (RSC,LAUC, UCB, UCD, UCSD). 

(8) The RLFs.  It is not clear that the economics of shelving retrospective shared collections at the RLFs would actually save money.  Furthermore, the RLFs, like several of the campus libraries, are facing limitations of space (RSC). Clarification of the expanded role of the RLFs needs to be articulated and policies for handling shared collections need to be developed  (LAUC, UCI, UCLA, UCSD).  Current policies and procedures will have to be reviewed for consistency, since currently, some of the procedures at the RLFs are different (UCSF) and may be a significant barrier to implementing some of the recommendations (UCSD). It is doubtful that the expanded role of the RLFs could be carried out without additional resources (CDL, LAUC, UCB, UCLA,UCSB, UCSD, UCSF).  Can the RLFs serve a UC-wide clientele with a single copy (LAUC)?

(9) Librarians’ Role.  The role of librarians and bibliographer groups need to be clarified and formalized as part of the strategy for collection management and coordination.  For example, it is not “campuses” that have the expertise and knowledge to build and manage collections, but subject and language specialists (LAUC, UCD, UCLA, UCSB).  The reports make no mention of already-existing cooperative agreements among selector groups and these agreements need to be better supported and more widely acknowledged. New groups will need to be established where none currently exist for the various disciplines (LAUC).  Will librarians become approval plan and rights managers more than bibliographers and subject specialists (UCSB)? Will librarians’ role in systemwide assignments be considered in the reward structure (CDL)?

(10) Differences in Digital and Print Versions.   Criteria or standards need to be developed for determining when print and digital versions of a work may be considered equivalent.  The cases where the digital version is incomplete through error, or deliberate practice on the part of the publisher, need to be addressed and the publisher held responsible to make the versions equivalent in accordance with developed standards and the language of the contract with a publisher.  Furthermore, commercially available digital resources do not present oversized maps and illustrations, color photographs, certain charts and graphs, and other images in a way that is useful for the user.  This limitation is a problem noted by many faculty using currently available digital resources (UCB, UCD).  There is also concern that the commitment to increased electronic access will undermine the support of independent scholarly publishing (LAUC, UCSB).

(11) Maintenance of Shared Digital Resources.  The reliability and stability of digital resources is an on going problem and requires constant monitoring and updating, to say nothing of the tweaking of discovery tools to keep abreast of the changes.  In other words, the maintenance of digital resources is an increasing workload that should be considered when shared digital resources are considered. (UCD, UCLA, UCSB).

(12) Formats of Materials.  It is not clear from the reports whether shared collections can or should include microforms, maps, and other media (UCSD).

(13) Faculty and Scholarly Communication.  Perhaps the role of faculty in perpetuating the current scholarly communication paradigm should be addressed in the reports and a strategy for change be proposed.  The journals that are considered the most prestigious, and therefore most desirable in which to be published, happen to also be the most expensive.  While a change in the culture and the way a publication is evaluated (inherent quality of research as opposed to where it is published) for advancement in the professorial ranks is going to be difficult to achieve, the current practice is resulting in more limited distribution of scholarly information due to the high cost of the highly profitable commercial journals. With new initiatives like SPARC, BioMed Central, and the Public Library of Science, there are the beginnings of change.  These developments suggest another strategy for providing better access to scholarly information that is essential to highlight in the reports (CDL, RSC, UCD, CDC). 

(14) Instruction and Outreach. The fact and value of instruction/integration with coursework/consultation with faculty is under-represented in the papers.  Outreach, reference, and education are success stories and have made modest gains as shared activities with the potential for more (CDL).

(15) Global Perspective. A global perspective should be added to the report.  International contacts are becoming increasingly necessary to gain access to technical reports and government information in order to meet the needs of many of the UC faculty whose research crosses national boundaries (RSC, UCD).

(16) Web Resources.  Given the increasing importance of Web resources, the means for  selecting, collecting, and providing effective discovery and access tools for Web resources should be mentioned in the reports as yet another strategy for collaboration and the sharing of resources (UCD).

(17) Licensing. The bundling of shared licensed resources creates a lack of flexibility and diminishes options for purchasing materials beyond the bundles (UCSB).    The negotiation of licenses for digital publications needs to be considered in the discussion.  For example, limits on Interlibrary Loan as reflected in some licenses weaken the ability to share resources (UCI).    On the other hand, the success of the shared digital license program may be under-represented; tier 1 and tier 2 infrastructures are robust and successful (CDL).  

