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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

Minutes of the 110th Meeting

Herbert F. Johnson, Presiding

The 110th Membership Meeting of the Ascociation of Research Librarics was held at
the Westin William Penn Hotel in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania on May 7-8, 1987. After
introducing special guests, Mr. Johnson turned the meeting over to Program Coordinator
D. Kaye Gapen.

Editor’s note. TLe Minutes of the 110th Meeting unlike previous issues of the
Minutes, do not include an edited transcript of the entire program session. Instead, brief
summarie= of the formal portions of the program are included, and the membership’s
discussions have been incorporated into Report Wo. 3 of the Task Force on Gcvernment
Information in Electronic Format, Technology & U. S. Go.emment Information Policies:
Catalysts for New Partnerships. The task force’s earlier rerorts, which served as
background and the basis for discussion at the 110th Meeting, are reprinted as
Appendices A and B of these Minutes.




TECHNOLOGY & U.S. GOVERNMENT INFORMATION POLICIES:
CATALYSTS FOR NEW PARTNERSHIPS

Report of the
Task Force on Governraent Information in Electronic Format

D. Kaye Gapen, University of Wisconsin, Chair
Nancy Cline, Pennsylvania State University
Malcolm Getz, Vanderbilt Uni - rsity
Jean Loup, University of Michigan
Barbara von Wahlde, State University of New York at Buffalo

October 1987

Technology & U.S. Government Information Policies:  Catalysts for New Partnerships is
Report No. 3 of the ARL Task Force on Government Information in Electronic Format.
Reports Nos. 1 (October 1986) and 2 (April 1987) were issued as working papers and have been
substantially incorporated into this report, along with discussions that took place during the
110th ARL Membership Meeting on Government Information in Electronic Format. Reports No.
1 and 2 are reprinted as appendices A & B of these Minutes.




Explanatory Note

The body of Govcrnment information considered in this report is that which has been
collected or created by, or on behalf of, agencies of the US. Government using tax dollars.
Unless specifically noted, this report DOES NOT address information properly classified for
reasons of national sccurity or information protected under the Privacy Act. This report
DOES address public government information such as: statistical data gathered from the
population, agricultural, or economic Censuses (but not personal or corporate details), financial
data from the Commerce or Treasury Departments, Congressional bills and laws, federal
regulations, scientific and technical reports issued by agencies such as NASA or the
Department of Energy, and so forth.
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TECHNOLOGY & U.S. GOVERNMENT INFORMATION POLICIES:
CATALYSTS FOR NEW PARTNERSHIPS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The terms and conditions of public availability of U.S. Government information are very much
in question. Tecknological advances in information storage and retri..al have created circumstances
and concerns about access to and dissemination of information in electronic formats. Questions
surrounding the issue arc entangled with concomitant pressures to reduce Federal spending, shrink
the size of government, minimize government competition with private enterprise, and gain a
national competitive advantage---both economic and strategic---over foreign nations. Longstanding
tensions inherent in the laws, regulations, and practices that collectively make up U.S. Government

-ormation policies are exacerbated by these pressures and by the opportunities, challenges, and
fina..cing questions posed by information in electronic formats.

Technology, moving faster than policy development, has left US. Government information
programs resting on uncertain foundations. This report is the result of an effort to develop a
framework for understanding---philosophically, functionally, and fiscally---the patterns that exist
for government information today, and the shifts in those patterns resulting from the introduction
of government information o electronic formats. Two elements of such a framework are presented:
a taxonomy to acknowledge distinctions and categorize the characteristicc of government
informetion in electronic format, and a model that identifies potential value-added processes for an
information system. What is urgently needed in addition arc studies on the budgetary mechanisms
that support government information creation, delivery, and urage, and the impact of different
clectronic formats on these mechanisms. The results of such analysis should contribute to a clearer
picture of present and prospective public and private financing of government information programs.

The report focuses on the implications for the Library, education, and research communities that
have heretofore assumed some responsibility for providing government information to the geueral
public. Five issues are addressed: challenges to 1J.S. Government ‘nformation policies; the roles of
the private sector and Government responsibilities in making i..ormation available; models for
analysis of the distinctive characteristics of information in electronic formats; a changing
framework for library services; and the consequent influence of these four sets of issues on the
Depository Library Program, a Congressional program designed to provide equitable public
availability of government information.

The Association of Rescarch Libraries (ARL) issues this report to encourage discussion of
technology and US. Government information policies and a clearer understanding of how the
characteristics of eclectronic formats affect the availability of information. Technology offers
opportunities that may be to the advantage of users and both public and privete sectors. However,
political decisions abcut meeting Government obligations to provide information should not be
contingent on format. The U.S. Government’s obligation to be accountable to citizens, and to make
available information created or collected with tax dollars, is fuifilled in part through partnership
with public and academic librarics. Circumstances warrant a reassessment of library responsibilitics
in view of new opportunitics made feasible by technology. ARL sceks to collaborate with others t)
develop recommendations for changes in the Depository Library Program. Those interested in
working with ARL on this effort are encouraged to contact the ARL office in Washington, D.C.

11




TASK FORCE REPORT 11

l. INTRODUCTION

It is the nature of the information itself, its significance in
fulfilling citizenship  information needs and other govemment
responsibilities, that should drive decisions about choice of format,
the level of va'ue-added enhancements supplied by the
Government, and about how disseminaticn is to be financed.

Impact of Technology

Technological developments in the means of producing and disseminating information products
have the potential for revolutionizing access to Federally funded information resources. Technology
offers opportunitics of enhanced access aelivering information faster, to more locations, with more
effective retricval capabilities, and in formats that provide users greater flexibilitv for individual
manipulation of the data. However, the full potential of technology is tempered by constrained
budgets, controversy about the extent to which the Government SHOULD spend tax dollars to
actively disseminate information, and about the possibility that portions of the population could be
left unserved if information is available exclusively in electronic formats. For example, vital data,
such as detailed Census findings, are increasingly only available or computer tapes. This means
these data cannot be used without certain skills and equipment. Instead of just taking a book off
the shelf, individuals may need to know complex computer languages and programs, or have access
to the assistance of specialists. At the same time that computer techrology improves access for
some people, access for others is more restricted.

While technology offers opportunities that may be to the advantage of users and both public
and private sectors, political decisions about meeting Government obligations to provide information
should not be contingent on format. It is the naturc of the information itself, its significance in
fulfilling citizenship information needs and other government responsibilities, that should drive
decisions about choice of format, the level of value-addcd enhancements supplied by the
Gnvernment, and about how disseminatioa is to be financed.

There are fundamental principles inherent in a democracy that must be reflected in
government information policies and these principles should not be dismissed because the format of
the information changes. Inattention to fundamental principles in support of public availability of
Government information allows a vacnum to form whercin decisions are based largely on
environmental pressures such as political polemics, budgetary constraints, marketplace economics,
and/or administrative convemience. Decisions so made can result in practices of benefit to one
segment of our society but to the disadvantage of others.

U.S. Government Information Policies

Federal policies affecting public availability of government information arise from a wide
variety of laws and regulations, some of which do not offer clear guidance when addressing issues
associated with electronic information. Pervasive and profound economic, political, and
technological trends have exacerbatnd longstanding tensions inherent in these policies.  This
summary is not comprehensive but is intended to highlight some of the basic elements of the
debate.

12




12 TASK FORCE REPORT

Historically, there has been F. - - .upport for education and lLibraries in general. The
goernment of the United States is ..undea on the premisc that there wil! be an informed
electorate, with educated, responsible citizens participating in their governance. This obligation to
provide the public with information that ensures government accountability and contributes to an
informed citizenry is the ioundation of laws within Title 44 of the U.S. Code that provides for the
Government Printing Office (GPO) Sales Program and the Depository Library Program.

The Depository Library Program, a Congressiona’ program administered by GPO, places
collections of 1).S. Government publications in nearly 1400 academic, public, and special libraries.
The libraries receive the publications at no direct cost in exchange for an agreement to organize
and provide service to the material .ur the general public. The purpase is to assure citizens of
no-fee aw.ss to information by and about the government in geographically dispersed and
politically ncutral settings.  Electronic government information has not yet been distributed to
depository libraries and plans to test the usefulness ad economic feasibility of doing so have set
off considerable debate abdout if and how it might be done.

The Freedom of Information Act is based on the presumption that the government and
information of the government belong to the people, and the same reasoning underlies the
Copyright Law prohibition of copyright of US. Government documents. Public access to
information produced by government agencies has been a long standing element in support of
American public educat’ 1 and the economy; and librarics have played a key role in the delivery of
such information to the - Jlic. In addition, Federal government agencies, increasingly over the last
fifty years, turn to universities and other research organizations to conduct research in support of
the missions of those agencics. Contracts and grants have cemented the partnership between the
government and research institutions in mutual support of an educated citizenry, an improved
economy, and a better socisty.

On a number of fronts now in a scemingly endless variety of ways, these basic premises and
partnerships are now challenged. Three major trends are:

= Privatization of Government "unctions

The move towards privatization of pubi. functions, an international trend, is
part of an effort to shrink the size of government by assigning government
function to the private sector. Privatization of information programs that had
previously been an irtegral part of government agency programs can have
undesirable consequenc. ; such as: increased prices for services that lead to
classes of inforration-rich and information-poor; elimination of limited-use
reports or service _spects of a program not supportable when subjected to
commercial, market-driven product design; the possibility of private,
sclf-interested influence over the delivery of public information; and exertion
of copyright or copyright-like control over public information.

- Reduction of Government Agency Budgets
Another strategy for shrinking government has been to reduce ageecy budgets.
This has had a profound impact on information programs and services of
agencies as well as on the availability of government information in libraries.
It has aiso led to unusual arrangements between federal agencies and
commercial information companies to develop jointly agency electronic
information  systems--arrangements that sometimes lead to undesirable

13




TASK FORCE REPORT 13

agreements that give exclusive control of public information to private
organizations.

=  Over-zealous Protection of Government Information
A penchant for secrecy has led to overclassification of government
information, efforts by the Defense and intelligence community to impose
controls on unclassified information, and pollution of information sources with
an active disinformation campaign intended to mislead all except those with a
"need to know."

Some basic areas of contention, where policy is unclear or challenged, include the exteut to
which tax dollars should fully support the collection and active dissemination of government
information and when user fees are acceptable to recover some of the costs of these activities, and
how to determine the proper balance between encouraging commercial entrepreneurs to enter the
market with government information products while maintaining government responsibilities to
provide information services.
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14 TASK FORCE REPORT

. PRIVATE SECTOR ROLES & GOVERNMENT RESPONSIBILITIES FOR
DISTRIBUTING INFORMATION

The test is not whether a for-profit firm could sustain an information
product if the govemment did not have a similar product, but rather
whether there is a legitimate governmental role and public need in
creating and distributing particular information products.

Government information, in a variety of formats, is made available to the public by a diverse
assortment of providers including the Government itself (e.g. GPO, NTIS, and/or direct from source
agencies including Congress), commercial and non-profit information companies, and libraries. This
variety of sources of access to the same information is in the public interest since it ensures that
users, both within and outside of government, have available a sufficiently varied array of sources
to support judgments on data credibility and assessment of government accountability. However,
questions have been raised about Government duplication of commercially available information
products. The following section addresses the distinction between government responsibilities and
private sector roles in how government information is disseminated regardless of format.

Private Sector Roles

The private sector, both for-profit and non-profit, plays an active and importsn: role in
distributing government information in print as well as in electronic form. Entrepreneurs can
invent new information products that meet particular market demands. New products can improve
the well-being of consumers by identifying and filling consumer demands more effectively or by
offering lower costs. As electronic systems grow in importance, private entreprencurs may be
expected to develop new products that take advantage of the new opportunities.

The private sector has a number of advantages as vendors of information products. The spirit
of entreprencurship allows a firm to create a product and try it in the market place. The ability
to take commercial risks with venture capital funding means that an entrepreneur may be able to
develop products quickly and follow an instinctive sense of consumer demand without unwieldy
administrative consultation and without putting it to a political test within an eclectoral body.
Existing firms are under continual market pressure to hold down costs, to meet consumer demands,
and to iunovate because they are aware that other entrepreneurs stand ready to enter a market
should existing firms let costs rise, product quality deteriorate, or an opportunity to innovate pass.
As a consequence, entrepreneurs are effective institutions for distributing government information
as they are for managing many other resources in our society.

The private sector, however, Las some disadvantages. If p-ivate markets were a sufficient
vehicle for all our social decisions, we would have no need for government. Private markets have
proved to be deficient in supplying police, education, roads, defense, and courts. Indeed, the very
concept of private markets depends on the definition and enforcement of property rights by
governmental institutions. Moreover, unregulated private markets may yield results that are suspect
with respect to pollution, congestion, and resources of indefinitc ownership. Finally, the operation
of markets may yield outcomes of particular distributions of wealth, power, and status that may be
decided, through political institutions, to be unfair. For these reasons, the progress of our society

15



TASK FORCE REPORT 15

depends on the effective, fair, and innovative development of government institutions, just as it
depends on an efficient and innovative private sector.

Concerns about private sector development or operation of Government information systems
include the uncertainty of corporate stability or continuity of seivice, the imposition of proprictary
control over the content or use of public domain information, and the imposition of high, profit-
motivated fees for access to information created or collected with public funds.

Government Responsibliities

What is the appropriate scope for government action in providing information and where
should we look for cffective private action? For certain classes of information, full and effective
government participation in the provision of information products is essential. For other classes,
government participation should be limited or the information collection activity eliminated.

In particular, where broad citizen access to information is essential to the operation of our
democratic institutions, effective government involvement in the production and distribution of
information products is important. The status of bills before Congress, information about tax
collections, budgets, and expenditures, sund description of government policies and programs
constitute a class of information essentiai to our citizenship roles. We want voters to be informed,
and so we want to continue to subsidize, via tax funds, general access to this information.
Potential candidates for public officc need to have sufficient and convenient access to information
about governmental programs and practices to raise substantive discussions a~out what government
should be doing.

Indeed, the level of information to which legislators themselves have ready access depends on
an active and subsidized program of government publication. The -effectiveness of electcral
institutions in managing a complex governmental enterprise, then, depends critically on ready and
general availability of documents that describe governmental actions, programs, and policies.

For this class of information, government tax-financed creation and distribution of products is
essential. Our democratic institutions will not engender trust if information about their activities
is not broadly distributed and routinely and conveniently available. As electronic formats become
desirable means for citizen access, then, the government, and in particular, the Congress, should
play an active role in supporting appropriate, new electronic information products and delivery
systems.

There may be other classes of information where the pursuit of a particular governmental
policy militates subsidy of distribution of appropriate information. For example, public health
programs to limit the spread of infectious diseases depend to a considerable degree on subsidized
information flows.  Programs to help the poor often must be advertised to be effective.
Government efforts to enhance the pace of research and scientific developments may also require
&n active program of underwriting the dissemination of research reports and scieatific information.

In other cases, the government itself requires collection and use of particular kinds of
information to pursue its ends. Effective development of monetary and fiscal policies depends on
an effective program of gathering and distributing economic information. The regulation of the
monetary supply, cf international trade, and of public utilities requires that information be gathered
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16 TASK FORCE REPORT

and shared publicly = The Census of Population is needed as a basis by which to allocate
Congressional seats.

In these cases, government publication and distribution of information products is valuable and
appropriate. Of course, if the government failed to publish such products, private firms would find
more opportunities to create products. However, our society will be the poorer if it does aot have
tax subsidies for certain kinds of information products. The test, then, is not whether a for-profit
firm could sustain an information product if the government did not have a similar product, but
rather whether there is a legitimate governmental role and public need in creating and distrivuting
particular information products. The value of tax supported publication has long been recognized
for print products. The same logic militates the tax support of particular electronic publications.

The federal deficit rightfully highlights the need for reassessment of federal spending patterns.
Government activities associated with the public availability of government information have costs
associated with them and should be subject to the same scruiiny applied to other parts of agency
budgets. Essential to undertaking an effective, long-term view of agency information programs is
identificetion of the purposes that the information content serves, within and outside government,
and  judgment of its relevance to fulfilling government responsibility for making information
available.

The government may find its purposes well met for certain information sets that support a
particular market, eg., crop reports, by gathering the information with tax support but allowing
consumers to support distribution through fees. How the Depository Library Program might be
affected by such distribution is a question that should be addressed in a review of the program.
See pages 21-22.

In some instances, there is no compelling reason for government involvement. When the
government has no particular advantage, or need, to gather a given set of information, market
forces shonld lead to an appropriate array of 1 rivate information products.

Defining Complementary Partnerships

There are compelling reasons to delineate complementary roles for the Government, libraries,
commercial and non-profit information organizations in making government information available to
the public.

All librarics designated as part of the Depository Library Program (a mix of publicly and
privately supported organizations), and many other libraries as well, have and will continue to play
key roles in fulfilling Government information responsibilities by providing no-fee access for the
general public to government documents. New electronic formats for the information does aot
change library commitment to that role. What is key is that Government and libraries collaborate
on developing a common understanding of respective responsibilities to the public.

All non-profit institutions may have special roles to play in arcas such as heaith, education,
and welfare where non-profit institutions have long been important. Government may encourage
publication by non-profit agencies of information products based on government data sources. Of
course, the mix of for-profit and non-profit activities will continue to evolve in response to
changing technicai and market opportunities.

17



TASK FORCE REPORT 17

The government can support the development and distribution of many information products by
contracting for them in various ways. In such cases conmtracting ought to be conducted in a manner
to encourage competition and caution should be exercised concerning what, if amy, restrictions a
contractor may exert over content or public use of the information product. What is needed is a
clearer picture of how government responsibilities for public availability of government information
in electronic formats might be fulfilled in partnership with the private sector without loss of the
characteristics that make this information distinctive: the absence of restrictions on use including,
for basic government information, absence of a fee.

The private sector has alrcady contributed to the development of a diverse array of
information systems that form critical supports for all aspects of our democratic society. If
common goals can be established the private sector with its acknowledged strengths could also
contributc in a significant way to fulfilling Government responsibilities to make information
available to the public. What is key is identification of mutual private sector - Government goals
that support partnerships for the delivery of public information unencumbered by copyright or other
usc restrictions. For that information where broad citizen access is essential t> the operation of
our democrati. institutions, such partnerships must function so that the costs do not force the
imposition of user fees by the Government or libraries.
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lil. FRAMEWORK FOR POLICY ANALYSIS

HOW government information in electronic format is disseminated will have an
impact on existing partnerships between the govemment and for-profit and
non-profit institutions.  The partnerships may, in fact almost certainly will,
continue in some capacity. ~ However, the responsibilities, especially those
concerning which partner incurs what costs, are very much in question.

The characteristics of government information in electronic formats demand a new framework
for analyzing and defining how this information should be made available to the public. Two
clements of such a framework are presented: a taxonomy to categorize the characteristics of
government information in electronic format, and a model that identifies potential value-added
processes for an information system. In addition, hypothetical scenarios illustrate the need to
consider four key questions as decisions are made about approaches to distributing electronic
information.

Taxonomy of Government information In Electronic Format

Identification of a taxonomy or classification of government electronic information systems or
products would contribute to policy analysis. For example, electronic information products or
systems might be categorized on the basis of the following four dimensions.

1. Volatility. Some eclectronic systems are highly volatile--dynamic and highly
time sensitive; others are static.

2. Public Policy Relevance. Some systems convey information that is highly
relevant to consideration of important public policies and thus are of broad
public significance; others have information of little policy relevance and are
of interest only to a specialized audience.

3. Value to Research. Some systems convey information that is highly significant
for research; others convey information of limited research value.

4. State of System Development. Some systems could be compared to wholesale
products, requiring significant hardware and value-added software support
before end-users may make use of it; others are more like retail products,
fully packaged and presented for end-users.

These four dimensions are described in terms of two extreme points on a spectrum. In
reality, consideration of the characteristics of a specific system following such a classificction will
fall anywhere between the two extremes. The taxonomy is not intended as an absolute measure for
policy making but rather is put forward to illustrate that not all government information in
clectronic format is the same and to identify some obvious categories of systems that will
encourage policy discussions to move from generalities to specifics.

Each niche of such a taxonomy may suggest different ways to address policy issues associated
with dissemination of the information. The taxonomy could be subdivided further into files that are
textual as opposed to other kinds of information as well as by the anticipated extent of public
audience for the information, should these kinds of characteristics, or others, need to be considered
in making policy decisions.
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Scenarios for Dissemination

HOW government information in clectronic format is disseminated will have an impact on
existing partnerships between the government and for-profit and non-profit institutions. The
partnerships may, in fact almost certainly will continue in some capacity.  However, the
responsibilities, especially those concerning which partner incurs what costs, are very much in
question. Policy development for dissemination of government information in electronic format is in
great flux and discussions with representatives of various government agencies suggest that there
may be quitc a number of approaches. Even so, it is important to anticipate the impact of
different courses of action. Hypothetical sconarios are described on pages 11-12 to illustrate, if
not all of the possible options, at least seme of the general approaches that may be taken.

By comparing one scenario to another it becomes clear how government information could be
provided with varying levels of "user acccssibility mechanisms." While an awkward phrase, the
notion of user accessibnh’y mechanisms is significant to any definition of the government’s
responsibilities for ensuring public availability of government information in clectronic format. For
example, the government agency may produce clectronic files with no user accessibility mechanisms,
expecting that if those mechanisms are nceded, they will be added and paid for by someone clse.
This is the situation in Scenario One (Limited Government Role).