(18) Preservation/Security.  The decisions as to how the shared collections are to be archived (dim, dark, single or multiple copies, etc.) drive preservation decisions and costs as well as the confidence level of the campuses in determining whether print subscriptions can be canceled;  preservation decisions, therefore,  are critical to the success of the proposed collection strategies (LAUC, HOTS).  The infrastructure and methods for developing last copies agreements for current journal titles need to be articulated (LAUC, UCSB).  How much priority should be given to preserving the shared print collection versus providing access to it either by sending out hardcopy or by sending out digitized copies?  The “University-wide preservation program” at the bottom of page 3 in the “Collection Management” paper is not as robust as indicated (CDC, UCI).

(19) Pilot Projects.  It is suggested that ongoing, shared collection pilot projects should be completed and results analyzed before conclusions are reached regarding further action.   For example, a study of the usage statistics of materials stored in the RLFs might reveal that some types of materials, or those in a particular discipline have greater use than at first predicted, and perhaps those sorts of materials could be avoided for shared collections. National shared-print projects should also be reviewed (LAUC).

3.
What do you believe to be the major benefits and drawbacks in further developing shared collections?

Benefits:
(1) As stated, the benefits aren’t as compelling as they could be.  The benefits could be stated more personally, since they accrue to faculty, students, and the public more explicitly than to “the University” (CDL).

(2) Shared collections have the potential to increase the universe of materials available to faculty, students, and staff within the constraints of limited resources.   If unnecessary duplication can be eliminated within the University’s library collections, and the mechanism for sharing collections can be enhanced, there is the potential to increase the number of unique items, including the licensing of additional available digital resources (CDC, HOTS, RSC, UCD, UCSB, UCSD, UCSF).

(3) More efficient, cost effective use of resources, both financial and space (LAUC, UCLA, UCSB, UCSD, UCSF).

(4) Could be very useful for ensuring that UC holds complete sets of journal runs and monographic series (RSC, UCB).

(5) Shared digital collections provide ubiquitous access and effective delivery of information (LAUC, UCLA, UCSB)

(6) It would be possible to share special collections materials through digital surrogates (UCLA).

(7) It may be easier to state benefits separately for prospective collections.  However, as stated in the reports, this path may allow recognizing and extending deep subject expertise and collections even retrospectively.  May make some hidden materials better used (e.g., special collections or formats, such as microfilms (CDL).

(8) May encourage campuses to develop complementary selection policies and even work collaboratively to develop collections for individual campuses in particular subject areas (UCLA).

(9) Has the potential to provide better access and improved bibliographic control (UCSD).

(10) Through shared collections, the UC Libraries can collectively manage content and avoid the inadvertent loss of unique content (UCSD).

(11) UC acting with one voice gives UC more clout in negotiations with vendors (UCSD, UCSF).

(12) Opportunity to provide national and international leadership (UCSD).

(13) Preservation issues, which have not received the full attention they need, will now have to be addressed as part of the implementation (UCSD).

(14) Centralized collection planning could help in areas where an individual campus may not have local bibliographic expertise but would still like some representative resources (LAUC).

Drawbacks:
(1) A potential drawback to shared collections is the lack of immediacy in getting access to information and the inconvenience of not being able to browse collections and materials that are located off one’s campus.  Shared digital access, of course, does not have the need to be located at one’s campus, but then browsing collections electronically does not currently offer the ability to review easily and quickly large amounts of information (LAUC, UCD, UCLA, UCSD, UCSF).

(2) The strategies will drain resources from local priorities (CDC, LAUC, UCSB) and result in less access to print materials (UCSF).

(3) Implementation will be hard and explaining the strategies to faculty will be difficult (UCSD, UCSF).

(4) A culture change will be required, for example: “at this campus we have a great collection in X” to recruit faculty needs to change to “UC has a great collection in X”(CDL).  The strategies will require all players to work together more closely, not always an easy task (UCSD, UCSF).  

(5) The collections infrastructure and staffing levels are not currently adequate to support the strategies for shared print collections (UCD, UCSB, UCSD). 

(6) The competing needs for preservation and access will be difficult to meet (UCSD).

(7) Support for shared collections has historically been for disciplines that benefit the small as well as the large campuses, but not those collections of interest primarily to the large campuses only, e.g., Cyrilic (RSC, UCB).