At the other extreme, a centralized government agency provides full support for an electronic
information product that an inexperienced end user can master quickly-Scemario Four (GPO
Provides Full Support). Close to this scenerio is the Depository Library Program as we know it

today, in which government agencies create retail information products that are centrally assembled,
cataloged, and shipped to depository libraries. The depository library is responsible for space,
collection management, and services that make the government information available.  The
depository library may even purchase expensive supplementary indexes, but the government agency
produces an information product which still arrives more or less user ready.

There is, of course, a wide range between these two extremes. It is a range that can have
even more complex approaches than those illustrated here--with complexities which on the surface
make it difficult to determine costs and predict the allocation of costs among government agencies,
libraries, and users.
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SCENARIOS FOR DISSEMINATION OF
GOVERNMENT INFORMATION IN ELECTRONIC FORMAT

SCENE ONE: Limited Government Role

Government offers data on tape without charge for use by depository libraries. If accepted on
deposit, libraries are responsible for mounting datafiles on local systems, providing access to the
data to users, training staff and users in methods for access to data.

Other intermediaries may also acquirc data and process it for resale and use by librarics and
others. Many intermediaries may compete in distributing the information.

Users are expected to be sophisticated in electronic means of communication. They may have to
usc programming languages, e.g., Cobol or Pascal, in order to extract nceded information or be
willing to pay for such service.

Examples: Census of Housing Tract and Block level data
LandSat geographical information

SCENE TWO: Government Agency Manages Dissemination

Agency puts data in 2 form usable by some libraries and by intermediaries. Each agency acts on
its own. Agency may contract with an intermediary for the provision of on-line access, but agency
scts standards and provides some financial support for data preparation.

Library may pay hourly usage fees to agency or intermediary for use. Data resides on agency or
intermediary computer; use requires telecommunications.

Users may pay fees to the library for the services of the libraiian and for telecommunications.
Users may have to learn a software package like SAS or Lotus 1-2-3 to use numeric information
effectively.

Example: Library of Congress Tape Distribution Service

SCENE THREE: Government Printing Office Acts as Publisher

The Public Printer requires agencies to provide GPO with the raw data, as if in manuscript form.
GPO puts the information in a standard format, provides public domain software tools for access or
stipulates a generic softwarc tool as user interface. The Public Printer disseminates the electronic
information through the Depository Library Program.

GPO may contract with intermediarics for service much as private printers manufacture print
products. However, the Public Printer remains responsible for price and service.

The Library receives an clectronic information product that requires a local system to support it,
but the support requirements are standardized and therefore useful for a variety of information
products, for example, a personal computer with a CD-ROM drive and a common software product.

23




22 TASK FORCE REPORT

Training requirements for librarians are relatively modest.
Users may pay a small fee for use of a personal computer and training modes of access but learn
to use a common interface with about as much effort as required to use the Monthly Catalog.

Example: GPO distributes a CD-ROM version of the Monthly Catalog free to depository libraries

SCENE FOUR: Government Printing Office Provides Full Support

GPO provides full support for an electronic information product that an inexperienced end user can
master quickly. If product is delivered via telecommunication lines, costs are paid by the
Government.

The library provides space and manages services for the collection of electronic information
products.

Users may use the information without charge even for computer use.

Examples: Congressional Record CD-Rom
Current status of bills before Congress On-line
Federal Register CD-Rom
Patent and Trademark Office CASSIS Index On-line

SCENE FIVE: Data to the Highest Bidder

Government Agency auctions off the right to its data to the highest bidder (via contract, license,
or lease), provides exclusive rights to dissemination for an agreement by winner of auction to
creatc a product that is available to the public. The Agency uses the proceeds to further its vital
public mission, say underwriting grants for research in medicine.

The intermediary who wins the auction develops retail products and markets them on a for-profit
basis.

The Library must pay the retail price for the electronic information product. It can define the
terms of public access to the product much as for any other item in its collection. The number of
libraries who choose to acquire the data may be limited by the expense.

Users may face fees per unit of use of the electronic product, fees that reflect the cost of the
license to the data as well as rates for telecommunications, local computer time, and librarian
services.

Example: The Commerce Department lets a contract for exclusive rights to disseminate reports
collected by the National Technical Information Service.
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Key Considerations

Four questions should be considered by government agencies, or libraries acting as
intermediaries, as decisions are made about how to provide the public with government information
in electronic formats. Responses to these questions, when applied to a particular information
system, may suggest how access to that system should be paid for--for examp e, fully tax supported
or partially tax supported with intermediaries and/or users paying part of the costs.

L What is the significance of the information in the system for the development,
pursuit, or assessment of public policy positions?

2. What are the "user accessibility mechanisms” or value-added processes needed
and/or added by the creator of the information, the mediator of the
information, and the user of the information?

3. What are the relative costs of adding specific value-added characteristics at
any point in the information chain (creation, mediation, use) in order to assure
equitable public availability of government information? And how will the
costs of providing these value-added processes be distributed among federal
and state agencies as well as private organizations?

4. If a shift in costs (among government, librarics, and users) is anticipated when
this government information is disseminated in an alternate format, how will
this affect resource sharing among librarics and the ability of the depository
library system to support no-fee public access?
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A Value-added Model

A scarch for a means to analyze such complex and shifting relationships and responsibilities
identified a model in a book by Robert S. Taylor titled Value-Added Processes in Information
Systems (Norwood, N.J., Ablex Publishing Corp., c1986).

Taylor views an information system as a totality from originator to end-user. His definitions
and conceptualizations, particularly the transformation of a "wholesale” information product through
value-cdded processes into one that is "retail,” is highly applicable. Taylor defines "value-added"
activities as those procedures that strengthen or render more accessible messages in an information
system. s definition of an information system includes librarians in their function of mediating
information to the public, as well as others such as analysts, evaluators, and synthesizers who
perform similar functions. In viewing the transformation of the "wholesale" product, in this case
raw government data which is unusable without mediation or intervention, into a ‘“retail"
information source, the model illustrates how responsibilities for adding value may shift among
originators, mediators, and users. It also suggests the kinds of changes needed in total information
systems as electronic information is substituted for print sources.

Taylor’s model, based on 23 elements, allows an assessment of the presence and quality of
values added at each stage of the information process, that is, by the originating source, the
library or other mediating service, and the user. It stresses end-user needs and the structure of
the information ecnvironment as major clements in the evolution and evaluation of information
systems, The fullest application of the model implies the creation of problem-clarifying systems,
significantly different from question-answering systems.

Together, the value-added model described by Taylor and the taxomomy of government
information in electronic forms, provide mechanisms to address the four key considerations in
planning for public availability of any particular information system; they may also lead to general
conclusions about how certain categories of government information should be disseminated.
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IV. NEW FRAMEWORK FOR LIBRARY SERVICES

The . ~iiion of a bimodal library environment that encompasses
both print r.d electronic formats will also lead to a reexamination
of resourcr sharing among libraries. = Ownership of information
resources becomes less significant than access to information and
leads to the development of new access and delivery systers.

Government information---its creation 2ad dissemination-—-is a microcosm of the elements and
I~yers of a new paradigm for libraries. The prospect of GPO providing zovernment information in
electronic format to depository libraries accelerates the need for libraries to address the shifting
paradigm and turn concepts into very real questions of library and public policy.

Libraries face an exciting view of the future in wuiich the present paradigm or framework of
library thought is changing in respouse to a new information reality. "Electronic information" and
"electronic communication channels" both play strong roles in shaping the new context. They
require of libraries a new paradigm not because they are "new" but because they have some
essential characteristics with which we must deal that are different from anything we have dealt
with up to this point. Most library collection resources (paper, microformat, tapes, sound
recordings, maps, AV materials, etc.) exist in "handleable” form and are delivered physically.
Electronic informatior, however, is created in digital form, is stored digitally on a variety of
computer cisc devices, and can be delivered digitally over a va-‘ety of
telecommunications/telephonic networks.

The envirorment for providing users with access to electronic info.mation resources is
significantly different from a traditional, print-based library. Diversity, rather than uniformitv aud
varying information access skills, characterize gateways to electronic information. There are few
parallels in print formats to the complexity of technology and mediation betweer user and data that
characterizes the emerging electronic environment. A computer tape or CD-ROM containing data is
u-cless technology without the interfaces that enable the information to be retrieved. The degree
v. mediation required varies, but is most substantial in instances when the originator of electronic
information does not provide the needed interface at point of creation.

There is increasing need, because most users lack all the necessary computer skills and require
an intermediary, for libraric  in archives or libraries housing machine-readable data to add
information and therefore value to these resources in order to make them more readily usable by a
wider audience. In a sense such librarians are information techmologists working with a variety of
pri* and non-print formats, electronic databases, and other sources and adding their skills in
retrieving, reformatting, interpreting, and summarizing data.

The evolution of a bimodal librarv environment that encompasses both print and electronic
formats will also lead to a reexamination of resource sharing among libraries. ¢ wnership of
information resources becomes less significant than access to information and leads to the
development of new access and delivery systems.

Because of the breadth and depth of their collections, research libraries tend to serve as

resource collections for other libraries. As more multitype libraries have used OCLC or RLIN for
retrospective and current cataloging, the presence of their holdings in these networks has spread
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interlibrary loan requests among a larger number of libraries, although the general pattern of
rescarch libraries as net lenders seems to be continuing. Evolving patterns associated with
electronic information will have a significant impact on the role of research libraries in the
provision of national information services. Catalogs of research libraries could serve as regional or
national gateways that contan references to information in electronic as well as printed formats
whether held locally or elsewhere. This c-uld lead in turn to an increased emphasis on linkages
with state-wide and regional systems through advanced telecommunications networks. It is unlikely
however, since the use of clectronic sources requires la.ger capita! and personnel investments, that
sharing will necessarily lead to a reduction of current expenditures for any individual library.
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V. THE DEPOSITORY LIBRARY PROGRAM

The prospect of the delivery of govemment information in
electronic form through the depository program raises
impontant questions about whose budget will be affected
as pattems change: the government agency’s, the
library’s, the wusers? . . . It is critical that the
Govemment Printing Office initiate distribution of some
electronic products to depository libraries immediately in
order that participants (within and outside of Government)
gain  experience with the practical and financial
consequences.  This experience will contribute information
essential for Govemment and library planning for the
future of the pr~gram.

Within the Depository Library System of nearly 1400 lLibraries, a slightly different pattern of
resource sharing exists. The general make-up of the system provides for not more than two
Regional Depository Libraries in each state that assume responsibility to permanently maintain a
comprehensive collection of government documents. (There are presently 53 regional lLibraries in
the system.) Regional collections exist in public and private institutions in a variety of academic,
state agency, and public librarics. In addition, libraries designated as Selective Depository Libraries
may elect to be comprehensive and may or may not maintain the collection permanently.

Strong depository collections, including Regional Depositories, reside in a wide variety of types
of libraries with varying degrees of institutional resources and different institutional missions. As
resource sharing becomes more expensive, the ability and willingness of some Regionals to serve as
resource centers is in question. As the pattern of resource sharing among different kinds of
depository libraries changes with the introduction of electronic formats, it is possible that
participating libraries will define new scopes for their depository collections and offer a more
focused but well defined array of services for the collection.

The particular kind of electronic format chosen to make goverument information available to
depositories will probably largely determine the willingness of depository libraries to add it to their
collection or not. Some formats would involve incurring large fixed costs at the library, with
significant local computer systems and electronic storage devices.  Such investments in local
systems may allow users to find information at very small added cost per inquiry. For example, a
library might acquire data on tape and mount the files on magnetic disk drives attached to
mainframe computers with powerful search sofiware available to users. Other ei tronic formats
may involve little local investment but require significant incremental cost per inquiry. For example,
a datafile may reside on a remote computer with access charges per unit of search levied to
recover the cost of the computer time as well as the telecommunications charges.

Patterns of access to government information in electronic formats are likely to parallel
patterns already emerging in regard to other electronic information. That is, depositories located
in smaller Libraries or institutions are more likely to choose the low fixed cost and high
incremental cost per search strategy for most electronic infor ion. Depositorics located in larger
libraries are more likely to choose the high fixed cost and low incremental cost strategy at least
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for very commonly used datafiles. These larger libraries may be in a position to serve other
depository libraries with cost recovery from some source.

What is important to recognize in planning is that different depository libraries can take
advantage of different kinds of electronic products to different degrees. It may be to the
advantage of the Depository Library Program if, for some electronic materials, a few libraries serve
as intermediaries for all other depositories as well as for other users of information. Moreover,
strengthening existing and defining new relationships among depository libraries may be desirable.

How much 1t would cost a library to expand its role in the Depository Library Program ..d
how some of those costs might be recovered are hey conmsiderations. In addition to hardware
expenses, the value adacd by any depository library, be it basic or sophisticated, could be

significant.

Examination of Budget Mechanisms

Access to government information through the depository program (and in addition to it)
involves costs. The GOVERNMENT bears a significant part of the costs by publishing and
distributing material to the depository librarics. The LIBRARY bears a significant part of the cost
in the provision of space, professional and clerical staff assistance, the provision of bibliographic
access, reference mediation, the continuing maintenance of the collection, and in an increasing
number of instances, the provision cf the equipment necessary to read or use the documents.
USERS bear a significant part of the cost as well, in particular, the time and travel associated with
locating and using the materials (as well as through the tax dollar).

Over the history of the depository program, each component involved has responded to the
costs involved by building the budgets required to maintain the chain of creation, distribution,
integrated bibliographic access, physical accessibility, and use. However, even before the impact of
technology began to be so stromgly felt, the pressures of budget constraints had begun to & zct
the historical patterns. The impact of technmology and the creation of a whole new paradigm of
library services has accelerated the rate of changes and significant adjustments are now being made
within library budgets.

In regard to electronic government information, then, there are at least two tensions ~hich
must continue to be addressed for resolution: (1) the tension between the goal of increased
efficiency (for the government agency, the library, and the user) and the maintenance of equitable
access to public information; and (2) the tension involved in the cnst shifts in the "creation,
distribution, and accessibility chain" as technology has an impact on each component of the chain.

It is clearly important that all of the involv.d parties ask the correct array of cost questions
in order to produce the accurate information upon which will be based a host of future decisions
about information products an-* services.

A college or university library must also take note of relationships its parent institution may
o¢ in the process of establishing with business, agribusiness, and other parts of the private sector
including programs in support of technology transfer. The growth of university-related research
parks is one of the best examples of the mutual benefit which can accrue to higher education and
we private sector when cooperation occurs. Academi: libraries, by institution mandate and within
institation wide policy controls, are more and more closely involved in the support of these mutual
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endeavors. The fact that the costs and benefits for the private sector and higher education are
not mutually exclusive adds yet anmother layer of complexity to the policy and economic context
within which academic libraries provide information and service. Certainly, that laye: of complexity
is present in the provision of government information in electronic form resulting in another
important element to be considered.

The prospect of the delivery of government information in electronic form through the
depository program raises important questions about whosc budget will be affected as patterns

change: the government agency’s, the library’s, the user's? Will the costs of the depository
program which includes electronic information closely parallel those experienced for print formats?
Will the information have relatively the same value as the material in print to wne government, to
libraries, and to users so that the present array of support for the print program can be extended
to support the electronic information?

The answers to such questions depend on the details of the design of a particular file of
clectroni. information and on the policies adopted for implementation.  For example, the
Government Printing Office or a federal agency might choose to make a database available on-line
at zero or nominal charge to the library or user. The depository library might be responsible for
providing documentation on the nature of the database, a puide for its use, the telecommunications
associated with using the database, and the electronic device used for access.

In another example, GPO might make available to depository libraries a database on magnetic
tape at zero or nominal charge. The library might be responsible for mounting the tape on a local
computer, providing suitable access software, and providing the computer cycles for gaining access
to the database. A user might be responsible for the cost of printing or downloading to other
private media.

In a third example, a federal agency may support digitizing equipment, the agency and the
library pay for the provision of the information to be digitized, and the library and the user pay
for the equipment required to read the electronic information.

These three examples make clear that the nature of costs to the government, the library, and
the user will differ markedly for different electronic information products. What is needed is an
examination of Federal agency and library budget mechanisms that have supported the statutory
responsibilities of the source agency, the GPO, and depository libraries. Questions which need to
be asked and answered include:

-~ How do we measure current agency costs for the information file? What are
the components of the costs for the agency?

- How do we measure current library costs for the furthcr distribution and
storage of the government information? What are the components of costs for
the library?

-~ Would the new format result in increased use or new users?

-~ Do cost savings occur for either the agency or the library in the creation,
distribution, and accessibility chain for electronic information?

-~ Will costs shift from the agency to the library, or vice versa?

LY
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Will costs increase for both the agency and the library, but the public benefit
of information in a new format balance the cost increase?

Can we anticipate cost substitutions within an agency or library budget so that
present budgets can be reallocated instead of supplemented?

Can we anticipate additional costs and, if they exist, are they short-term over
the implementation of the new information format, or are they long-term over
the life of the information?

What is the relationship of cost to the variety of possible formats? For
example, how graphic images are electronically captured and transmitted (in
particular. graphic images that are part of a text file) will have a significant
impact on the cost of effective delivery.

Which telecommunication networks and/or bibliographic utilities can be
effective for distribution of the electronic government information and what
are the anticipated costs associated with present and future use?

Examination of these various cost issues would occur for at least three stages: (1) set-up
costs; (2) iecurring/continuing costs; and (3) life cycle costs. Components will include costs related
to equipment needs (including initial costs, maintenance, amortization and replacement, and sO
forth); telecommunications requirements; the added or different use of computing already in place in
the library or the parent body; any necessary added space; physical plant renovation for electrical
wiring or computer cabling; staff involvement i: the integration of the new formats into collection
development, bibliograpkic access, information mediation, library instruction, and collection
preservation functions; the costs inherent in bringing together text databases, numerical databases,
graphics databases, and bibliographic control databases in an expanded form of information delivery;
the cost of new and more powerful information manipulation and delivery possibilities - ie., th.
expanded user patterns which can result frop clectronic formats; and the relationship of all of
these elements to the whole context of the information taxonomy and the practical and policy
concerns imp licit therein.

The Need to Include Electronic Formats in the Depository Library Program

Depository libraries need government information in elects snic format to fulfill their
responsibilities to the public; information should not be excluded from GPO distribution to
depositories on the basis of format. Increasingly, more and more government information that was
once available in paper reports is now available only in elcctronic formats. At the same time, more
depository users prefer government information in electronic formats in order to retrieve ii more
effectively, incorporate it directly (withou* re-keying) into personal or project files, and to be able
to derivc customized presentation or analysis of Aata.

Federal agencies should make their information products available to the public through the
Depository Library Frogram, inclu.ing those in electronic formats. Information of an administrative
nature with no public interest or educational vilue, or .hat properly classified for reasons of
national security, is and should continue to be, excluded from the program.
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It is critical that the Government Printing Office initiate distribution of some electronic
products to depository libraries immediately in order that participants (within and outside of
Government) gain experience with the practical and financial consequences. This expericnce will
contribute information essential for Government and library planning for the future of the program,

Agencies  with electronic files should be encouraged to provide information products with
convenient interfaces to simplify access by end users. Examples are the Monthly Catalog of U.S.
Government Publications and the Code of Federal Regviations on CD-Rom or the status of bills and
an index to legislation on-line. However, the absence of suth agency developed interfaces should
not exempt the product from the program since depository libraries may elect to purchase or
develop software in order to make such products available as part of their depository
responsibilities.

The Need to Review and Assess the Program

The inclusion of government information in electronic formats in the Depository Library
Program will have a profound and pervasive influence. Congress, the Government Printing Office,
and the library community should review the Depository Library Program to assess the impact of
electronic products on the program. Issues that should be addressed inc' 'de: the opportunities
now available for restructuring the program to take advantage of electronic information delivery,
redefinitions of service responsibilities among all participants, geographic distribution of service
points, and, the burden of shared costs among Government agencies, Libraries, and users. The
reviews should also consider the effectiveness of communication channels among all participants to
encourage consultation in the development and implemertation by the US. Government of public
electronic information programs.  The reviews sLould be conducted concurrently with GPO
distribudon of some electronic products in the program as experience gained in the operation of
the program will contribute to an informed and realistic review.

What must be preserved is a program that provides equitable, no-fee access to basic public
information for all citizens.

Possible Changes in the Depository Library Progiam

The findings of the ARL Task Force on Government Information in Electronic Format
prompted speculation. about how the Depository Library Program might change as a result of these
trends. The following description is not presented as a fina! conclusion but as a suggestion that
might stimulate discussion and further analysis within the depository library community and those
communities they serve.

Foles for depository librarv participants may change in some or all of the following ways.
First, since requirements for cquipment and staff to support a full-service electronic depository
collection are considerable, the program may be well served by having just a few libraries support
muitistatc or national public information needs as part of the program. From this there may
develop varying levels of respoasibility for providing services for electronic products.  Some
depository libraries m2y not be able to afford the equipment and/or staff suppe:t to provide
services fcr certain kinds of government information in electronic form.  Location, however,
becomes less consequential as electronic information can be relayed from library to library
electronically, recalling however, that the economics of resource sharing may be different.

[
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This may lead to a redefinition of depository library service recponsibilities in which
government documents and gateways to government information will be focused, along the following
lines:

BASIC Services: This level of depository library would serve as an information center in
which there would exist a small government document collection and a computerized
gateway to electronic government information located elsewhere. The service might be
focused more on self-help and on-demand levels. Therc would be a high cost per
transaction but a small fixed cost.

INTERMEDIATE Services: This level of depository library would maintain a larger
government document collection and some electronic information and gateways to other
clectronic information located elsewhere. This library might devise products which would
work well through the gateways and might invest in developing value-added approaches
to the government information. The service would include more mediation and synthesis
than the Basic level.

FULL Services: This level of depository library would contain research level government
documents and a full range of electronic information and the most sophisticated gateways
to other electronic information. The depository collection would be supplemented by
related, locally available databases. The level of service would include the highest levels
of value-added characteristics. There would be developed software packages and other
approaches which would change wholesale government information into retail government
information. The cost per transaction would be low and the fixed cost high.

A second kind of change that might take place within the program involves depository library
cost recovery for performing certain functions. Depending on the rature of the information itself
and the extent of local investment, depository libraries may begin to recover some or all of the
costs associated with adding values to electronic government files.

There remains the commitment to the role that .brarics have always played: provider of no-
fee access for the general public to government documents. What is highlighted by the prominence
of electronic information is that not all government information is the same and that the level of
user accessibility provided for elecironic products varies tremendously depending on the system
characteristics provided by the government or added to it by libraries or other intermediaries.
Government information defined as essential for fulfilling the citizeaship information ne~ds of the
public and for fulfilling government responsibilities should be distributed to depository libraries in a
manner that allows libraries to make it available at no-fee.

What may result from such a clarification or refocusing is another category of information--
that of consideiable importance to a narrow segment of society, important enough to justify agency
efforts to collect or generate the file, but which is too costly to justify full tax subsidized value-
added enhancements. This kind of information might be distributed to depository libraries on terms
that allow some cost recovery mechanism from a source outsidv the library--the user, a governmcnt
agency, or perhaps a consortium of users. Therefore this second possible change for the program,
that depository libraries may begin to recover all or some of the costs associated with adding value
to some clectronic government files, is dependent upon the nature of the information itself and the
extent of local investment made in order to compensate for costs not incurred oy the Government.
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For example, some form of reimbursement may be made to support public use of a "deposited”
government file that has been significantly enhanced by locally developed software. The point is:
if Depository Library Program policies define that the library is to add values to enhance an
electronic file, that policy may also define the level of value to be added, who is to be served, and
how and who is to pay to support the system.
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VI. Cenclusion

The Association of Research Libraries issues this report to encourage discussion of technology
and US. Government information policies and a clearer understanding of how the characteristics of
electronic formats affect the availability of information. Technology offers opportunities that may be to
the advantage of users and both public and private sectors. However political decisions about meeting
Government obligations to provide information should not be contingent on format.

The US. Government’s obligation to be accountable to citizens, and to make available information
created or collected with tax dollars, is fulfilled in part through partnership with public and academic
libraries.  Circumstances warrant a reassessment of library respomsibilities with a view to new
opportunities made feasible by technology. This reassessment can only effectively be made when GPO
initiates distribution of some electronic procucts to depository libraries. ARL continues to endorse the
inclusion of electronic products in the Depository Library Program and urges GPO action toward this
end. ARL secks to collaborate with others to develop recommendations for changes in the Depository
Library Program and encourages those interested in working on this effort to contact the office in
Washington, D.C.
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APPENDIX
GOVERNMENT INFGRMATION IN ELECTRONIC FORMAT

A STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES

NOTE:  The following statement, prepared by the ARL Task Force on Govemment
Information in Electronic Format, was submitted to the membership of ARL in October
1987 for review and will not be acted upon until at least May 1988. It is therefore NOT
an official ARL statement but is included in this report to encourage comments from other
interested individuals and organizations. Comments should be directed to the ARL Cffice
in Washington, D.C.

In 1985, ARL adopted a "Statement on Access to Information" affirming the Association’s
commitment to the principle that unrestricted access to and dissemination of ideas are fundamental
to a democratic society. Recognizing that legitimate goals of national security and economic
competition exist side-by-side with the principle of unrestricted access, ARL concluded that the
latter must take precedence unless a clear and public case can be made for restricting access in a
specific instance or to a clearly defined body of information.

Increased application of new technological developments (large computer databases with
interactive online capabilities, diskettes of data for use in personal computer, laser optical disks,
etr.) for the storage and retrieval of US. Government information has challenged traditional
practices of providing the public with access to this information. The ARL Task Force on
Government Information in Electronic Format has reviewed public policy and traditional practices
that support citizen availability of U.S. Government information in light of the characteristics of
electronic formats. The result is a recommendation that ARL develop a statement of principles that
specifically address the public avsilability of U.S Government information in electronic format.
Identification of essential clements or measures against which government infc.mation programs
might be rvaluated in terms of equitable citizen access to U.S. Government information would
contribute to efforts at striking the proper balance betweer competing principles in an environment
of fiscal constraint.

Oscar Wilde has said "Truth is rarely pure and never simple." The Task Force understands
that a simple, elegant statement of principles s not a short- or long-term solution to making
decisions about public availability of U.S. Government information. However, such a statement
would clarify ARL’s own position on thesc matters and stimulate further discussions that contribute
to a clearer understanding of the challenges faced by librarians, educators, and others engaged in
partnership with the U.S. Government to make government information widely available.
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The task force has developed the following six principles and encourages full
discussion of them in terms of the opportunities, challenges, and financing questions
posed by electronic information products.

DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT DRAFT

1. The open exchange of public information should be protected.

The open exchange of public information is essential to the progress of our society and, as a
matter of principle, access to electronic information should be as direct and open as access to print
products. While there is a legitimate nced to protect properly classified information, excessive
secrecy on the part of the Government should be opposed.  Dissemination of government
information to the public through libraries, as geographically convenient and politically neutral
sites, is essential and vital in a democracy. The education, research, and library communities should
work together to reaffirm their commitment and redefine responsibilities in their partnership with

the Government to make unclassified government information broadly and equitably available.

2. Federal policy should support the integrity and preservation of government electronic
databases.

If information is worthy of collection and storage, it is worthy of some measure of quality
assurance to insure its integrity for future use. In addition, information properly classified for
reasons of national security or protected by the Privacy Act should be secure from unauthorized
access. Data should be secure from tampering or accidental modification. For information stored
electronically, the placement of copies in multiple, decentralized locations rather than in a single
source is one way of guarding against irreversible breaches in the integrity of a database. At the
same time, because .nformation stored in electronic form may change frequently, special measures
may be required to ensure that the information product, at each point of access, is reliable-
--current, complete, and fully retrievable. For this reason, there may be instances where it is
necessary for a government agency to prescribe conditions under which intermediary recipients (for
example, a library 0: commercial vendor) ensure reliability and integrity before making it available
to users.

Archival preservation of information stored in electronic databases is an integral part of
maintaining the integrity of the records of Government. Some Government files stand as historic
records of governmental decision making and of our civilization. Standards for the deposit of
information from electronic files, delineation of responsibility, and Congressional funding to support

implementation are necessary to ensure that appropriate U.S. Govermaent information is preserved.

13



TASK FORCE REPORT 37

3. Copyright shouid not be applied to U.S. Government information.

Copyright is a private privillge and should not be available for any work of the U.S.
Government that is produced with public funds. The Copyright Act prohibition of copyright of U.S.
Government works is sound and should extend to work undertaken for the U.S. Government by a
contractor or grantec. Policies and practices that allow a Federal agency or a private organization
to cxert exclusive rights or other kinds of proprietary controls over government information in any

format should be resisted.

4. Diversity of sources of access to U.S. Government information i3 in the public interest and
entrepreneurship should be encouraged.

Diversity of sources is important to meet user requirements, including users within
government, for sufficiently varied information sources to allow for judgments on data credibility
and assessment of government accountability.

Entrepreneurs from the commercial or non-profit sectors, including libraries and bibliographic
utilities, may, using Government databases as inputs, produce information products with diverse
formats, interfaces, and prices. New information products based on government information should
be encouraged to stimulate a competitive environment where there is pressure to keep prices down
and quality of service high. However, encduragement of entrepreneurship should not extend to
include the granting of exclusive arrangements that result in a single point of access for the
information.

Costs to the Goverament for supporting this diversity are recognized, particularly in
conjunction with maintenance of file integrity. However, the costs should be balanced against the

advantages of multiple sources of information and the danger of a single sourc:.

§. Government information shouid be availabie at low cost.

The federal deficit rightfully highlights the need for reassessment of federal spending patterns.
Government activitics associated with the public availability of government information have costs
associated with them and should be subject to the same scrutiny applied to other parts of agency
budgets. Essential to undertaking an effective, long-term view of agency information programs is
identification of the purposes that the information content serves, within and outside of
government, and a judgment of its relevance to fulfilling government responsibility for making
information available.

The test should be whether there is a legitimate governmental role and public need in creating

and distributing particular information products, not whether a for-profit firm could sustain an
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information product if the government did not have a similar product. The value of tax supported
publication has long been recognized for print products. The same logic militates the tax support
of particular electronic publications.

Federal funding should be made available to agencies to create and maintain necessary
government information products so that user fees and/or high sales prices are not necessary to
mauicain basic support for the product. The cost to a Government agency of maintaining the
quality and timeliness of a database, and of upgrading the information service, should also be
funded by Congressional appropriations.

Copies of most government databases should be made available at simple reproduction cost. If
a purchaser can reasonably be determined to be a non-U.S. resident or organization that has mot
contributed to the tax base supporting agency development of the product, a higher price may be
justified.  Duplicate copies of government databases, even without user-ready interfaces, could be
further enhanced by commercial firms, libraries, or other intermediaries to make the information
available to the research, scienmtific, and bDusiness communities and/or the general public.  This
approach prevents any monopoly control over government information and would allow the prices of
final products or services to reflect only the value added in the development of end user products

and not'.ing more.

§. A system to provide equitable, no-fee access to basic public information is a requirement of a
democratic society.

Since 1895, libraries designated as part of the Congressional Depository Library Program
(Chapter 19 of title 44 of the U.S. Code) have served as partners with the U.S. Government to
make public information readily available to all citizens at no-fee. Information should not be
excluded from the Depository Library Program on the basis of format. Federal agencies should
make their information products available to the public through the Depository Library Program,
including those in electronic formats. Information of an administrative nature with no public
interest or educational value, or that properly classified for reasons of natiomal security, is
excluded from the program.

Agencies with electronic files should be encouraged to provide information products with
convenient interfaces to improve access by end users. Exemples are the Monthly Catalog of U.S.
Government Publications and the Code of Federal Regulations on CD-Rom or the status of bills and
an index to legislation on-line. However, the absence of such agency developed interfaces should
not ecxempt the product from the program since depository libraries may elect to purchase or

develop software in order to make such products available as part of their depository
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responsibilities.

The inclusion of government information in electronic formats in the Depository Library
Program will have a profound and pervasive influence. Congress, the Government Printing Office,
and the iibrary community should review the Depositery Library Program to assess the impact of
electronic products on the program. What must be preserved is a program that provides equitable,

no-fee access to basic public information for all citizens.

Pursuit of the Principles in a Changing World

Technology provides us wi*h an aiay of new options for making government information
available to the public. This positive development however could lead to serious restrictions on
access to information if the technology, or any particular medium, is allowed to dictate policy.
There are fundamental princi les inherent in a democracy that must be reflected in governnsent
information policics and these principles should not be dismissed because the format of the
irformation changes.

Inattention to fundamental principles in support of public availability of Government
information allows a vacuum to form wherein decisions are based largely on environmental pressures
such as political polemics, budgetary constraints, marketplace economics, and/or administrative
convenience. Decisions so made can result in practices of benefit to one segment of our society
but to the disadvantage of others.

There will inevitably be a need to make trade-offs, weighing one principle against another.
Fer example, diversity of sources of access to information makes ;¢ =ore difficult and costly to
ensure that each site has the most recent up te tc a file, a basic feature ot maintaining the
integrity of files. Both principles are highly desirable but to some extent work against each
another ~ The point the Task Force emphasizes is the need for policy makers and program
acministrators to be aw.... of ths critical balances that are sought.

The public good is best served when principles underlying longstanding government information
policies, and their significance to  1er policy goals of the nation, are acknowledged and
considered.  This awareness should contribute to sound judgments about specific information
programs.




INTRODUCTION TO PROGRAM

D. Kaye Gapen
University of Wisconsin

The Task Force on Government Information in Electronic Format, which is responsible for .his
program, was formed as a result of a letter from David Weber to the ARL Board suggesting tnat
perhaps ARL should take a little time to look into the Depository Library Program proposed pilot
projects involving dissemir..tion of government information in electronic format. What we found in
that look has profound implications far beyond those projects. OQur goal for this meeting is to try
to make clcar some very complex relationships. We want to present the different roles that
government agencies may begin to play in terms of government information in electronic forms. We
want to look closely at the issues and the policies that are related to public access to government
information. And we want to consider the roles of the researcr 'ibrary in regard to changing
government icformation patterns and the depository library system.

The members of the task force have concluded that the questions that we face in regard to
these issues are probably more serious than the AACR-2 qucstions we faced in the 1970s. The
actions that we hope the Association and its members will take will affect the ability of
universities to undertake and to complete significant research, a.d they may change the role and
responsibilities of libraries within the Depository Library Program. We believe our actions could
also influence the political and the actual viability of our democratic society.

We had some discussions when we planned this program as to whether we should invite some of
the people with whom we have been talking, for example, people administering the Depository
Library Program. We finally decided not to do that. We believe we should discuss these issues
ourselves and be able to talk about them frankly beforc we begin to have dialogues with other
interested partics. The frank discussions are important because we have seen the widespread notion
that the changing patterns for the creation of government information, its distribution and use, is
not going to cost anything to the user, and indeed it is going to save the government agencies
money. And : are here today to say emphatically that that is simply not the case. The issues
are not that simple in any regard. The reports, therefore, are being written for several different
audiences. We want you to know tuat. We are not just writing for ourselves as members of the
Association. We e writing for people in government agencies who are very concerned with the
topics, and, indeed, for people in the private sector.

We hope you will leave this program with one other message. Many of the i..ues that we are
addressing have been the responsibility of government documents Librarians around the country. We
want to stress that the topics and the policies that are being discussed now need to be discussed
by the directors of libraries. They have gone beyond the scope of what is normally done in the
Depository Library Council and by government documents librarians. We must also address these
vital issues.

Now, Nancy Cline ic going to take a few minutes to describe what the task force has done and
how we went about doing it.



BACKGROUND: THE ISSUES AND THE TASK FORCE

Nancy Cline
Pennsylvania State University

You all know, from seeing our reports, that we are the Task Force on Government Information
in Electronic Format. About halfway through our assignment, we began to wish that we had gone
with one of our original thoughts for a name---Government Reports and Information in Electronic
Formats. Then, for all posterity, we would have been referred to as the Task Force on GRIEF.
We were convinced that would be more appropriate!

The charge given to the task force by the ARL Executive Committee instructed us to consider
the following questions.

1. What is appropriate government information to be issued in electronic format,
and what should not be so issued?

2. What federal agency or library actions could be taken to ameliorate undesirable
obstacles to user access stemming from issuing government infurmaticn in
electronic format?

3. Should ARL encourage one or more of its members to develop a proposal for a
pilot project that would provide a simple, economical, and standard way of
making this material available on behalf of a comsortium of ARL members
supportive of such a coordinated cffort? What would be the advantages and
disadvantages of doing so?

4.  Are there staff training needs in ARL libraries required to provide effective
services for the varicty of electronic formats and files used by the U.S.
Government?

Starting with that charge and working with an over-arching goal that ARL libraries should
continue to assure reasonable access to U.S. Government information, we embarked on a pretty
rigorous process exploring all the various sectors and participants i~ this process. As a part of our
background work, discovering the breadth and depth of the issues, we first embarked on a
literature survey to see what written reports, findings, etc., were available to us, including
government hearings and reports, general articles, etc.  We found some interesting conflicts, but
primarily we found some pointers that we needed to follow chrough on.

Ther: were a lot of relevant policies in the federal sector, and some of these have been
outlined for you in the material that you will be working with at this meeting. (See Report No. 2,
Appendix B of these Minutes.) Beyond the policies, there were also a number of practices that we
had to investigate, especially some agencies plans for their information products. We followed
pretty carefully the work of the Joint Committee on Printing, particularly its ad hoc committee
that was working on electronic information projects within the depository community. We met with
officials from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), the Patent and Trademark Office, and
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the Census Bureau, and with a House of Representatives Subcommittee dealing with appropriations
for these GPO projects as well as other information management ac:ivities within the federal
sector.  Kaye, in particular, met with a group of concerned professionals about the issue of
sensiiive but unclassified information. We reviewed a variety of proposed projects, agency plans,
and so forth.

We also attempted to review the library scene, recognizing that there are many differences
within the membership of the Association of Research Libraries, and among the libraries that we
work with as participants in consortia, etc. We found that there were quite & range of states of
readiness to deal with this issue. We also looked particularly at the Depository Library Program,
because it is through that program that we may be asked to provide services for some of these
electronic information resources.

Reviewing its history, purpose, value, etc, led us to a variety of working relationships and
investigations with ALA, e.g. the Government Documents Round Table (GODORT), and other special
interest groups.

We scanned activities that ‘vere taking place in th¢ major networks and were also conscious
of developments that were coming about in telecommunications on both the industry and the
academic sid: of networking issues.

As you can guess from this list--and I imagine I have overlooked a few of the things that we
tried to cover in obtaining backgrcurd information--we came up with quite a complex and. I
believe, a sometimes overwhe'ming array of information continually being shaped and reshapec by
local initiatives and activitics within the goverum.nt sector relating to privatization of information
resources, the budget, indivia al agency needs as their missions undergo cer’ain changes, as well as
what was happening in the privete commerciai sectcr, and dev:lopments that affect individual users.
Our task, then, becasr one «f turning the mass of ‘nformation that we hud garhered into
something that was me L § useful and couic achieve rc . *its for the ARL membership.

I would like to .. _ ast a moment 10 review with vou some information on the Depositcry
Library Prograw. Most ARL member libraries ar: designated as depository libraries; within the U.S.
membership there are only five libraries that do not have depository responsibilities.  The
Depository Library Program is a Congressional program, administered by the Governmen* Printing
Office, intended to place collections of U.S. Government publications in nearly 1400 academic,
public, and special librarie:, geographically dispersed in what we like to refer to as a politically
neutral setting, and to assure ~*izens of no-fee access to information by and about the
government.  Basically, there two types of depository designations:  selective (which the
majority of us are) and regional. [Each of these have different responsibilities ‘o the Federal
Government, and, of course, responsibilities to their own individual institutions.

As depository libraries we rec.ve publications directly from the government at no direct cost
and in exchange, we agree to provide service and access to tue public for these. There is a wide
variety of information that is distributed through the program In terms of guantity, to put this in
focus in terms of our collcciions and responsibilities, the GPO reported that in 1986 they
distributed 51,000 titles in paper and microfiche. This is « significant amount of information and
you can see that if the agencies begin a major shift away from print form production to eiectronic
resources, we will have 4 cousiderabie fiow of information to manage.

The current situation with the GPO pilot projects, which were at the heart of our get’ag iato
this study, is that the Joint Committee of Printing is moving forward with the concept of GPO
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embarking on some pilot program. As you might guess, nowever, since the time frame continues to
stretch out as we go through the budget process, some of the agencies are changing the things
that they want to do, new ideas are being put forward, and some of the projected projects are
bcing withdrawn. If and when we get a pilot project underway, it may not have the dimensions of
those that were described originally. But there is commitment to move ahead in this arca, and the
GrO in its own budget request has identified a means by which they can produce revolving funds
in support of some of those projects. The main thing to keep in mind is that we have a legal
basis and a working partnership with the Federal Government in managing the Depository Library
Program. If eithes the agencies or the GPO moves toward clectronic resources, it will not be
something we can ignore, particularly if it happens to affect resources that have been the mainstay
in our own individual institutions.

You received Report No. 1 from us last fall. In putting that report together, we believed we
had come to grips with a number of key issues. What I would like to do is just take a minute to
remind you of the assumptions that we were working with in that report. We used a set of
working assumptions that government information is indeed a public good. The importance of the
government library partnership to serve citizens is an important issue. The trend toward making
government information available in electronic format is going to increase. We also developsd for
that report a taxonomy of government information in electronic form as a working tool. We
recognized that a balance needed to be struck between standards and the degree of flexibility that
would support creativity particularly in the research environment, and that there were limitations
on what is currently recognized as the scope of the Depository Library Program. This is a capsule
summary of our assumptions. There are many who think that the Depository Library Program can
be limited to only information in print frm and there is quite a conflict between those whe
believe that and those who are un the receiving ena of the information.

Tois migration to electronic information format brings with it a significant number of both
advantages and disadvantages that requirc considerable management attention. In Report No. 2, we
clearly moved into arcas of greater depth looking again at all the broad implicatiors for the
rescarch community. What we will be addressing at this mecting is the application of a valve-
added prccesses model to increase our understanding of the shifting costs in this complex array of
clectronic information and systems. The issues are complex, and though often we would like to put
them in a resk drawer and hope the problems will go away, they will not. There are many, many
important forces that are working here. The issues are important within our individual libraries to
many of the programs that are essential to collection management and ‘evelopment, resource
sharing, preservation, and to that broad umbrella that we talk about more and more frequently--
scholarly communication and scholarly information processes.