(8) The larger campuses already have agreements (e.g., with Stanford) that might have to be duplicated or forgone due to rethinking shared collection agreements within the UC system (UCB).

(9) It needs to be recognized that the strategies for shared collections are not cost-free (UCLA) and may increase the time required to make decisions and quickly respond to requests (UCSF).

(10) Unless really good bibliographic control is provided, the effectiveness of the strategies will be lost (UCLA, UCSB).

(11) It could be argued that CDL staff have served as surrogates for the systemwide roles that will be needed, but CDL is only one model for locating or leading collaboration; other models and other ways to distribute roles and responsibilities will be needed (CDL).

(12) In a shared collection environment, with increased reliance on interlibrary lending with the inevitable delays, would student (particularly undergraduate) use of library services be discouraged, i.e., are the long-term research needs of the graduate taking precedence over undergraduate needs (LAUC)?

4.
What are the characteristics that make a body of material attractive to include in a shared collection?
(1) Highly expensive materials that are narrow in scope, i.e., useful to a limited number of users, but too expensive for a single campus to afford (RSC, CDL, LAUC, UCB, UCD, UCI, UCSB, UCSF).

(2) Foreign language materials (particularly in exotic, non-roman languages)

 in peripheral areas for non-literature based subject areas (UCD, UCI).

(3) Collections for which there are quality, in-depth indexing tools (RSC, UCD, UCSD) and/or good bibliographic control (or easily enhanced) (CDL).

(4) Large collection packages which provide access to a large number of publications at a low cost–the “big deal,” but these packages should be carefully reviewed to be certain that flexibility is provided to be selective in what is in the package, that the materials in the package may be shared within standard fair use, and that perpetual access is provided through print or electronic preservation repositories (UCD).

(5) Digital collections which allow electronic sharing and for which sophisticated discovery and delivery tools are available (UCD, UCSD).

(6) Low-use materials of any kind, including older materials (UCD, UCI, UCSD, CDC).

(7) Materials that support academic programs across the system (UCI).

(8) Political collections (UCSD).

(9) High-use items if they are assigned chapter by chapter and could be digitized and then sent electronically when requested (RSC, UCB).

(10) Collections which are unique to one library (but the one library might not be willing to give up this uniqueness) (UCSF).

(11) Endangered collections (CDL).

(12) Collections for which shared management enhances access, e.g., microforms which can be scanned on demand (CDL).

(13) Microforms, rare items, and outdated materials such as directories and other reference materials superceded with newer versions (RSC).

 5.    In your estimation, what shared collections would be most profitable to pursue in the next three years and why?
(1) Scientific conference proceedings, technical reports, and large data sets (RSC, UCB, UCD, UCI, UCSF).

(2) Existing collections, where there are or have been SCAP agreements or other shared acquisitions agreement (RSC).

(3) Collections that are too expensive for one campus to purchased, can be used by multiple campuses, and are well indexed (i.e., accessible bibliographically) should be considered for shared collections (RSC).

(4) Exhibition catalogs and catalogue raisonnes (UCI).

(5) Government documents and shared digital collections, especially born digital materials (RSC, LAUC. UCB, UCD, UCSF).

(6) Journals:  Prospective shared print collections of ubiquitous digital titles (e.g., Elsevier like situations) and retrospective shared print collections of the same type (RSC, CDL, UCB, UCSF); print copies of all current journal titles (LAUC); and/or low-use, retrospective print journals (UCD).

(7) Monographic series (UCB, UCI).

(8) Reprint collections (UCI).

(9) Back files of selected newspapers that are duplicated online or microform collections of newspapers (RSC, LAUC, UCB, UCD, UCI).

(10) Maps (RSC, UCB).

(11) Microform sets (UCI) which could also be digitized to provide wider and user-friendly access (UCD).

(12) Image collections (UCSF).

(13) Seek shared collection funding to outsource digitization projects, such as special  collections materials, perform retrospective cataloging of backlogs, and centralized licensing of electronic resources for campus and tier two acquisitions (UCD).

(14) Every California newspaper included in the California Newspaper Project (LAUC).

(15) Every book published by a California-based feminist press (the UC Women’s Studies bibliographers are already doing this) (LAUC).

(16) Outdated editions of some reference materials, such as directories (LAUC). 

Attachment:  Memorandum to ACGs and LAUC from SOPAG dated  June 11, 2003
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