There are some serious conmsequencss in terms of how electronic inf~rmation resources are
produced and managed. 'We will have to contend with the conflicting tensions in balancing
institutional needs, dealing with individual users, trying to keep on top of the government sector,
and aiso balanc.ag activities in the public and commercial sector, as well. In our assessment, we
came to believe that an understandin, of the value-added process=s would be criiical in working
through these issues. What we hope to present to you is a framework that will enable all of use
as individuals to manage these conflicting courses.

I would like to remind you on behalf of the task force that while we will be focusing on
government informatio~ this is only a microcosm of the factors that we wii. be dealing with as we
add other el:ctronic resources to our collections. And we believe that ARL, as Kaye said, is going
to be a key player in forming policies and affecting what will be a key transition period as we
move to increased use of electronic information resources in academic research communities.
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MEMBERSHIP DISCUSSIONS ON
GOVERNMENT INFORMATION IN ELECTRONIC FORMAT

During this portion of the program session, Malcolm Getz, Associate Provost for Information
Services at Vunderbilt University, led meeting attendees through a marketing exercise focusing on
several government information products in a vanety of formats, and in particular looking at the
various roles of government agencies, libraries, the private sector, and users.

Following the discnssion of government information products, Mr. Getz led a discussion of
scveral potential ARL policy positions. Topics covered included copyright of U.S. Government
information, the cost and availability of electronic government information, the role of Dcposntory
Libraries in supplymg government information in electronic information, entrepreneurship in the
private sector vis-d-vis government information, federal policy toward government electronic
databases, the open exchange of public information, and funding in support of public access to
government information. No specific policy po itions were adopted at this meeting,

In a separate discussion session, mec ing atindees participated in an exercise in applying the
value-added model to the Monthly Catalog uf J.S. Government Publications.
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PROGRAM SUMMARY

D. Kaye Gapen
University of Wisconsin

Report No. 2 includes an executive summary of this topic that might be used in discussions
with campus faculty and/or institutional officers (Appendix 4). We have lett a blank in this
summary for recommendations for local and national strategies to address the issue. We encourage
your suggestions. There are some specific strategies suggested in Task Force Report No. 2 (Section
XT; let me just remind you of what they are.

1. To develop a sct of ARL positions on government information policy. Should
ARL develop a set of policy positions, and if so, arc the eight policies we
present the appropriate ones?

2. To assess training opportunities for needed skills, We suggest that, since we

know we are probably going to have to do a Jot of retraining, that it would be

al for an agency to assess our training programs and see if they are

appropriate to the training that might be required within the environment
described in this report.

3. To pursue a forum for the directors of the depository libraries. We believe that
the nature of the depository program is likely to change given the impact of
information in electronic form. And it would be extraordinarily useful if the
directors of depository libraries were able to meet and discuss the implications
for change in the depository program, to reaffirm the importance of the
depository program and also to help the government agencies plan for how those
changes might occur.

4. To consider these trends in ARL planning. We met with the ARL Collection
Development Committee and were asked the question of what in the report we
thought had inplications for collection developmer: We believe the implications
of this kind of electronic information goes far beyond government documents or
government information; the issues related to electronic information in general.
So, there are many implications in this report for ARL planning, but we need to
see if you agree, since it would have implications for all of us.

We are very interested in your comments on these strategies and also we would like your
assessment of the value-added model. We are going to try to continue to develop a small model
that would allow us to substitute actual broad costs for the numeric indicators currently used to
get a gross idea of shifts. The model should be coasidered witbin the context of the whole report
because on its own it is only one tool for addressing the analysis of alternative formats.

The task force suggests several elements that you might want to consider as you are planning

access to electronic information. First, determine the public policy significance of the information
system and then other policy implications for your own campus. Second, consider the vailue-added
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characteristics that are needed by the creator, the mediator, and/or the user of the information
and consider any shift in the provider of those values as the format of the information changes.

Final,,, consider the shift in costs which can be anticipated as a result of this analysis.
There is a fuller explanation of this in Appendix 1 to Task Force Report No. 2 [Appendix B of
these Minutes], including a simple planning checklist of how you might proceed. The first thing is
to look at the information product using the taxonomy and ask questions like who are the primary
clients and other users who would be using the product. The second step would be to consider
issues of cost and this is where the value-added model would come in. Then the third step would
be to conmsider issues of resource sharing as an alternative approach. Following that kind of
analysis you would probably then be in a position to make some decisions.

I want to thank the members of the task force and Jaia Barrett, who has been our ARL staff
person. The result of all ¢ our work you have before you. We had an excellent group and we
have worked hard. We have nad far-ranging discussions and i have certainly learned a lot. We
hope we will come .ut with the best we can, and we are all interested in any comments you might
have on our work.
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[President Herbert F. Johnson (Emory University) convened the Business
Meeting at 2:60 p.m. on Thursday, May 7, 1987.]

SERIAL PRICES

Joseph Boissé (University of California, Santa Barbara), chair of the Research Libraries Group
(RLG) Committee on Collection Management and Development, reported on recent discussions of the
RLG committee concerning serial pricing. He noted that differential pricing and serials prices in
general have been of concern to various groups within RLG for some time. The Collection
Management and Development Committee began discussing them last fall, but has not yet developed
any specific strategies. At its February mecting, the RLG Board of Governors passed a resolution
instructing the com:aittee to move rapidly to find a way to guarantee continued access to serials
during this current financial crisiss. Mr. Boiss€ addsd that throughout these discussivns, RLG’s
couns.] has taken a very conservative aoproach, urging caution in discussing options so as not to
be liable in the matter of restraint of trade.

In April, the committee met and came up with a variety of strategies. A short term
recommendation is to conduct a survey of the RLG membership to produce a database listing all
serial titles costing $200 or more held by membess. Each institution would code the titles on its
list as to whether:

a.  the institution does not subscribe to the journal;

b. the institution does subscribe to the journal but cannot at this time
make a commitment to keep it; or,

c. the institution subscribes to the journal and is prepared to make a
commitment to continue to subscribe for at least three years.

The data will then be collected, correlated, and shared throughout the RLG membership for use in
local decision making.

A longer-term approach under consideration is to form subgroups of six institutions that have
especially strong collections in particular areas to determine institutional commitment to continue to
subscribe to which titles definitely over a longer period of time. The goal is to establish enough
of these small consortia to cover at least the critical areas. Ir. Boiss€ stressed that this should
be seen as a positive approach to guaranteeing continued access to resources within the consortia
rather than a means of pleuning cancellations. The committee has suggested mounting a database
of information to track the costs of journals, covering pot just the subscription prices, but also
changes in format, such as increase in the number of pages, which is stuted as the reason for some
increases in prices. Each RLG institution will be responsible for monitoring certain titles.

Mr. Boiss€ mentioned that the University of Michigan has produced a slide presentation with
text that can be easily adapted by other institutions to use in making presentations on campus
about this serious problem. Richard Dougherty (University of Michigan) stated that a set of the
clides is available for $25.00.
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Irecne Hoadley (Texas A&M University) commented .hat, as a result of concern over this issue
on her campus, the Legal Affairs Office has decided to approach the state attorney general for a
ruling on the issue of discriminatory prices. Mr. Dougherty noted that even with a favorable ruling
on price discrimination, the problem of increzsing serial prices is not eliminated, because the
library profession has been effective in getting foreign publishers to begin eliminating the
differentials. Instead of lowering North Amcrican prices, however, the publishers have continued to
raise prices to subscribers in their own countries. It appears that in the case of the major
publishers, even considering inflation and other factors, the profit motive is the driving force for
serial price increases. A relatively small portion of publishers appear to be responsible for the
problem.

Sharon Hogan (Louisiana State University) announced that LSU is developing a database that,
to date, comprises its 1200 most expensive journals (over $200). This represents about 10% of
LSU’s journal titles and 73% of the journal budget. This information is available free to interested
institutions.

Sheila Creth (University of Iowa) asked what ARL can do to inform the various scholarly
associations about this issue, as data becomes available from the publishers and from individual
institutions. She noted U.at the faculty on her campus are interested in getting data they can use
with their rrofessional associations and societies to exert pressure on publishers. ARL Executive
Director Shirley Echelman reported that this issue has been discussed several times by the Board of
Directors of the National Humanitics Alliance, which comprises 27 scholarly societies, the
Association of American Museu 1s, and ARL. As information becomes available to ARL, it is shared
with that group. Another member of the NHA Board is Stanley Katz, president of the American
Ccuncil of Learned Societies (ACLS). He, in turn, makes the data available tu the executive
secretaries of the 51 ACLS member organizations. In a similar way, the information is being made
available to the Consortium of Social Science Associations (COSSA). The American Association for
the Advancement of Science (AAAS) bhas been tracking this issue very closely, and there have b~en
relevant articles in Science, Physics Today, and other journals.

Mr. Doucherty commented that one of the offshoots of the Michigan slide presentation was
the refusal of a distinguished art historian to review an article for one the more prestigious
publications. That one refusal--from a scholar not usually concerned about library costs--generated
substantial correspondence for the editor ard associate editor of that journal. Encouraging scholars
to communicate directly with editors on this issue may be very helpful, as the articles are the one
thing on which the publishers do not have a monopoly.

Kenneth Peterso. (Southern Illinois University) commented that probably all ARL institutions
have been making cuts. He noted that the strategy to identify those publications that have
instituted exorbitant increases and then cut those journals probably will not have much impact if
only a few subscriptions are actually discontinued. The Association acting as a unit would have
much more leverage. Mr. Johnson warned that that kind of activity could be seen as restraint of
trade, which is why it is important to focus or guaranteeing access to serials and to making data
available so that institutions can make informed decisions. Ms. Echelman commented that ARL’s
attorney had been consulted more than a year ago about this. He cautioned that ARL would likely
face a lawsuit as being in violation of the Sherman Antitrust Act. If therc is interest and support
among the membership, however, ARL could take oa a suit for publicity purposes. She added that
last summer the issue was explored with the International Trade Representative, who is with the
US. Department of Commerce. The response from his office was that there was not an issue; if
the journals were too expensive, we should buy other journals.
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Ms. Echelman testified on April 9 at the Copyright Office hearings--the second five-year
review of the Register's report--and spoke about the enormous escalation in journal prices,
particularly foreign journals, although there have been large escalations in some American journals.
She staed that if there are massive cancellations, some of these journals may die as a result. She
warned the Register that if this happens, publishers may come to the Copyright Office and claim
that these titles have died because of library photocopying in excess of fair use, and she urged the
Register to investigate any such claim verv carefully, especially against the publishcis’ pricing
policy. The Register was very interested in this point and asked ARL for additional information.

Harold Billings (Uriversity of Texas) pointed out that in may ways, it is much more expensive
not to have information than to spend lots of money for information. We must be very careful
about monitoring access. He noted that there are currently two bills before the Texas Legislature
that would prohibit any state agency from buying from a foreign vendor, except in special
circumstances. He warned about getting into legal areas that may have the pntential of hurting
sources of information more than helping libraries provide access to that information.

ARL RETROSPECTIVE CONVERSION PROJECT [See Appendix C of these Minutes]

Mr. Johnson briefly reviewed the status of the ARL Retrospective Conversion Project, a two-
year pilot project that was approved by the membership in May 1985 and began in July 1985. In
the past year, a substantial amount of work has gone into preparing the evaluation of this project,
following criteria for review contained in ihe original project proposal. The current report was
prepared by staff and reviewed by the ARL Commiittee on Bibliographic Coatrc.

Because of time constraints, the report was sent to the membership at the same time it was
sent to the Board. Mr. Johnson presented a summary of the Board’s discussion earlier in the week
and the resulting recommendations. He noted that the final decision on the future of the ARL
Recen Project was to be madz by the membership. Board discussions on the Recon Project and the
report were substantial, and covered the accomplishments of the project as well as the status and
funding prospects of several specific collaborative recon projects. As a result of its deliberations,
the Board made the tollowing recommendation:

“that effective July 1, 1987, the ARL Recon Project be incorporated into association
activity as a clearinghouse to gather and disseminate information." [This is essentially
Option 3 of the report, but absorbed into regular association operations.]

Late in the Board's discussion, after the basic decision 2d recommendation had been made, it
became apparent that some of tbc funds from the sperial membership assessment to support the
project would be left over at the end of the two-year period. While a final accounting will not be
available until after June 30, it appears that there will be between $29,000 and $45,000 left from
the project funds. Once the final accounting of the project has been completed, the decision on
dispersal of unused funds will come back to the membership.

The ARL Committee on Bibliographic Control also met prior to the Business Meeting and after
substantial discussion decided to take no further action or present an alternative to the Board’s
recommendation.

Mr. Johnson convened the membership into a committee of the whole to d'scuss the report,
the evaluations, and the recommendations. Among the poinis made were:
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It would not be appropriate to ask the membr -hip for continuation of a
special assessment to continue the project.

Is it still necessary for ARL to be concerned with retrospective conversion, as
many institutions are doing this on their own?

When the project was approved, the consensus was that it was important; the
debate was over the price tag. Has the importance disappeared?

The money that is left should be used to continue the project, or at least for
the same purpose, as long as the funds are still available.

As poted 1 the report, there have been a number of accomplishments by the
project. Some records have been converted that might not have been, and
there have been some funds attracted for recon projects, though it is difficult
to distinguish what is attributable just to the ARL project. Also, the cost
break from OCLC for libraries participating in the project enabled libraries to
convert more records.

The survey of member libraries in conjunction with the project identified five
major areas where cooperative projects were desitable, and some action has
been taken in these areas.

One project, technology, has involved eight libraries and substantial amounts of
time for many individuals. The proposal for the $2 million project has besn
prepared and corporate funding is being sought. There have been difficulties,
however, including not being able to use ARL letterhead as an officially-
sponsored project, and no ARL help in approaching potential funding sources.
Because of the resources already invested in this project, its organizers would
like ARL help in approaching potential funding sources.

Another eight institutions have prepared a proposal for a $1.1 million project
for tetrospective conversion of Latin American materials and are beginning to
seek funding.

There is still a substantial amount of retrospective conversion to be completed
in ARL libraries. Some ARL institutions have completed conversion of
substantial portions of their collections, but there are still many resnurces in
these libraries and others that are not readily available. Plans for resource
sharing, cooperative cataloging, and preservadon wili be markedly aided by the
conversica of ARL libra..es’ catalogs.

The questioz is not whether recon i3 important, but rather whether the
budgets developed by the various prejects were too costly (e.g. $5-$9 per
record) compared to under $3 per record with the utilities.  With that
discrepancy, foundations were rightly concerned about the extent of local
commitment, uad thus reluctant to fund projects.

The amount of records actually converted to date as part of the project is
very small (115,000).
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-~ The project was adopted by the membership as a pilot. The decision as to
whether to continue it should be based on what has been accomplished rather
than the amount of investment already made.

-~ Some libraries have received funding for their own projects in the five areas
because they were able to show their efforts were part of a national project.

-- It is difficult to determine how many of the 500,000 records presently being
converted are being converted as a direct result of the ARL Recon Project,
and how many wowd have been converted in any case. And, because of
funding problems, it is difficult to ascertain how many of the 1.5 million
planned records will actually be converted.

-~ The amount of external funding available is difficult to ascertain. It is
uaclear how many of the recent Title II-C grants made for recon projects
were influenced by the existence of the ARL project.

- The Board considered the project a mixed success. Accomplishments included
the guidelines, and probably more library cooperation in recon than might
otherwise have happened. The Board’s conclusion was that the clearinghouse
function was valuable for ARL and would be valuable as an ongoing activity.
Also, with the finite amount of resources ovailable to ARL, such a function
should compete with other programs and activities for priority.

At this point, Mr. Johnson reconvened the meeting into regular session. David Bishop
(University of Georgia), chair of the Committee on Bibliographic Control, moved

"that the ARL Recon Project continue for the next three years--one year at
Option 1, one year at Option 2, and one year at Option 3, as defined in the
ARL Recon Project report--but with the provision that no funds other than
those already provided by the Recon Project special assessment will be used to
support the project.”

Jay Lucker (Massachusetts Institute of Technology) seconded the motion.

In response to a question as to whether sufficient funds are available to carry out this
motion, Mr. Bishop replied that it is not clear how much funding is avail. *, between $29,000 and
$45,000. During the two years of the pilot project, the funds have been underspent, and the intent
of the motion is that the project be planned in such a way as to not exceed the amount available.

Mr. Johnson noted in preparing the final financi=l report on the project, the amount spent by
ARL during the first six months of the report (July-December 1985) before the first assessment was
collected, should be recovered from auy surplus. While final figures would not be available until
after July 1, 1987, at this time, if $19,300--the July-December 1985 start-up costs--are subtracted,
the balance estimated to remain is $26,281, or approximately $222.72 per member. Anne Woodsworth
(University of Pittsburyh) noted that the Board did not have full financial information for its
discussion. She noted that ARL is currently in a deficit situation and a dues increase in the
upper end of the 4-7% range is anticivated. For that reason, she could not support continuing the
project over three yeers, even if the money were available.

Roscoe Rouse (Oklahoma State University) noted that a negative vote on the motion was
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against the specific opticn, not necessarily against continuation of the Recon Project in any guise.
Russell Shank (University of California, Los Angeles) agreed, and noted that there may be other
ways to address the issue of retrospective couversion. If one objective is to increase machine-
readable records for resources in ARL libraries, then an approach might be to label it something
other than retrospective conversion, ie. seek funding to increase the size of the national
cooperative database so that the records will be there, even with no holdings attached. If resource
sharing is the goal, then a project that adds the most holdings recorded on existing or newly-added
records is needed. Thus, ARL may want . look at an entirely different kind of project,
approaching funding sources to help increase the size of the major not-for-profit databases and/or
increase the number of holdings that are recorded in these databases.

Ms. Hogan commented that the Bishop motion allows for an orderly phase-out of the project
and would be quite helpful to those cooperative ventures that are in progress. Susan Martin (Johns
Hopkins University) agreed but noted that the results of the project have not been all that
successful. Is there a way to allow a faster phase-out to act as a cushion for the projects already
in progress or under development?

Mr Lucker returned to the issues of adding secord and holdings to the bibliographic
databases. He noted the technology project, over three years, would add 750,000 records to the
database plus the technology holdings of all eight cooperating libraries.  These libraries are
planning to invest their ow. resources as well as seeking outside funding. But, whether or not the
ARL Project continues, Mr. Lucker reiterated that he has a national and international responsibility
to make known the holdings of his library, particularly those items of which MIT has the only
copy. The search for funding for the technology project will continue. He commented that he
would favor - shorter extension of the ARL Project--up to a year--and an opportunity to have
official help from ARL in secking funds.

Marianne Scott (National Library of Canada) spoke in favor of the motion, noting that the
project has been a very good catalyst for retrospective cnaversion,  : has encouraged a
substantial amount of coordination, planning, and cooperative effort.

The question was moved and seconded and passed. Mr. Bishop repcated the motion, and it
was defeated.

Michael Gorman (University of Illinois) made the following motion, which was seconded by
Marianne Scott:

"that a proportion of the funds still available from the Recon Project be
assigned to the completion or furthering of existing Recon projects during the
year foilowing the end of the Recon Project.”

Mr. Gorman explained that this recommendation is similar to Option 2 of the report. The sum set
aside for Option 2 is about $14,000. He expressed concern that there be sufficient money to enable
efforts which are already underway to be fuiihered or completed. Also, this would allow a year
for those institutions to work out some other way of ccatinuing the project rather thap simply
cutting them off on June 30, 1987.

Mr. Lucker and Ms. Hogan were asked to provide more details of the projects in progress and
what the effect of ending the ARL Recon Project on June 37 would have on these projects. Mr.
Lucker said that he thought a year would be a reasonable amount of time to continue the ARL
Project. The technology recon project is in the stage of having compieted proposals and needs
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belp in raising thc $14 million needed to support the project. To this point, they have been
unable to attract the right foundation support, and they believe that with the full power and
prestige of ARL behind the ~, they would be able to artract that *ind of upport.

More information was asked for about precisely whai activities would be supported during that
year and what the cost would be. Mr. Bishop stated that he was not sure, but what Mr. Lucker
described was very similar to the second option the Committee on Ribliographic Control had
proposed in the report, thcugh the Executive Director’s time, particularly in fund raising, had not
been budgeted into any of the options. He noted that because of Project Coordinator Jutta Reed-
Scott’s careful use of resources, the project has consistently come in under budget. Thus, the one-
year option would s« - to be similar to Option 2, which has a projected cost of about $14,000.
While that option does noi include fond-raising specifically, Mr. Gorman’s motion suggests
snmething diffe. ~* from what is ia the rcport.

I* was noted again that the project was apprc ed as a two-year pilot, and that en ‘'ing it at
the end of two years should not be cousidered "cutting someone off at the knees" It uoes not
seem zppropriate to continue the project; the proposed projects might not be funded any way.
Barbara von Wahlde (State University of New York at Buffalo) commented that the proposal in Mr.
Gormau's motion was equally as fuzzv as the recommendations in the report. The costs arc not
clear; the criteria for measuring accomplishments are not clear How is the success of the project
te be measured--by the number of records converted or by getting a project closer t~ ‘unding? At
this point, the memt-=rship voted on the Gorman motion, whic* ‘vas defeated.

Irene Hoadley (Texas A & M University) moved, with George Shipman (University of Oregon)
seconding, that:

"ARL complete its pilot Recon Project on the present schedule of June 30,
1987, witkout any continuation effort.”

Ms. Hoadley stated that the money questicn should be trzated as a separate issue. First, the
membership must ‘eciac whether it wants to continue the Recon Project itself; if so, it can then
decide whether it wants to put additional money into it. Ms. Taylor noted that the Board
discv ions had left open the possibility of retaining the clearinghouse function and that a number
of Buard members found that a uscful activity to be continued. Ms. Wordsworth moved a substitute
motion, with Elaine Sloan seconding;

"that, effective July 1, 1987, the ARL Retrospective Conversion Project be
incorporated .u0 regular ARL activities funded through the regular ARL
budget and continuing as a clearinghouse to gather ard Aisseminate

information."
Ms. Hoadley commented that the Woodsworth motion was, in essence, the same as °  motio,
though it incorporated the possibility of continuing the clearinghouse function more . Tae

membership voted to substitute the Woodsworth motion for the Hoadley motion. The m. bership
then voted on the Woodsworth motion and «  1ssed.

Mr. Johnson then read a resolution passed by the Board during iheir meeting, a- follows:
"Whereas .ne ARL Recon Project has achieved considerable successes, including

preparing guidelines, raising consciousness, stimulating funding, and converting
records;
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Therefore, be it resolved, that the Board of Directors of ARL exiends special
thanks to the coordinator of the project and the Committce on Bibliographic
Contral for their efforts and leadership."

ARL BUDGET

Mr. Johnson reported that late in 1985. it became apparent that ARL would end the v-ar with
a deficit of about $43,000 (ARL Executive Office only; OMS project funds and other special projects
not included). The deficit was made up from the Operating Reserves. There were several reasons
for the deficit not being apparent until late in the year. Firs!, dns to personnel changes and
efforts to automate ARL's accounting system, accounting information was generally slow and
delayed.  Second, botb interes* and publications income were considerably less than had been
projected in the budget. Whls several major expenditure categories were within budget--and
salaries, the largest expenditure area was underbudget--sever * expenditurss areas were over budget.
These included administrative and publications expenditures, and expenditures for committee, task
force, and Board activitics. Recognizing this late in the year, it was difficult, if not impossible, to
do anything to affect the 1986 figurss. Of more concern, however, was the fact that the 1987
budget was built on the experience of the previous year, and thus it was likely that the numbers in
the 1987 budget, which had been adopted, as usual, at the Board meecting in October would not be
adequate for current needs. The Cxecutive Committee, which also serves as Finance Committee,
met with the Executive Director in March to work on the fiscal situation in more detail. The best
es*imate currently is a defici’ of $30,000 projected for 1987.

At the beginning of the year, the staff called on ARL’s auditors to work closely with them in
reviewing the books and the accounting system to be sure all is functioning effectively and that
timely reports are produced. A new accountant was hired in March. Staff was also asked to look
at various ways to increase income and reduce expenses for 1987. In March, the Executive
Committee decided to make no changes in the 1987 budget but asred the staff instead to work to
bring the budget into balance this year. The Board will adopt the 1988 budget in the fall.
Planning between now and then will take into account the contiu 3d goal of operating ¢ a
balanced budget as well as program priorities. The Board will look to the meiabership for input
during this time, and will review a numbe. of ways to reduce expenses and to increase income.
Some suggestions include: reviewing the policy on absorbing indirect costs on grants; relying more
on program assessments, as with the ARL Recon Project; adopting fees for some services, e.g. the
banquet at the membership meetings. At this time, it is anticipated that *he dues increase for 1988
will be toward the hi,.cr end of the 4-7% dues increase range that was projected for the life of
the five-year plan (this is the fourtk year of that plan.)

The FErzcutive Director was asked if the projected $30,000 deficit took into account the
$19,3C0 in accounts receivable due to the -arly expenditures for the Recon Project. Ms. Echelman
replied that the $19,300 is reflected in the audited report as an asset of the Association. If it is
refunded to operations as the auditor has been sxpecting, since it has been carried as an account
receivable, it will increase the fund balance of the Association. It is not reflected in the yearly
expenses and income statement; it is reflected in the balance sheet.

REPORT OF THE TASK FORCE ON MEMBERSHIP CRITERIA [Sec Appendix D of these Minutes)

Ms. Woodsworth, chair ot the Task Force on Membership Criteria, began by reviewing the
history of the task force and its report. She noted that the Board had reviewed the report at its
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February 1987 meeting and adopted it in principle, with the understanding that when the 1985-86
ARL library index was calculated, the new index scores would be incorporated into the report and
the appropriate mairtenance and entry level scores would be included in the fina' document. The
Boar also recommended adjustments to the nonacademic library requirements which have been
incorporated into the report. She then noted several corrections to be made in the document that
had been distributed to the membership for discussion at this meeting. Mr. Johnson reviewed the
recommendations on page 6 of the report. He noted that the firsi four recommendations were more
procedural in nature and require Board action; the actual membership criteria, however, require
action by the ARL membership. Also, it the membership adopts the criteria, essentially Appendix A
of the task force report, there would then be consideration of the current moratorium on
consideration of new members. Other necessary actions--establishing a membership committee,
instituting application procedures, etc.--are policy and practice to be carried out by the Board and
staff.

Mr. Johnson then convened the membership into a committee of the whole to discuss the
report. During the discussion, the following points were made.

-~ The Committee on ARL Statistics is currently considering the question of how
to count volumes that are held jointly by a library or university system or a
consortium of libraries, i.e. where ownership has been transferred from the
individual institution to the consortium or system. Thus the matter of how
cotlections are measured may have to be amended at some future time.

-~ As the membership voted in October 1986, the ARL membership criteria index
is now based on five data categories rather than on tep data categories.

--  The proposed criteria would change the basis on which the index is calculated
from the entire membership to the 35 unmiversity libraries that were charter
members of the Association. Given the number of changes in higher education
in the past 55 years, 1s it appropriate to do so?

-- It was decided to use the charter members as the basis for determining the
ARL membership criteria index because it offers a stable group and those
librarics are fairly representative of ARL as it now exists. The flaw in the
previous index was its gradual erosion as new mewbers were added, thus
challenging its reliability as a reflection of the commonality of existing
members. The index could be based on any group of members.  Over the
years, the ARL membership criteria have been based on the current members.
As new members have joined, there has been a decline in the index so that as
smaller libraries join ARL than that makes it possible for even smaller libraries
to join. It is very hard to break that trend without fixing a group that will
not continue to enlarge itself from year to year. The task force though. a
convenient group to do that was the 35 charter university members, as they
are fairly well scattered over the range of members.

--  Does rcmoving the nuraber of microform units from calculation of the ina x
bave an appreciable etfect, especially since for a substantial portion of the
ARL membersbip, microform count for a substantial part of their resources?

- In developing the five variable index, the object was to use the minimum
number of categories necessary to identify libraries that look like the current
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106 members. Of the items used i. the ten-variable index, the number of
microform units held was the element with the least similarity among current
members.

-- As we e trying to get a handle on quality measures as well as quantity,
should ‘ateriibrary lending, which is a significant reflection of the importance
of research library collections, be incorporated into the index?

--  The new criteria, in addition to being the standard by which new members are
admitted, will also be the standards by which current members will remain or
not remain in the Assoc.ation.

At this point, Mr. Johnson reconvened the membership into regular session. Ms. Woodsworth
moved, with Mr. Lucker seconding the adoption of the "Statement on the Qualifications for
Membership in the Assc.iation of Research Libraries," as outlined in Appendix 1 of the task force

report.

In response to a question from the floor, Mr. Johnson commented that several institutions
have expressed interest in becoming members of ARL when the moratorium is L*ed, but it is not
clear how many there are that would meet the new membership criteria.

Philip Leinbach (Tulane University) asked Ms. Woodsworth whether the task force had
considered grandparenting current members so that they would not be subject to the maintenance
requirement. Ms. Woodsworth replied that the task force had considered removing the 1intenance
requirement entirely but that there was strong expression on the part of the Board of :. - need for
the maintenance provisions. Mr. Lucke: added that if current members were grandfathered and
only new members required to meet a maintenance requirement, that would be illegal. The new
criteria would take effect with the next statistical reporting ycar, i.e. with the 1986-87 data.

The membership then voted on the motion to adopt the criteria, anc it passed. [The final,
corrected version is reported in Appendix D of these Minutes.)

MORATORIUM ON THE CONSIDERATION OF NEW MEMBERS

Ms. Woodsworth moved that the moratorium on the members, in effsct since October 1985, be
lifted effective immediately. Robert Miller (Uxiversity of Notre Dame) seconded the motion, and it
passed.

PLANNING INITIAT\VE

Elaine Sloan (Indiana University), ARL Vice President/President-elect, reviewed the approach
to planning for the Association’s future that she is proposing as ARL wuoves into the final year of
its current Five-Year Plan. She recommended not repee‘ing the process of the previous planning
effort, but rather to develop a new approach, building on what has been learned from the various
activities of the past, both successful and unsuccessful. She plans to bring to the membership some
alternative visions on what ARL should be and do. Oncc the membership agrees on a common
vision for the Associatica, the structure--the staff, the governance, a 1 the committee structure--
needed to carry out that vision can be built. Within this process, ARL's priorities should be
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clearly established.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S REPORT

Ms. Echelman had prepared a written report to the members on ARL programs and activities
over the past six months. [See Appendix E of these Minutes.] She also reported on several
additior.al items.

ARL has been able tc engage a great deal of interest around Capitor Hill on tne issue of
preservation of brittle books. This has been aided in part because of the interest of the new
Executi/e Dire~ or of the National Humanities Alliance, John Hammer. On April 30, Mr. Hammer
sent a letter to Re»n. Sidney Yates (D-IL), who chairs the House Interior and Related Agencies
Appropriations Subcommittee, urging that a considerable amount of money be added to the budget
of the Nation:. Erdowment for the Humanities Office of Preservation for the specific purpose of
microfilming brittie books.

On May 5, the Senate voted on a budget and, from a call just received from the ALA
Washington Office, "it looks 1 od for education and library funding."

Aiso as of May 5, there is still no official letter from the White House to the Senate on the
appoint.nent of a new Librariau of Congress.

At the hearings held by the Copyright Office on April 8-9, one of the witness was the
Exccutive Director of the Copyright Clearance Center, Eamon Fennessy. In his testimony, Dr.
Fennessy stated that the CCC was working with a major American university to develop a model
blanket license for universities of the same kind and character as they had developed with the
corporations. The ARL Office is interested in knowing which university that is, and Ms. Echelman
asked directors to notify her if they learn their institutions are invclved.

PRESIDENT'S REPORT

Mr. Johnson reported that the format of the Board minutes has been revised and will present
issues and discussions more succinctly than in the past. The same direction will be takeu with
regard to the Minutes of the Meetings, with sammarics rather than edited transcripts of sessions.
The change in the Minutes is in response to suggestions made Ly the Task Worce on Association
Responsiveness to Membership Needs which met for the first time during this Membership Mceting.
That task force was appointed in February. Its members are Richard Dougherty (University of
Michigan), Joanne Euster (Rutgers University), Elmer Smith (Canada Institute for Scientific and
Technical Information), Anne Woodsworth (University of Pittsburyh), and Kenneth Peterson
(Southern Illinois University), who is the chair.

[See page 56 for discussion of the ARL budget.]

ARL INVESTMENT POLICY
Mr. Johnson reported that the Executive Coramiitee, in its role as Finance Committee, adopted

an investment policy, which had been in discussion for about a year. As part of that discussion, at
the February Board meeting, the Board adopted the policy that the Executive Committee investigate
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the problem of investments involving corporations doing business in South Africa. This turned out
to be more difficult than first thought, because ARL has a relatively sinall amount of funds to
invest and therefore must invest in general, broad mutual funds, government funds, etc., and it is
not possible to track all the details of all the holdings of such funds. At its meeting this week,
the ARL Board adopted the following policy with regard to investments and South Africa:

"ARL shall not invest directly in any company doing substar‘al business
in South Africa nor invest in any bank that is making new or renewing direct
loans to the government of South Africa. In making investment in mutual
funds, the Association shall give preference to those funds whose portfolios
contain a high proportion of securities of companies either doing no substantial
business in South Africa or adhering to anti-Apartheid policies such as the
Sullivan Principle.

Any member of the rssociation who has evidence that a company in the
ARL investment portfolio is doing substantial business in South Africa and is
not complying with the Sullivan Principle or other similarly accepted policies
may bring this evidence to the attention of the Board, which will review the
charge to determine what action to take."

The meeting was adjourned at 5:10 p.m.




SL.OW FIRES

WARREN J. HAAS
COUNCIL ON LiBRARY RESOURCES

[During the ARL Meeting, the Council on Library Resources previewed Slow Fires, a
film ic had produced on preservation. Warren I. Haas, President of the Council,
introduced the film to directors and guests at the meeting,]

Slow Fires is designed for a broad audience, typically the audience for public television. In
fact, PBS is reviewing the film right now, and Robert MacNeil, iac narrator, is bringing it to the
attention of Channel 13 in New York, One of our hopes is that it will be on "prim~ time" public
television--if there is such a thing--in the fall. The film is 57 minutes long. and thus geared to
the hour time slot. We are also working on a half-hour version that will ve condensed but will
carry essentially the same message, though with somewhat different narration to fill the gaps.

The film will be for sale on 3/4-inch video cassettes and VHS cassettes, and for ren. in 3/4
inch and 16 mm film, in about three weeks, though the American Film Foundation.

We have been thinking about the need to make the idea of preservation of recorded knowledge
something better understood across a wider piece of the population than is now the case, if, in
fact, we are moving into a period in which subliminal concern for preservation must be replaced by
action--action over a long period of time costing a fair amount of money. Access to information is
the corollary of preservation. We talked with a number of people and decided to go ahead. I
found our producer when I was out in Califorma doing something else and just happened to talk to
someone whose son played soccer with Terry Sanders’ son. We interviewed and looked at the work
of three or four producers, and ended up choosing Terry Sanders, who is a UCLA graduate. He has
been in the film producing business with his wife for some years now. He took a difficult subject,
preservatiun of a book, and turned it into a classy, first-rate, eye-catching film,

The Andrew W. Mellon Foundation took the initial steps in helping us fund it and the National
Endowment for the Humanities joined forces as well. We started out using some money we had
from Exxon. The Library of Congress participated directly in both shaping of the film and, as you
will see, in staffing some of the leading cast of characters. As few of you here will recognize
yourselves as well as others.



APPENDIX A

TASK FORCE ON GOVERNMENT INFORMATION IN ELECTRONIC FORMAT
Report Number 1
October 1986

Executive Summary

Report Nu. 1 sets the stage for consideration of the most importent elements
which characterize the environment of the research library and government information
in electronie form. We believe that the impact of technology on society and scholarly
communication is broadly felt, and that government information in electronic form is a
microcosm of the larger set of concerns which face scholars, researchers, higher
edvcation, libraries, citizens, government, and the private sector. Electronic
information and electronic communication channels pose new questions for the
integration of these elements into the scholarly communication and library worid which
exists today.

The ground for the work of the Task Ferce is found in a set of assumpticas
including government information as a public good, the importance of the
government-library partnersuip to serve citizens, the increasing availability of
government information in electronic format, a "taxonomy" of government information
in electronic form, the balance needed between standards and flexibility for creativity,
the impact of limitations on the current scope of the Depository Library Program, the
advantages and disadvantages of government information in electronic format, and thc
requirement for unrestricted access to information.

The taxonomy of government information in electronic form is particularly
important in establishing a consistent basis for the analysis of specific elements of
proposals for pilot projects — as well as for the consideration of larger changes
occurring as a result of electronic information and communication chanrels. Volatility,
public policy relevance, value to research, and the state of system development are the
four dimensions considered.

The tasks for the task force agenda are then described and include: (1) Criteria for
participation in the pilot projects; (2) Evaluation components for the projects; (3) An
examination of the budget mechanisms which have supported the statutory requirement
and the historical practice of providing citizens no-fee access te depository collections;
(4) A consideration of research which requires access to government information; (5) A
review of government information and telecommunication channels already available on
ARL campuses; (6) An analysis of primary responsibilities for aspects of faderal
information management; (7) A response to the report of the House Committee on
Government Operations; (8) The development of a strategy for assessing the impact of
changing government policy or practices; and (9) A resurvey of the ARL membership
determining the extent of interest in pilot projects.




Finally, it is important to note that the ARL Board believes this topic to be of such
importance that the May Program Meeting will te devoted to the issues related to
government .aformation in electronic form.

We need to note also that this report represents the views of the memb-:rs of the
task force. Task force conclusions and recommendations for ARL positions ar.d actions
will be reported to the Board in the fall of 1987.

Members of Task Force
Nancy Cline, Pennsylvania State University
Maleolm Getz, Vanderbilt University
Jdean Loup, University of Michigan
Barbara von Wahlde, SUNY at Buffalo
Kaye Gapen, University of Wisconsin, Chair

Attached to Report No. 1 are the following:

1. A set of Draft Criteria to be used for evaluating agency proposals,
interested libraries, and the outecome of the projects (responses to Tasks 1
and 2).

2. A first drafting of an examination of the budget and economic
consicerations important in the analysis of the pilot projects and of
electronic information in general (in response to Task 3).

3. A copy of a questionnaire sent to ARL librarie: requesting a deseription
of government information already available on campus -- as well as
telecommunications systems. In addition, the questionnaire determines
whether or not the library is interested in the pilot projects (partial
response to Tasks 5 and 9).




TASK FORCE ON GOVERNMENT INFORMATION IN ELECTRONIC FORMAT

Report Number 1
October 1986

BACKGROUND

As the AR Task Force on Scholarly Communication has noted, "Computing and
telecommunications are causing revolutionary changes in society and its institutions.
Extraordinary advances in microelectronics have fueled this information revolution, and
scholarly communication and research libraries are changing rapidly and dramatically
because of it as, indeed, are the needs of information users.”" (Reference 1)

What we are facing is an exciting view of the future (e future which has already
begun) in which our present paradigm of library thought changes in response to a new
information reality. Just what is a paradigm? In the sense that we are using it here, it
is a framework of thought, a scheme for understanding and explaining certain aspects of
reality. Paradigms shift when there is developed a distinetly new way of thinking about
old problems. The King in a New Yorker cartoon anncunces that he can so repair
Humpty Dumpty — but he needs more horses and more men. In just that irrational
mode we try to solve problems with our existing tools, in their old context. As we face
change upon change, much of our futuring is an attempt not just to construct specific
scenarios of change and their possible resolution, but the larger search is for the
underlying form of the new context and the key that would unlock our vision of the
logic of a new paradigm.

What is new on our horizon is '"electronic information" and "electronic
communication channels," and they are both playing a strong role in creating the new
context. They require of us a new paradigm not because they are "new" but because
they have some essential characteristics with which we must deal and which are
different from anything we have dealt with up to this point. The fact is that our present
collection resources (paper, microformat, tapes, sound recordings, maps, AV materials,
ete.) exist in "handleable” form and are delivered physically (in 'analog' form).

We have achieved a high degree of integration of these physical formats in almost
all of our library operations: (1) we have integrated the logical bibliographic access to
these forms by and large in one card catalog, (2) we have integrated these physical
formats physically in our various collections with appropriate guides and self-help
finding tools, (3) we are beginning to have a fairly adequate grasp on the patterns of use
of these materials (scholarly communication), and (4) we have integrated these physical
formats in our budgets and provide all of them to the campus community at no charge.

Electronic information, however, s created in digital form, is stored digitally on a
variety of computer disc devices, a'.d can be delivered digitally over a variety of
telecommunications/t elephonic networks. Electronic information is an increasing
segment of manuseript preparation and book production in the publishing world, it is an
increasing segment of research where calculating and computing are integral to the
research effort, it is becoming extraord aarily useful in any work having to do with
grapiics, it is often available in addition to the physical volume, and it is now as often
the primary and only copy of the information (i.e., it is taking the place of hardcopy
formats).




A second major element of the new paradigm involves communication channels. In
a recent EDUCOM Bulletin, it is stated that

"Scientific research has always relied on communication for gathering and
providing access to data; for exchanging information; for holding discussions,
meetings, and seminars; for collaborating with widely dispersed researchers; and
for disseminating results. The pace and complexity of modern research, especially
collaborations of researchers in different institutions, has dramatically increased
scientists' communications needs. Scientists now need immediate access to data
and information, to colleagues and collaborators, and to advanced computing and
information services. Furthermore, to be really useful, communication facilities
must be integrated with the scientist's normal day-to-day working environment.
Scientists depend on computing and communications tools and are hendicapped
without them....Cormputer networks provide the base that combines geographically
dispersed researchers, computing resources, and information into a single
integrated computer and communications environment." (Reference 2)

Government information —— its creation, dissemination, and accessibility — has
rapidly become a microcosm of the elements and layers of the new paradigm of
electronic information. The Congressional Office of Technology Assessment (OTA) has
stated :

"The importance of the public infurmation functions of the Federal Government
has been recognized since the founding of the Republic. Congress has taken a long
series of actions to institutionalize these functions, by establishing, for example,
the national libraries (of Corgress, Medicine, and Agriculture), Government
Printing Office, Federal Depository Library Program, and National Technical
Information Service, and enacting laws such as the Public Printing Act, Freedom of
Information Act, Federal Program Information Act, and Government in the
Sunshine Act....

"However, new public information issues are being rcised (and old ones
exacerbated) by the confluence of several key trends: the continuing importance
of public information; the reduction of paperwork and publications (in part due to
requirements of the Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) and Deficit Reduction Act);
the growing role of the private sector (which depends heavily on the use of modern
informeation technology); and the increasing Federal agency use of electronic
collection, maintenance, and dissemination of public information.

"Uses of information technolcgy — such as electronic document filing,
computer-aided surveys, computerized databases, optical disks, electronic mail
electronic remote printing, and electronic bulletin boards -- could revolutionize the
public information functions of government. There are already numerous Federal
agency pilot projects, and some of the more visible ones have generated intense
controversy. Orce again, the issues are complicated because of inherent tensions
involving public access and the public's right to know, the role of Federal agencies
in actively disseminating public information, menagement efficiency and cost
reduction, private sector cooperation and competition, and paticularly for
scientific and technical information, national security and foreign trace concerns.
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"OTA concluded that further research in this area is warranted, but that,
ultimately, Congress is likely to be called on to update existing public information
lav' - and address a variety of issues, such as: .

* the cost-effectiveness of electronic information options;

* the equity of access to electronic government information;

* the private sector role in Federal electronic information activities;

* the institutional responsibility for policy and operations concerning government
information collection and dissemination;

¥ the need for a public information index or clearinghouse;

* mechanisms fcr exchange of learning from innovative electronic information
activities;

* use of information technology in Freedom of Information Act implementation;

* elecironic recordkeeping &nd archiving;

* scientific and technicai information exchange; and

* other issues —— transborder information flow, depository library system, Federal
statistical system, and copyright protection." (Reference 3)

The prospect of providing government information in electronic format to
depository libraries accelerates the need for libraries to address the shifting paradigm
and prompts a series of questions that turn concepts into very real questions of library
and public policy. To begin addressing the questions raised, the following statements
were identified as valid assumptions about government information and libraries.

WORKING ASSUMPTIONS
1. Government Information as A Publiec Good

U.S. Government information is and will continue to be a resource of considerable
interest and value to the people of the United States. The availability of government
information contributes to an informed electorat< that provides the foundation for an
effective democratic form of government. As government information benefits society
as a whole it should be viewed and treated as a public good.

2. Government-Library Partnership to Serve Citizens

Citizens rely upon libraries as a source for government information and libraries
rely upon the GPO depository program as a primary source ‘or obtaining information
collected or created by the U.S. Government. The intent of the depository program
remains unchanged: to deposit significant segments of government information in
geographically dispersed libraries where the public may gain access to government
information without the imposition of a fee.

3. Increasing Availability of Government Information in Electronic Format
Increasingly, government information is created, stored and made available in

electronic formats; in some cases, electronic formats have entirely replaced the
traditional published formats.




4, Taxonomy of Government Information in Electronic Format

Issues re‘sed when considering public availability and use of Governmen
information in electronic format cannot adequately be discussed in generalities.
Identification of a taxonomy or classification of potential electronic information
systems or producis would contribute to pclicy discussions that need to take place
within government and within libraries and elsewhere. For exampie, systems might be
classified on the basis of the following four dimensions.

A. Volatility

Some systems are highly volatile -- dynamic and highly time sensitive;
others are static.

B.  Public Policy Relevance
Some systems convey information that is highly relevant to consideration of
important public policies and thus are of broad public significance; others
have information of little policy relevanc: and are of interest only to a
specialized audience.

C. Value to Research
Some systems convey information that is highly significant for research;
others convey information of limited research value.

D. State of System Development
Some systems could be compared to wholesale products, requiring significant
added hardware and software support before end-users may make use of it;
others are more like retail products, fully packaged and presented for
end-users.

These four dimensions are described in terms of two extreme points on a
spectrum. In reality, consideration of the characteristics of a specific system following
such a classification will fall anywhere between the two extremes. The taxonomy is not
intended as an absolute mrasure for policy making but rather is put forward as
acknowledgement that not all government information in electronic frmat is the same
and to identify some obvious categories of systems that will encourage policy
discussions (within government and within libraries) to move from generalities to
specifics.

The relatively simple taxonomy oulined here suggests sixteen different
combinations of characteristics of government information systems. (See Tables 1 and
2. The order in which the categories are described does not infer priority or establish
values.) Each combination, or different niche, may suggest different ways for policy
issues associated with public access to the system and dissemination of the information
to be addressed. The taxonomy could be subdivided further into files that are textual as
opposed to other kinds of information as well as by the anticipated extent of public
audience for the information, should these kinds of characteristics, or others, need to
be considered in making policy decisions.

A-6
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TABLE 1

Government [ :format’on In Electroric Format:
Sixteen Potential Combinations of Characteristics

Combination 1

Dynamic

High relevance to public policy

High value for research

System ready for end-user ("retail product")

Combination 2

Dynamic

High relevance to public policy

Limited value for research

System ready for end-user ("reta.l product")

Combination 3

Static

High relevance to public policy

High value for re.earch

System ready for end-user ("retail product")

Combinatinn 4

Static

High relevance to public policy

Limited value for research

System ready for end-user ("retail product")

Combination 5

Dynamic

Little relevance to public policy

High value for research

System ready for end-user ("retail product")

Combination 6

Dynamic

Little relevance to public policy

Limited value for research

System ready for end-user ("retail product")

Combination 7

Static

Little relevance to public policy

tigh value for research

System ready for end-user ("retail product")

Combination 8

Static

Little relevance to public poiicy

Limited value for research

System ready for end-user ("retail product")

Combination 9

Dynamic

Hign relevance to public policy
High value for research

System requires support ("wholesale

Combination 10

Dynamic

High relevance to public policy
Limited value for research

System requires support ("wholesale

Combination 11

Static

High relevance to public policy
High value for research

System requires support ("wholesale

Combination 12

Static

High relevance to public policy
Limited value for research

System requires support ("wholesale

Combination 13

Dynamic

Littl~ relevance to public policy
High value for research

System requires support ("wholesale

Combination 14

Dynamic

Little relevance to pubiic policy
Limited value for research

System requires support ("wholesale

Combination 15

Static

Little relevance to public policy
High value for research

System requires support ("wholesale

~ombination 16

Static

Little reievance to public policy
Limited value for research

System requires support ("wholesale

Each of these sixteen combinations could be further subdivided into files
textual as opposed to other kinds of information as well as by the anticipated extent of
public audience for the information, should these kinds of characteristics, or others, need

to be considered in making policy decisions.
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5. Balance Between Need for Standards and Flexibility for Creativity

The transition period we are now experiencing wiil cont:nue for sometime and
suggests a need to strike a balance between the need for stendards and the need for
flexibility for creativity in adapting technology to information functions. The
taxonomy outlined above omy begins to document the complexity of factors that

contribute toward the development of standards. Ove~wes .'1s application of standards
will stifle innovation and effective use of technology.

6. Impact of Limitations on Current Scope of Depository Library Prograin

Exclusion of government information in electronic formats from the GPO
depository program seriously restricts the scope and effectiveness of that program. As
long as electronic information is excluded from the depository program, libraries must
use a combination of other sources to secure it for users; for example, from commercial
sources, directly from the federal source agency, from organizations such as the
Inter-University Consortium for Political and Soecicl Science Research, etc.
Increasingly, libraries are expected to meet user needs that caniot be met by reliance
on the Depository Library Program.

7. Advantages of Governme t Informa*ion in E)ectronic Format

Government information in electronic format suggesis some advantages for
government, libraries, and users:

For government:
- more timely « nd efficient information collection, storage, and internal use
- elimination o' the expense of printing and mailing paper reports

For libraries:

- access in a more timely manner

- ability to manipulate large quantities of information in a more efficient and
effective manner

- opportunity to offer new services

For users:

- all of the above, plus

- ability to customize (reformat, rearrange, ete.) informsation for individual
requirements

- opens channels to information previously inaccessible to handicapped or
home-bound users

- increases availability for all users by making it more convenient, accessible
from home or office




8. Disadvantages of Government Information in rlectronic Format

Government information in electronic format suggests some disadvantages for
government, libraries, and users:

For government:

the cost of making the transition fror current to electronic svstems and the
guestion of how to finance

the potential loss of an intellectual audit trail, for example, issues involved in
archiving data files, determining what is an appropriate historical chronology of
information, archiving snapshots of the sequence or editions of data, etc.

For libraries:

additiznal (new) costs of equipment and training to be in a position to receive
and cervice electronic information in an unknown variety of formats

raises questions of appropriate roles/turf with academic/institutional computing
centers, among departments on campus or within the institution, and within the
library

also raises issue of how the services will be paic for -- by institution/library or
by user

the responsibility of the library in training people to use the files

what about service responsibilities of depository libraries to users beyond the
immediate institutional clients — that ‘s, the general publie

loss cf face-to-face contact with users requires new skills for librar.ans to work
online with patrons

difficulty of adequately supporting new services -- suc® ., custom
service/analysis of information provided by staff with special subject skills --
without degradetion of current services

For users:

possibie barriers imposed on users as more informatior is available only in
ei2etroniv form: the cost of access to electronic files, the availability of
equipment to use the files, and the requirement for somz understanding and
ability to tap into an electronic file.

9. Requirement for Unrestricted Access to Information

Unrestricted access to and dissemination of unclassified information collected or
provided by the Federal Government is fundamental to a democratic s>eciety and this
principle must be recognized in any consideration of policies fcr government
information in electronic format.



INVENTORY OF TASKS FOR THE TASK FORCE
The following steps are underway or planned as intital activity for the task force.

JCP Proposals

To encourage the design and implementation of pilot projects that will provide a
usefu! test of the economic feasibility of the provision of electronic government
information to depository libraries, the task force has been asked to meet with the JCP
Ad Hor Committee to discuss: 1.) evaluation critzria for selection of libraries to
participate in pilot projects and, 2.) sn evaluation decign that will provide a useful
measurement of the impact of the pilot projects from the point of view of libraries.

Task 1.

What minimal equipment, skills, and other requirements are necessary for libraries
to participate in the pilot projects? Are there different levels of service for
electronic .aformetion? If so, wht are they and what is the level appropriate for
the depository library program? What would be required to offer the basic (plain
vanilla) level of service for government inform&.ion in electronic format? Should
the pilot projects be structured in a manner that would test more than one level of
service? If so, are there characteristics, requirements, or experience the library
should have in order to offer the services as part of a pilot project? How could the
p.'ot projects best serve a geographically dispersed population? Should central or
regional nodes of information be tested as a .model for providing government
iaformation in electronic format on-demand?

Task 2.

How should the pilot projects be evaluated? Wt : information will be necessary in
order to assess the economie feasibility of the program? Who should be involved in
the evaluation? What is needed from the evaluation to determine if the pilot
projects contribute positively to the effectiveness and economics of the creation,
delivery, bibliographic access, level of mediation, level of accessibility to
government information, and quality and openness of access.

Budgeting Mechanisms and Models

Task 3.

An examination of budget mechanisms that have supported the statutory
requirement and the historical practice of providing all citizens with free access to
depository collections. How do we measure current library costs to provide this
servi2e? How will costs shift? What cost substitutions could be anticipated? Will
libraries recover some costs from users? How will libraries pay for access by the
citizenry — e.g. users who are beyond the primary constituency of the library?
Are there budget models that provide support for library provision of comparable
services for government information in electronic formats?
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Scholarly Com 'nication and Access to Goverr ment Information

Changing technology and government policies are influencing the way in which
scholars acquire information, conduet research, and communicate the results of their
research with one another and others

Task 4.

What research requires access to government information? Is government
information used in some way that is different from other sources of data? Is the
trend *oward electronic formats for the storing and dissemination of governinent
infornation generally considered a positive move for researchers? Is any part of
the scholarly community restricted in access *o this material? If so how, and what
steps could be taken by the government, ARL, ard/or libraries to ameliorate
obstacles to access to government information in electronic format?

Local Information Policies.

For libraries to 5e active participants in the provision of electronic information
services, there needs to be a better understanding and influence over who develops and
implements campus or institutional information policies.

Task 5.

What government information is already available on ecampuses in terms of both
channels and content? The task force could address what kinds of government
information are valuable for research but not necessarily commercially viable.
Where have (or will) universities/libraries get the funds to make such files
available?

Government R« sponsibility.

Task 6.

The task force could suggest where the primary responsibilities should be for the
following aspects of federal information management: creation, bibliographic
control, distribution, and access. The OMB Circular A-130, Management of
Federul Information Resources, should be reviewed *o gain an understanding of the
OMB position regarding government information in electronic format.

Task 7.

The House Committee on Government Operations recently issued a report on
electrcnie collection and dissemination of government information. The task force
may wish to consider & response to the Committee conclusions and
recommendations.

Assessing the Impact of Changing Government Policies

Task 8.

A strategy for assessing the impact of changing government poliey or practices on
users of government informat on may be to construct a series of guestions to be
asked in looking at any agenda item that should arise - such as: who benefits?
does the change enhance access? is there a benefit to research and scholarship’
The report from the House Committee on Government Operations (Electronic
Collection and Dissemination _of Government Information) suggests “additional
questions along this line.




Interest Among ARL Libraries

Task 9.

The task force should resurvev ARL membership to determine the extent o. :heir
interest 'n lizht of additional information about the secope, timing and requirements of
the JCP pilot projects or other projects that addresc the electronic delivery of
government information.

This report represents the views of the members of the task force. Task
force conclusions and recommendations for ARL positions and actions will be
reported to the Board in the fall of 1987.

Members of Task Force
Nancy Cline, Pennsylvania State University
Malcolm Getz, Vanderbilt University
Jean Loup, University of Michigan
Barbara von Wahlde, SUNY at Buffalo
Kaye Gapen, University of Wisconsin, Chair
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Appendix 1

CRITERIA FOR EVALT'ATION
OF AGENCY PROPOSALS, LIBRARY PARTICIPATION,
AND OUTCOME OF JCP PILOT PROJECTS
DRAFT 1
October 30, 1986

There are basic equipment and service capabilities that a library needs to
demonstrate for participation in the pilot projects. The specifies of the capabilities
depend upon the file or files to be included in the test. Until the files and delivery
strategy ar¢ determined, it is difficult to speak to these specifics. However, in addition
to equipment and service capabiiities, the task foree surgests that interested agencies
and libraries be asked to address issues that are identified as fundamental to depository
library narticipation in the deiivery of government information in electronic formats.
How an ageney or library responds to these issues will indicate the extent of awareness
of the implications of participation in the test, the degree to which the agency or
library is prepared to deliver electronic information products to users, and the potential
for conducting a useful evaluation at the conelusion of the pilot.

The following list is this task force's first effort at identifying those fundamental
issues. They are divided into four parts: Ga*a; data delivery; costs; a:1d miscellaneous.

1. The Data

1.1 Where does the file to be tested fall within the taxonomy of government
information as suggested by the task force (see Task Force Report No. 1, pages
6-8)? Are there implications when the file is placed within tkis context?

1.2 What is the completeness of the file? Is it defined so that ‘ts scope, limitations,
purpose are clearly understood?

1.3 What is the correlation to any printed information -- is the printed information
¢ 1ilable elsewhere in the library and elsewhere in th~ library service area?

1.4 What is the timeliness of the file as provided in the pilot project? Does the file
represent an improvement in the timeliness of the data?

1.5 What is the volatility of the file? Is there a systematic plan for archiving data
and/or for preserving its format?

1.6 What is the articipated use of the information in the file?
= Will the availability of the file create an ex;ansion or contraction of use?
- Will it serve more users simultaneously?
-  Will it make improvements in access and/or service?
= Does the value change with the format?
- Are there other changing patterns anticipated/seen?

1.7 What is the relationship to other library collection development and/or depository
selection patterns? Are there other parts of the collection which relate to this
data and would benefit from joint delivery?



1.8 Is the data standardized and/or otherwise compatible with other electronic data
delivery paths in place in the library? (This also needs to be eddressed as an issue
under data delivery.)

1.9 How will the assured level of cata reliability impact library access and delivery of
the information?

1.10 Is the format appropriate to the anticipated use of the data?

2. DATA DELIVERY

2.1 What is the impact on library services of the indicated reliability and hours of
accessibility of the file?

2.2 Will cpecial equipment and/or telecommunications components be needed to
receive the data (e.g., is the library linked with major networks?)?

2.3 Special equipment and/or telecommunications needed to deliver the data (e.g.,
what are the paths to and from local or institutional data centers?)?

2.4 Is there any distinction between access to this data and celivery of the data? Any
specie!l .. sues related to either?

2.5 Will physical plant requirements (extra wiring; phone lines; ete.) oe required?

2.6 What is the impact of the format of the data and the distribution medium on the
library's ability to provide access and delivery for the information in the file?

2.7 Is added user or staff training required for access/delivery of the data?
2.8 Is there new access’de'ivery potential?

2.9 Is the data likely to be heavily used and possibly "eonygestible" in regard to
access/delivery?

2.10 How would the file influence the library's relationships with other depository
libraries, other libraries, and other institutions in the area?

3. COSTS

3.1 What are the anticipated setup costs (costs incurred before the file can be made
available)?
equipment to receive, read, print?
additional staff?
staff training?
costs for physical plant adaptation (extra or remodeled space, re-wiring,
cabling, etc.)?
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3.2 What are the anticipated operating costs (for the life of the pilot project and
beyond if continued)?
institutional overhead costs for grants?
costs associated with new patterns of delivery/or access (e.g.,
telecommunication costs from source to library, from library to off-site
users, ete.)?

3.3 What are the anticipated costs associated with the full life evele of the file (the
costs of sustaining the usefulness of the information for however long it is to be
sustained)?

maintenance and/or replacement of equipment?
staff training?
archiving and/or preservation of file?

4. MISCELLANEOUS

4.1 Does the project provide an opportunity to extend the library's services
geographically?

4.2 Are there a critical mass and an appropriate mix of libraries necessary to test the
economic feasibility of inclusion of the file in the depository program?

4.3 What is the ability of the agency/library to gather necessary cost data for the pilot
projc *?

4.4 How dces the project affect the expanding relationship betweer universities and
the private sector to further the mission of higher education?
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Appendix 2

Examination of Budge* Mechanisms
Draft # 1
October 30, 1986

Access to government information through the depository program (and in addition
to it) involves costs. The GOVERNMENT bears a significant part of the costs by
publishing and distributing materiel to the depository libraries. The LIBRARY bears a
significant part of the cost in thc provision of space, professional and clerical staff
assistance, the provision of bibliographic access, reference mediation of the
information, the continuing maintenance of the collection, and in an increasing number
of instances, the provision of the equipment necessary to read the documents. USERS
bear a significant part of the cost as well, in particular, th. *ime and travel associated
with locating and using the materials (as well as through the tax dollar).

Over the history of the depository program, each component involved has
responded to the costs involved by builcing the budgets required to maintain the chain
of creation, distribution, integrated bibliographic access, physical accessibility, and
use. However, even before the impact of technology began to be so strongly felt, the
pressures of budget constraints had begun to affect the historical patterns. The impact
of technology and the creation of a whole new paradigm of electronic information has

begun the acceleration of changes in the patterns and the resulting requirement to
adjust budgets.

In regard to electronic government information, then, there are at least two
tensions which must continue to be addressed for resolution: (1) the tension between
the drive for increased efficiency (for the government agency, the library, and the user)
and the mainienance of equitable access to public information; and (2) the tension
involved in the cost shifts in the "ereation, distribution, and accessibility chain" as
technology has an impact on each component of the ehain.

:* is eclearly important that all of the involved parties ask the correct cost
questions in order to produce the accurate information upon which will be based a host
of future decisions abor't information products and services. From the perspective of
the libraries comprisiag the Association of Research Libraries, the new paradigm of
electronic information (of which government information is a most importent part) is
posing questions which we are only now beginning tc answer. The JCP pilot projects are
not only important in themsel" ss, therefore, but also in that they serve ‘s a microcosm
of issues which make up a whole new informatior. world.

It is also significant for the research library that its parent institution is in the
process of establishing new ties and budget relationships between higher education and
research missions; and business, agribusiness, and other parts of the pri "~te sector. The
growth of university-related research parks is one of the best examples of the mutual
benefit which can accrue to higher education and the private sector when cooperation
occurs. Libraries, by university mandate and within university policy controls, are more
and more closely jnvolved in the support of these mutual endeavors. The provision of
private sector information research support has already become the responsibility ot
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many rec~arch libraries within their larger university missions. The fact that the costs
and benefits for the private sector and higher education are not mutually exclusive has
added yet another layer of complexity to the policy and economic context within which
research libraries provide information and service. Certainly, that layer of complexity
is present in the provision of government information in electronic form resulting in
another important cost element to be considered.

The prospect of the delivery of government information in electronic form through
the depository program raises important questions about whos- budget will be affected
as patterns change: the government agency's, the library's, the user's? Will the costs
of the depository program which includes electronic information closely parallel those
of print formats? Will the information have relatively the same value as the material
in print to the government, to libraries, and to users so tiiat the present mix of support
for the print program will support the electronic information?

The answers to such questions depend on the details of the design of a particular
file of electronic information and on tiie policies adopted for implementation of the
pilot projec s. For example, the Government Printing O“fice or a federal agency might
make a database available on-line at zero or nominal charge to the library or user. The
depository library might be responsible for providing documentation on the nature of
the database, a guide for its use, the telecommunications associated with using the
databsse, and the electronic device used for access.

In another example, the depository program might make available to its libraries a
database on magnetic tape at zero or nominal charge. The library might be responsible
for mounting the tape on a local computer, providing suitable access software, and
providing the computer cycles for accessing the database. A user might be responsible
for the cost of printing or downloading to other private media.

In a third example, a federal agency may support digitizing equipment, the agency
and the library pay for the provision of the information to be digitized, and the library
and the researcher pay for the equipment required to read the electronic information.

These three examples make clear that the nature of costs to the government, the
library, and the user will differ markedly for different electronic information products.
An important goal in the pilot project- is an examination of Federal agency and library
budget mechanisms that have supported the statvtory requirement of the agency, the
depository library program, and the library. Questions which need to be asked and
answered irclude:

* How do we measure current agency costs for the information file? What are
the components of the costs for the agency?

* How do we measure current library costs for the further distribution and
storage of the government information? What are the components of costs
for the library?

* Do cost savings oceur for either the agency or the library in the creation,
distribution, and accessibility chain for electronic information?

* Will costs shift from the agency to the library, or vice versa?

* Will costs increase for both the agency and the library, but the public benefit
of information in a new format balance the cost increase?
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* Can we anticipate cost substitutions within an agency or library budget so
that present budgets can be reallocated and no new budget required?

* Can we anticipate addiuonal costs and, if they exist, are they short-term

over the implementation of the new information format, or are they
long-tcem over the life of the information?

* What is the relationship of cost to the variety of possible formats? For
example, how graphic images are electronically captured and transmitted (in
particular, graphic imvges that are part of a text file) will have a significant
impact on the cost of effective delivery.

* Which telecommunication networks and/or bibliographic utilities are
important to the creation and distribution of the electronic information and
what are the anticipated costs associated with present and future use?

Examination of these various cost issues would occur for at least three stages: (1)
set-up costs; (2) recurring/continuing costs; and (3) life cycle ecosts. Components will
include costs related to equipment needs (including initial costs, maintenance,
amortization and replacement, and so forth); telecommunications requirements; the
added or different use of computing already in place in the library or the parent body;
any necessary added space; physical plant renovation for electrical wiring or computer
cabling; staff involvement in the integration of the new formats into collection
development, bibliographic access, information mediation, library instruction, and
collection preservation functions; the costs inherent in bringing together text
databases, numerical databases, graphics databases, and bibliographic control databases
in an expanded form of information delivery; the cost of new and more powerful
inforination manipulation and delivery possibilities —- i.e., the expanded user patterns
which can result from electronic formats; and the relationship of all of these elements
to the whole context of the information taxonomy and the practical and policy concerns
implicit cherein.

The first draft of elements forming criterie for evaluating proposals and projects
results begin to address these cost concerns.
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Appendis 3

Copy of Survey Distributed to Directors of ARL Libraries
October 10, 1986

TO: Directors of ARL Libraries
FROM: Kaye Gapen, Chair
ARL Task Force on Government Information in Electroniec Format

SUBJECT: Request for Comment

The Task Force on Government Information in Electronic Forinat requests a
response from those of you with experience in providing library services for information
in electronic formats.

As you know, the Congressional Joint Committee on Printing (JCP) has established
an Ad Hoe Committee to advise them on pilot projects to test the economic feasibility
of providing depository libraries with government information in electronic format.
Our task force (as well as representatives of ALA) has been invited to meet with the Ad
Hoe Committee for the purpose of providing advice on criteria for two activities
associated with the pilot projects: the identification of libraries to participate as test
sites in pilot projects and the evaluation of pilot projects. We also have been asked to
indicate if ARL would be willing to go with JCP to private foundations and to
manufacturers of equipment to seek funding or equipment that would assist depository
libraries to participate in the pilot projects.

So that the criteria and guidelines we offer to the Ad Hoe Committee have a basis
in reality, we encourage those of you with relevant experience to comment on any or all
of the topics we have been asked to address.

We are particularly concerned with how ws suggest JCP identify libraries that have
the potential for making the experiment a success. A significant part of the
responsibility for assessing the feasibility of depository library access to electronic
informa.ion is the readiness of the library to deliver such services to users. We seek
your help in defining the characteristics of a library that indicate the potential for
success.

Attached for your information is a list of the files the Ad Hoec Committee will
consider for the pilot projects. We have been advised that the pilot projects probably
will include a mix of bibliographic, numeric and textual electronic files. It has not been
determined what the format or distribution arrangement for any of these files might
be. It appears likely however, that three different mecia may be tested: online, optical
disks (including CD-Rom), and magnetic media such as diskettes or tapes.

The attached questionnaire identifies several matters we would like you to
consider. However, do not limit yourself to these questions if there are other related
matters you wish to address. Piease respond in whatever manner is most convenient —
on the questionnaire or separat 'y. Send written comments to the ARL Office (by mail
or ALANET), or call me or any member of the task force to discuss the matter.

We will meet with the JCP Ad Hoe Comm’’‘ee on October 30. We realize {he time
frame for you to respond is short, and we invit. you to seek us out at the upcoming ARL
Membership Meeting to discuss this in person. Also, comments received after Qctober
30 will be uselul for further task force work. Thank you for your assistzace.
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TASK FORCE ON GUVERNMENT INFORMATION IN ELECTRON'C FORMAT

Establi hed by the ARL Board in Aprii 1986, the task force was asked to address
issues raised when considering library access to government information in zlectronic
formats, including the encourageinent of dissemination of electronic information to
depository libraries.

Members of the Task Force

ALANET mailboxes are indicated for each member. An ALANET message may be
sent to the encire task force by using the code TFGIEF.

Kaye Gapen, Chair, Director
University of Wisconsin Libraries
Madison, Wisconsin 53706
608-262-2600

ALANET: ALA0957

Nancy Cline

Assistant Dean for Bibliographic Resources and Services
Pat.2e J.ibra.

Fennsyivania State Universicy

University Park, lennsylvania 168" 2

814-865-185%6

ALANET: ALAI1519

Maleolm Getz

Associate Provost for Information Services
Vanderbilt University Library

419 21st Avenue South

Nashville, Tennesser 37203

615-322-7100 or 7120

ALANET: ..LA0822

Jean Loup

Head, Documents Center

Harlan Hatcher Graduate Library
Univarsity of Michigan

Ann Arbor, Michigan 481C9-1205
313-764-0410

ALANET: ALA1583

Barbara von Wahlde, Director of Libraries
SUNY - Cuffalo

432 Capen Hall

Buffalo, New York 14260

716-635-2967

ALANET: ALAI1452

ARL Office con*act: Jaia Barrett
1527 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

. J2-272-2466

ALANET: ALA(]18(
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Requcst for Cominent
From the ARL Task Force on Government Information in Electronic Format

Library

Name of person responding

Phone #

Please comment on as m~ny of the following questions as are re'evant to your library.

1. Anticipated costs for electronic information deli ery.

How electronic information delivery is financed will influence the ultimate goal of
making the irformation available to the public. Dimensions to the ouestion of financing
electronic information d.'*very include identification of costs .o be borne by the
Federal Government, costs 10 be borne by the Depository Livrary, and .osts to be vorne
by the user of the information.

The task force proposes to address the matter by considering the following
categories of costs for the Federal Government, tl.e Depository Library, and the user:

a. the se.dp costs — the costs tc be incurred before the information can be made
available;

b. the cperating co .. — the annual coc’s essential to sustaining the service;

c. the full life cycle costs -- the costs of sustaining the usefulness of the
information for however long it is to be sustained.

Please comment on the approach we propose to this question and/or suggest
additional categories of cor (s that should be considered.

2. Budget modeis fc~ supporting electronic formats in library collections.

To what extent does your library budget now support access to electronic files and
how do you «ategurize this expense in your budgzt?
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page 2
3. Patterns of use of electronic information.
Is there a pattern to the use of electronic data within your institution (by certain

departments, kind of users, other)? Does the pattern vaiy by type of data in the file
(bibliographie, numeric, textual)?

4. Identification of vasic electronic information delivery capabilities.

Is there a way to describe what capabilities are required for a library to of. 'r basic
(minimal, not extensive) service to provide access to electronic inform .ion?
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page 3
5. Access to wide-area networks.

Note to which of the following wide-area networks the library has access either
directly or through another institutional office. If there is institutional access only,
characterize your enthusiasm for the library linking with the network. Also note any
preference ifor using one or mo.e of these networks as a way to receive government
information in electronic format.

NSFNet (part of the NSF supercomputer initiative) OR any of the various
componient networks such as ARPANET, SDSC, JVNC, NCAR)

yes no comments:

MFENET (DOE's magnetic fusion energy research network)

yes no coraments:

BITNET (Operated by EDUCOM)

___Yyes no comments:
OCLC

___Yyes no  comments:
RLG

__yes _no comments:
other?(describe):

Use reverse side for additional comments.

Responses received t; October 30 will be helpful for task forre discussions with the
JCP Ad Hoc Committee. Com nents received after that date will be used for future
work of the task foree.

Mail questionnaire to the AP.L Office, 1527 New Han.pshire Ave., N.W., Washington,

D.C. 20036, OR, contact a rmnember of the tusk force directly. Task Force members are
listed on the reverse side of the cover memorandum.

A-24

20
<



APPENDIX B

TASK FORCE ON GOVERNMEN. .NFORMATION IN ELECTRONIC FORMAT

Report No. 2

Members of the Tasx Forre

Naney Cline, Pennsylvania State University
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I. INTRODUCTION

The first rcport of the task force (October 1986) set the stage for consideration of
the most important elements that characterize the environment of the research library
and the distribution and use of government information in electronic formats. W~ noted
that the issues of government information in electronic formats provide a microcosm of
thc =rger set of concerns about tech.iology which face scholars, researchers, higher
education, libraries, eitizens, ,"overnment, and the private sector.

Report No. 1 was widely distributed and received generally positive responses.
Ve.; helpful comments were received on the draft 'Criteria for Evaluation of Agency
Proposals, Library Participation, and Outcome of JCP Pilot Prnjects,’ and the draft
'Examination of Budget Mechanisms' (Appendices 1 and 2 respectively). A r2vision of
these two pieces will be prepared with these comiments in mind and included in the final
task force report. The taxonomy of government information in electronic format wss
particularly well received by commentors. It did, howaver, prompt questions about tte
practical application of the concept. The taxoncmy is incorporated into this report ard
we hope its envisioned use will become more apparent in this co:xutext.

Among all of the policies and concerns the task force has explored, one major
theme has influenced our work since Qctober and thus is the focus of this report. That
i., the extent to which government information in electronic format (just like other
electronic products being incorporated into library collections) requires new kinds of
value-added features (hardware. software, and human assistance) and our expectation of
the limited extent to which these value-added featyres will be provided by the U.S.
Government.

We are optimistic that eventually, somz electronic products containing government
information will be incorgorated into the Depository Library Program; the extent of
value-added or user fricndly features, who will prepare them, and hcw they will be
provided, remain unclear. We assume commercial sector inform-tion ! usinesses will
continue tc provide some goverr ment files with varying degrees of sophisticated
value-added capabilities and that muny of these will be of great benefit to libraries and
library users. However, it also appeers that large amounts of U.S. Government
information in electronic formats will never be made available in "retail form" from the
government agency -- i.e., it may cnly be made available as raw data or information
without value-added accessing mechanisms.

If this general assessment about the availability of government information in
electronic formats holds true in expe "~nce, there will be implications for government,
libraries, and users. This reort addresses those implication; witt. a particular focus on
how research libraries might be affected.

Therefore, much of the work of the task force has involved building a framework
which would enable us to understand -- philosophically, techaically, and budgetarily
-- the patterns that exist for government information today, and *he shift of those
patterns resulting from the intrcduction of government information in electronic
formats. Report No. 2 sets the stage for discussion of these issues at the May 1987
ARL prorra.n, the tenor of which w.1l influence the final report of the task force.



Report No. 2 begins with a review of the key policy issues that relate t
government information (pp. B5-7). There are significant public and social policy
choices underlying the turmoil associated with government information. The policy
issues have complex interrelationships and the .ask fo ze has attempted to provide just
enough of a summary to illustrate the contentious er .ronment within which librariar.s
must participate in order to influence the outecome and clarify the partnership role of
libraries with the U.S. Government in providing government information to the public.

Following the summary of policy issues, we present five hypothetical seenarios that
illustrate different approaches which may develof: to disseminate government
information in electronie format and suggest consideratidn of the ramifications of the
several possible options/choices in a series of questions {pn. B10-12). To anticipate the
implicaticrs of any real propesal for dissemination, we suggest the use of a value-added
model that provides fcr analysis of the specific elements of an iniormation system in
terms of the cost of each enhancen..nt that may be added by either the government
agency, the library, <he commercial sector, or the user (pp. B14-17). The value-added
model complements the taxonomy of government information, introduced in Report No.
1 and incorporated again into this analysis (pp. B18-19). Together, the value-added
modei and the taxonomy may assist the government and libraries in understanding and
planning for tne tre¢ 'e-offs between adding values and managing the concomitant shifts
in who pays what portion of the costs of providing public access to government
information.

The report summarizes assumptions that the task force made ubout general trerds
in electronic information (pp. B20-21) end then illustrates them by considering the
impact of government information in electronic format on resource sharing, on the
Depository Library Program, and on research libraries and their staff (pp. B23-24).
Possible changes in the Depository Library Program, based i these assumptions, are
suggested (pp. B24~25). We then return to the consideration of government information
policy and offer some preliminary ideas about wha: ARL might ao to exert a positive
influence on this evolving set of issues (pp. B26-27).

In -ddition to these maii. sections, this report contains:

Planning Checklist—Appendix 1 (pp. B28-29)
A orief summary of value a1d cost considerations fc: iit~ary managers making
choices whether to acquire new electronic produets.

Checklist of Laws and Regulations--Appendix 2 (pp. F3u~-32)
Brief descriptions of the laws and regulations frequently mentioned in discussions
of access to U.S. Government information.

Questionnaire Response Summary--Appendix 3 (pp. B33-37)

A sumrnary of responses to the questionnaire distributed by the Task Force in 1980
to gather information for the work of the task foree including a request to
comment on the eriteria and guidelines for participation in the JCP/GPO pilot
projects.

Discussion Points on Government Information in Electronic Format--Appendix 4
(pp. B3%-41)

An execytive summary of *he: e ‘ssues which might be used in disecussion with
campus faculty member:: a,°d/or institutional offi.ers.
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IL. FEDERAL POLICIES AFFECTING ACCESS TO GOVERNMENT INFORMATION

Federal policies affecting public access to government information arise from a
wide variety of laws and regulations some of which do not offer clear guidance when
addressing issues associated with electronic information. Pressures resulting from
pervasive and profound ecconomie, political, and technological trends have exacerbated
longstanding tensions inherent in these policies. The following summary is not
comprehensive but is intended to highlight the basiec elements of this debate. (A
checklist of laws and regulations frequently mentioned in discussion of government
information appears in Appendix 2 on pp. B30-32.) Our purpose is to illustrate the
turbulent environment within which depository libraries aitempt to fulfill their mission
of serving as geographically convenient, politically neutral, and no-fee sources ot
government information for the publie.

Historically, there has been Federal support for education and libraries in general.
The government of the United States is founded on the premise that there will be an
infcrmed electorate, with educated, responsible citizens participating in their
governance ("popular sovereiznty"). The need to inform the public is the foundation of
legiislation such as Title 44 of the U.S. Code (that provides for the Government Printing
Office Sales Program and the Nepository Library Program) and also other information
dis “ribution programs of federal agencies.

The Freedom of information Act is based on the presumption that the government
and information of the government belong to the people and the same re oning
underlies the Copyright Law prohibition of copyright of U.S. Government documents.
Public access to information produced by government agencies has been a long standing
element in support of American public education and the economy; and libraries have
played a 'zey role in the delivery of such information to the public. In additior, Federal
government agencies, increasingly over the last fifty years, turn to universities and
other research organizations to conduct research in support of the missions of those
agencies. Contracts anc rrants have cemented the partnership between he government
and research ipstitutions in mutual support of an educated citizenry, an improved
economy, and a better socirty.

Trends

On a number of fronts and in a seemingly endless variety of ways, the: » basic
premises have been challenged. The following trends have had a particular.y negative
impact on: education, libraries, and public access to government information.

- Privatization of Government Functions

A major policy goal of the Reagan Administration is to shrink government,
and one of the strategies empioyed is privatization or assigning governmen*
function to the private sector. Privacization of information pr. grams tha:
had previously been an integral part of government agency programs leads to
undesirable consequences such as: increased prices for services that lead to
classes of information-rich and information-poor library users; elimination of
limited-use reporcs or service aspects of a program not supportable when
subjected to ccmmercial market-driven product design; the possibility of
private, self interesied influence ov the delivery of public information; and
exertion of 2opyright or copyright-like sontrol over public information.
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- Reduction of Federal Agency Budgets

Another strategy for shrinking the non-defense agencies of government has
b.en to reduce their budgets. This has had a profound impact on information
programs and services of agencies as well as on the availability of
government information in libraries. It has also lea to unusual arrangements
between federal agencies and ¢ «mercial information companies to jcintly
develop agency electronic info. :tion systems - arrangements that
sometimes lead to undesirable agreements that give exclusive control of
public info. mation to private organizations.

- Over-zealous Protection of Government Informatior

A penchant for secrecy has led to overeclassitication of government
information, efforts by the Defense and intelligence community to impose
controls on unciassified information, and poliution of information sources

with an active disinformation campaign intended to mislead all except those
with a "need to know."

Areas of Contenti

Follcwing are some basic areas of contention, where poliey is uncleer.

- The extent to which tax dollars should fully support the eollection and active
dissemination of government inforn ~tion and when user fees to recover some
oi tt costs of these activities are acceptable.

- How to define the balance between encouraging commercial entrepreneurs to
enter the market with government information products based cn government
information and meintaining government responsibilities to provide
information services.

- How to determine when our national interests are best served by restricting
access to some information.

Needs

Needed, and yet absent from the current picture is resolution of the following
r.atters:

- A determination of the characteristics of gover'.ment information that are
vital to accomplishing the goals of an educated citizenry, an informed
electorate, and serving society at large, and that the "efore warrant an active
dissemination program finance 1 lergely by the taxpayer.

- A strategy to assure equitable public access to government information in
electronic formats.

- A strategy to assure eiectronic government inforination will be effectively
archived to preserve the necessary records of gover .ment.

- C.arification of Congressioral intent regarding public access laws vis-3-vis
el _ctronice formats,




- Clarification of responsibilities within the government fcr oversight and
management of issues associated with government information. Presently
the debate is entangled with tensions between the legislative and executive
branches of government (Joint Committec on Printing/Office of Management
and Budget), and further complicated by the convergence of automated data
processing technology with publishing techrology which collide with
regulations, procedures, and Congressional Committee jurisdictions.

Propnsals for ARL Policy Positions

The task force has considered what ARL's positions should be regarding
government information policy. The following proposals are being considered and
diseussicn at the ARL program meeting and subsequent reactions will guide the task
force in preparing recommendations for the ARL Board.

Proposal 1: Copyright should not be applied to U.S. Government information.

The current policy in the Copyright Act against copyright of U.S. Government
inTormation is sound and should not be changed. Any policies or practices that allow a
Federal agency or a privete organization to exert exclusive rights or other kinds of
pruprietary controls over government information in any tor nat should be opposed.

Proposal 2: Electronic government information ought to be available to everyone in its
'wholesale’ form at low cost.

Most government databases s .ould be available to the public at simple reproduction
cost. Duplicate ccpies of tapes with no interface can be used by reseerch libraries or
other intermediaries to make the information available to the ~esearch community.
This philosophy ensi _es that the prices of final products reflects t.c value addec .n the
development of end user products and nothing more, and prevents any monopoly control
over government information. For example, the full text of Patents, MedLine, SEC 10K
reports, ete. should all be available on tape to anyone, at the cost of tape reproduction.

Proposal 3: Entrepreneurship is welcome and should be encouraged.

Entrepreneurs may, using tane databases as inputs, produce many information
products with diverse formats, interfaces, and prices; for =#xample, commercial
databases such as the Federal Register Abstracts. New informe*: products base” on
government information should be encouraged.

Proposal 4: Electronic products should be offz2red to Depository Libraries.

Certai) clectronic informat‘on products of broad publiec interest shou'd be
distrituted through the Depository Library Program. These products should be oriented
toward easy use by end users with convenient interfaces. Examples are the Code of
Federal Regulatior.s on CD-Rom or the status of bills and an index to legislation on-line.




Proposal 5: Depository Libraries should be allowed to recover costs from users for
sore services.

A Depository Library should be allowed to recover from users costs that were
incurred in servieing depository electronic information products. Out of pocket costs
for telecommunications or computer time for access to electronic information should
not be presumed to be encompassed in t .e Depository Library's financial obligation as
part of the Depository Program. Sor example, charges for costs for tiiie used on local
computers or for duplicating electronic products should be allowed.

The task force has considered but not resolved the question of depository libraries
recove.ing costs associated with the acquisition or dev:lopment of electronic retrieval
software used with a depository product.

On the one hand, if such an _pense or intensity of effort is voluntarilv undertaken,
1t presumably meets a local priority and falls withip the institutional mission. For
example, many depository librar‘2s subscribe to expensive printed indexes that enhence
retrieval of depository materia’ ased on the information needs of the library's pr'mary
audience 2s well as the needs of the general public using the depository collection.
There are private institutions in the Depository Library Program which will probaply
question the expense of incurring costs on behalf of the program, if the cost did not also
support an institutional need as well. This may also be an issue for publicly-supported
depository libraries faeing financial constraints.

On the other hand, finding a way to encourage and financially support depositrry
libraries .o undertake this and other kinds of valne-added services ON BEHALF OF the
depository syster., and other libraries, would be of significant benefit to the program.

The task foree particularly invites comiments on this matter.

Proposal 6: Federal policy should support the integrity of government electronic
databases in a variety of ways.

Where national security is at stake or personal privacy at ris';, dats should be
secure. Important electronic databases will stand as a historic record of our
civilization and provision is needed for archiving them. B=z2cause electronic data is
inherently volatile, special measures may be required to assure that important
databases are reliable and unalterable. The depocit of master files should be
established as a standard procedure for archiving. Dissemination of electronic
government information to numerous decentralized sources, such as a wide variety of
libraries and other intermediaries, reduces the risk of intended or inadvertent damage
to the integrity of the data.




Proposal 7: The open exchange of publie information should be protected.

The open exchanze of public information is essential to the progress of our society
and access to electronic information ought not to be more restrictive than azcess to
paper products. While there are legitimate needs to classify and protect classified
information, excessive secrecy on the part of the U.S. Goverr.ment should be opposed.
Dissemination of government information through libraries should be encouraged. The
higher education, research, and library communities should work together to reeffirm
their commitment and redefine responsibilities in their partnership with the U.S.
Government to make public government information broadly and equitably available.

Proposal 8: Congress should provide funding in support of public access to government
information.

Congress should appropriate funds sufficient to allow an agency to take advantace
of technology to develop effective information systems not only to serve internal
agency information needs but also to ca.ry out its mission to make government
information publicly availabie. The G.P.O. Public Printer :nd Superintendent of
Documents should be funded to develop pilot projects to test electronic produets in
depository libraries.

Section X1 of this report will return to these public policy issues and address
possibl~2 actions for ARL to consider initiating.




[II. SCENARIOS FOR DISSEMINATION OF GCVERNMENT INFORMATION IN
ELECTRONIC FORMAT

Since policy concerns and possible agency, legislative, and executive branch
approaches are still in g1 2at flux, we can deduce that it will take some time for trends
and any form of standardization to be established. Even sc, it is important to examine
possible directions in order to anticipate the magnitude of the possible problems facing
us.

The task force review of the proposed Joint Committee on Printing/G.P.O. Pilot
Projects, and our discussions with representatives of various government agencies,
suggest that there may be quite a number of Federal Government agency approaches to
the use of electronic technologic - and resuiting formats. Hypothetical scenarios h~7e
been described to illustrate five possibilities.

While these are certainly not all of the possible scenarios, they do illustrat> some
of the general approaches whicn may be taken. There are some immediate "what if"
considerations that ean be made.

What examples of specifie government information files or systems are most
plausible for each scenario?

What kinds of electronic information products may best fit each scenario? From
the Congress's point of view? From the research libra , point of view? From the point
of view of publishers and other ir termediaries (including lioraries)? From the users'
point of view?

If the Superintendent of Documents had {5 million per year to devote to developing
electronic information prcduets for dissemination through the Depository Library
Program, how should he or she deploy the resources? If a research library had $25,000
to devote to gathering government information in electronic form, what action might it
take?

What Congressional policies should ARL advocate with regard to the development
of electronic products that disseminate information produced by gc vernment agencies?

The May ARL program is dedicated to explore these and othe - "what if's". What
we hope is c.ear in fach of the seenarios and in the comparison of cne scenario to
another is that government information is provided with varying levels of "user
accessibility mechanisms." While an awkward phrase, the notion of user accessibility
mec’.anssms is significant to the consideration of electronic government information.
Clearly, the government agency may produce electronic files with no user accessibility
mechanisms, expecting that if those mechanisms are needed, they will be added and
paid for by someone else. This is the situation in Seenario One (Limited Government
Role).

At the other extreme, the govei ment ageney provides full support for an
electrcnic information product that .. inexperienced end user can master quickly --
Seenario Four (GPO Provides Full Support). This is more akin to the Depository Library
Program as we know it today, in which the government agency creates a retail
information product. The depository library is responsible for space and the collection
manage ment which makes the government information available. The depository
library may even provide expert staff and expensive indexes, but the government
agency produces an information product which still arrives more or less user ready.
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Scenarios for Dissemination of Government Information
in Electronic Format

SCENE ONE: Limited Government Role

Government of{~rs data on tape without charge for use by depository libraries.
If accepted on deposit, libraries are responsible for mounting datafiies on local
systems, providing access to the data to users, training staff and users in
methcds for access to data.

Other intermediaries may also acquire data and process it for resale and use by
libraries and others. Many intermediaries may compete in distributing the
information.

Users are expected to be sophisticated in electronic r.eans of communication.
They may have to use programming languages, e.g., Cobol or Pasc~al, in order to
extract needed informatinn or be willing to pay for suct service.
Examples: Census of Housing Tract and Block level data

LandSat geographical information

SCENE TWO: Government Agency Manages Dissemination

Agency puts data in a form usable by some libraries and by intermediaries.
Each agency acts on its own. Agency may contract with an intermediary for
the provision of on-line access, but agency sets standards and provides some
financial support for data preparation.

Library may pay hourly usage fees to agency or intermediary for use. Data
resides on agency or intermediary computer; use requires ‘elecommunications.

Users may pay fees to the library for the services of the librarian and for
telecommunications. Users may have to learn a software package like SAS or
Lotus 123 to use numeric information effec:ively.

Examples: Librury of Congress Tape Distribution Service

SCENE THREE: Government Priuting Office Acts as Publisher

The Public Printer requires agencies to provide GPO with the raw data, as if in
manuseript form. GPO puts the information in a standard format, provides
software tools for access or stipulates a generic software tool as user
interface. The Public Printer disseminates t' electronic information through
the Depository Library Program.

GPO may contract with intermediaries for service much as private prirters
manu.acture print products However, the Public Printer remains i sponsible
for price and service.

The Library receives an electronic information produet that requires a local

system to support it, but the support requirements are standardized and
therefore useful for a variety of information products, fo example, a personal
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Scenarios - continued

computer with a CD-ROM drive and a common software product. Training
requirements for librarians are relatively modest.

Users may pay a small fee for use of a personal computer and training modes of
access but learn to use a common interface with a_out as much effort as
required {o use the Monthly Catalog.

Examples: GPO distributes a CD-ROM version of the Monthly Catalog fre: to
depositorv libraries.

SCENE FOUR: Government Printing Off:- ?rovides Full Support

GPO provides full suppcrt for an electronic information product that an
inexperienced end user can master quickly. If product is dJelivered via
telecommunication lines, costs are paid by the Government.

The library provides space and manages services for the collection of electronic
information produets.

Users may use the information without charge even for computer use.

Examples: Congressional Record CD-Rom
Current status of bills before Congress On-line
Federal Register CD-Rom
Patent and Trademark Office CASSIS Index On-line

SCENE FIVE: Data to the Highest Bidder

Government Agency auctions off the right to its data to the highest bidder (via
contract, license, or lease), provides exclusive rights to dissemination for an
agreement by winner of auction to create a product that is available in every
Congressional District. The Agency uses the proceeds to further its vital publie
mission, say underwriting grants for research in medicine.

The intermediary who wins the auction develops retail products and markets
them on a for-profit basis.

The Library must pay the retail price for the electronic information product. It
can define the terms of publie acc .ss to the procduct much as for any other item
in its collection. The number of libraries who choose to acquire the data may
be limited by the expense.

Users may face fees per unit of use of the _.ectronic product, fe-:5 that re.lect
the cost of the license io the data «s well as rates for telceommunications,
local computer time, and librarian secviees.

Examples: The Securities and Exchange Commission lets i exelisive contract
for dissemination of its 10K files,




To use the parlance of the taxonomy (intrcduced in Report No. 1 and deseribed
again on pages 16-17 of this report), Scenario One vrould be categoried as a "wholesale"
information product and Seenario Four would be an example of a "retail" information
product.

There is, of course, a wide range between the two extremes. It is a range that can
have even more complex approaches than those illustrated here — with complexities
which on the surface make it difficult to determine costs anc rediet their allocation
among government agencies, libraries, and users.

IV. KEY CONSIDERATIONS IN PLANNING ACCESS TO ELECTRONIC GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

The task force identified four questionrs that should ba considered by government
agencies. or libruries acting as intermediaries, as decisions are made ahout providing
government information in electronic formats. Responses to these questions, when
applied to a particular information system, may suggest how access to that system
snould be paid for —— for example, fully tax supported or partially tax supported with
intermediaries and/or users paying part of the costs. The key considerations suzgested
by the task force are these:

1. What is the publie policy significance of the information in the system?

2. What are the values needed and/or added by the creator of the information, the
mediator of the information, and the user of the informatio.?

3. What are the relative costs of adding specific values at any point in the
information chain (creation, mediatior, use) in order t. assure that the publie's
government information needs are met clearly and equitably? And how will the
costs of adding these values be distributed among federal and state agencies as
weli as private organizations?

4. If a shift in costs (among governinent, iibraries, and users) is anticipated when
this government information is disseminatea in an alternate format, how will this
affect the cost of resource sharing among iibraries and the ability of the depository
library system to support equitable public access?

The task force searched for mechanisms which would support analysis of the costs
and values added of such complex ar . shifting relationships and responsibilities. We
have identified a useful model in a recent book by Robhert S. Taylor titled Value-Added
Processes in Information Systems, Norwood, N.J., Ablex Publishing Corp., c1986. {The
value-added modeli is described in the next section of this report.]

Together, Taylor's velue-added model and the taxonomy of government information
in electronic forms provide mechanisms to address the four questions described above in
relation to any single information system; they may also lead to general conclusions
about how access to certein categories of government information should be funded.
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V. THE VALUE-ADDED MODEL

In his book Value-Added Processes in information Systems, Robert S. Taylor
develops a model which describes a set of practices that combine to form an
information system. In this context an information s*stem is considered greater than
any single information source and includes contributions by participating individuals
such as a reference librarian-and the library user. In fact, within this model any human
intermediary (searcher, afelyst, evaluator, synthesizer, or interpreter) is part of the
system. Taylor describes three basic elements of an information system: the specific
processes which add va'ue to items being transmitted; a user or sets of users, who,
because they sit in narticular environments, have certain problems which establish
criterie for judging the utility of the system's output; and a "negotiation space"
between system and users, where the system displays its outputs (and the values
accumulated through the system) to assist users in makinz choices.

Taylor defines "value-added activities" in information systems as those processes
that produce, enhance, or otherwise strengthen the potential utility of messages in the
system. The values that result from these activities — 23 of them -- he classifies into
one of six categories: ease of use, noise reduction (selecting relevant and/or filtering
out extraneous information), quality, adaptability, time savings, and cost savings.
These added values may be either tangible (e.g., formatting or physical accessibility) or
intangible (e.g., reliability or closeness to problem). The 23 values, grouped into the six
categories appear in chart 1 on page 13; definitions for each are listed on pages 14-15.

The advantages of this model are many, but one that appealed to the task force is
that the 23 values are the elements which characterize what transforms a "wholesale"
information product into a "retail" information product. Such an assessment provides a
basis upon which we may determine to what extent, when electronic products are
substituted for print-based products, the current patterns of adding user accessibility
values shift among orginator, mediator(s), and users.

Such a model allows an assessment of the presence and quality of the 23 value
elements available at each stage of development of the information system — that is,
those added by the originating source, by the library or c>ther mediating service, and
those added by the user. intensity of .ctivity in at least some of these 23 areas can
result in an information system with user friendly attributes.

A principal featdre of the Taylor value-added model lies in its stress on the user
and on the needs and dimensions of the information environment as a major element in
the design and evaluation of information systems. The fullest application of the model
requires that information systems be perceived as more than question-answering
systems — that, in fact, they are problem-addressing, problem-clarifying, or
problem-attacking systems. This strikes the task force as especially pertinent for
making assessments of systems intended to meet the public interest in the use of
government information.

The model is not dependent on the efficiency of & particular technology and
therefore may measure how effectively the combination of techriology and human
expertise is in providing information where it is needed and within the environment
where it will be used. This aspect ¢f the model also seems particularly well suited to
the concerns with which we are dealing.

While some of the values Taylor defines may seem esoteric or clouded with jargon,
nevertheless, the elements do describe fairly specific activities which can be
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of cost analysis.

User Criteria
of Choice

Ease of Use

Noise Reduction

Quality

Adaptability

Time-Saving

Cost-Saving

distinguished from one another and which could be evaluated qualitatively and in terms

Ucer Criteria and Vaiues Added

Interf ace (Values Added)

Browsing
Formatting

Interfacing I (Mediation)
Interf acing II (Orientation)

Ordering
Physical Accessibility

Access I (Item identification)

Access II (Subject deseription)
Access I (Subject summary)

Linkage
Precision
Selectivity

Accuracy
Comprehensiveness
Currency
Reliability

Validity

Closeness to problem
Flexibility
Simplicity
Stimulatory
Response Speed

Cost-saving

This chart displays Tayloi’s six categories of criteria considered by users in selecting and
evaluating an information system (left column), links the 23 values with each category as
'interf aces' (center column), and provides a few examples to illustrate the kind of process
identified with each value.

System (Value-added Processes: Examples)

Alphabetizing
Highlighting important terms

Indexing

Vocabulary Control
Filtering

Quality control

Editing

Updating

Analyzing and comparing data

Provision of data manipulation capabilities
Ranking output for relevance

Reduction of processing time

Lower connect-time price




Chart 2

Taylor's Definitions of Values Agded

Following are brief definitions of the values identified by Robert S. Taylor in his
book titied Value-Added Processes in Information Systems, Norwood, N.J., Ablex
Publishing Co., 1986. They are alphabetized. The expression in parentheses following
the value name indicates one of six categories Taylor suggests that users co:asider in
choosing an information system.

Access (Noise Reduction): the values added by the intellectual technologies that
provide the systematic meanings, based on subject matter, of narrowing the
information universe to a set of data and information which have some
probability of containing material that is wanted or needed. Different kinds
of intellectual access provide different sets of the subjeet universe.

Access I (Noise Reduction): the value achieved by the identification of any
information chunk or discrete piece of data by systematic physical
deseription and location information.

Access Il (Noise Reduction): the provision of a subjeet description through access
points such as index terms, deseriptors, and names.

Access Il (Noise Reduction): the result of processes which reduce or compress large
amourts of information into compact items, such as executive summaries,
aostracts, terse conclusions, chemical structure diagrams, mathematical
forinulae, graphs, or charts.

Accuraey (Quality): the value added by system processes that assures error-free
trensfer of aata and information as it flows through the system and is
eventually displayed to a client.

Browsing (Ease of Use): the capability of a system to allow a client to scan an
information neighborhood, with \he probability that the eclient will
serendipitously find information of value.

Closeness to Problem (Adaptability): the value added by the activities of the system,
usually through human intervention, to meet the specific needs of a nerson in
a particular environment with a particular problem; this implies knowledge of
that person's style, bias, idiosyncracies, and sophistication, as well as the
politics and constraints of the context.

Comprehensiveness (Quality): value added by tl. > completeness of coverage of a
particular subject or of a narticular form of information.

Cost savings: the value achieved by conscious system design and operating aecisions
that save dollars for the client.

Currency (Quality): the value adr'ed (a) by the recency of the data acquired b the
system; and (b) by the capability of the system to reflect current modes of
thinking in its structure, organization, and access vocabularies.
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Flexibility (Adaptability): the -:apability of a systen. to provide a variety of ways and
approaches of working dynamically with the data/information in a file.

Formatting (Ease of Use): the physical presentation and arrangement of data/
information in ways that allow more efficient scanning and hence extraction
of items of interest from the store.

Interfacing (Ease of Use): the capability of ‘he system to interpret itself to users.

Interfacing I (Mediation) (Ease of Use): the means used to assist users in getting
answers from the system.

Interfacing II (Orienting) (Ease of Use): the means used to help users understand and to
gain experience with the system and its complexities.

Linkage (Noise Reduction): the value added by providing pointers and links to items,
sources, and systems external to the system in use, thus expanding the
client's information options.

Ordering (Ease of Use): the value added by initially dividing or organizing a body of
subject matter by some form of gross ordering, such as alphabetization, or
large groupings.

Physical Accessibility (Ease of Use): the processes of making access to information
stores eas’er in a physical sense.

Precision (Noise Reduction): the capability of a system to aid users in finding exactly
what they want, by providing signals on such attributes as language, drta
aggregation, sophistication level, or by ranking output.

Reliability (Quality): the value added by the trust a system inspires in its clients Ly its
consisteney of qualicy performance over time.

Selectivity (Ncise Reduection): the value added when choices are made at the input
point of the system, choices based on the appropriateness and merit of
information chunks to the client population served.

Simplicity (Adaptability): the value achieved by presenting the most clear and lucid
(explanation, data, hypothe ‘s, or method) among several within quality and
validity limits; not to be coniused with simplistie.

Stimvlatory (Adaptability): those activities of an .nformation system that may not be
directly supportive of its primary mission, but which assume importance in
establishing a presence in the community or organization served and which
encourage use of the system and/or its staff expertise.

Tiine savings: th2 perceived value of a system based on the speed of its response time.

Validity (Quality): the value added when the system provides signals about the degree
to which data or information presented to users can be judged as sound.
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VL. TAXONOMY GF GOVERNMENT INFORMATION IN ELECTRONIC FORMATS

Issues raised when considering public availability and use of U.S. Government
informatior. in electronic format cannot be discussed adequately in generalities.
Identification of a taxonomy or classification of potential electronic information
systems or products would contribute to policy discussions that need to take place
within government and within libraries and elsewhere. For example, systems might be
classified on the basis of the following four dimensions.

A. Volatility

Some systems are Lighly volatile -- dynamic and highly time sensitive;
others are static.

B. Publie Policy Relevance
Some systems convey information that is highly relevant to consideration of
important public policies and thus are of broad public significance; others
have information of little policy relevance and are of interest only to a
specialized audience.

C. Value to Research
Some systems convey information that 1s highly significant for research;
others convey information of limited research value.

i. State of System Development
Some systems could be compared to wholesale products, requiring significant
added hardware and software support before end-users may make use of it;
others are more like retail products, fully packaged and presented for
end-users.

These forrr dimensions are described in terms of two extreme points on a
spectrum. In reality, consideration of the characteristics of a specific syster: following
such a classification will fall anywhere between the two ex.remes. The taxonotny is not
intended &s an absolute measure for policy making but ra‘her is pnut forward to
acknowledge that not all government information in electronic format is the same and
to identify some obvious categories of systems that will encourage policy discussions
(within government and within libraries) to move from generalities to specifiecs.

The relatively simple taxonomy outlined here is illustrated in a matrix with sixteen
different combinations of characteristics of government information systems. Each
combination, or different niche, may syggest different ways to address policy issues
associated with public access to the syStem and dissemination of the information. The
taxonomy could be subdivided further into files that are textual as opposed to other
kinds of information as well as by the anticipated extent of public audience for the
inforraation, should these kinds of charact.ristics, or others, need to be considered in
making policy decisions.
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raxonomy of Government Information Systems
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VIL TRENDS RELATED TO ELECTRONIC INFORMATION

The task force found it useful to lay a greundwork of assurmptions regarding trends
related to electronic information and libraries to forecast general directions which
might affect library staffing skills, costs, service policies, ete. You will note that some
of them are drawn from, or refer to, the value-t.dded .nodel desecribed in Section V.

1. Information will be produced in increasingly diverse and technology-focused
formats. Until standards evolve, the technology :will continue to vary from information
product to information product.

2. Information neerds will continue to exist along a continuum of 2xpertise, as will
information-finding skills. At the same time that researchers sre becoming more
interdisciplinary with a need for access to broader sets of information, databases are
becoming more specific and diverse in their construction and requirements for
technological support.

3. ° information sources become more complex, there will be an increasing need for
libraries to take a twofold approach to (1) add those values which make self-help and
ease of use possible and (2) provide staff resources for more intensive mediation and
synthesis.

4. With the growth ~f eiectronic information and the availability of high speed
telecommunicaticris networks, the role of a library will increasingly expand from
functioning as a repository of information sources to being a gateway, providing a
variety of communication channels to enable a user to gain access to data and
informaiion not owned by the home library but inade available through library ehannels.

5 Information analysis and mediation skills for library staff will grow in importance.
The importance of these skills exist apart from electronie intormation but the impact
of technology maxes users more dependent on acquiring or seeking assistance from
individuals with si:ch expertise. In this sense, the librarian becomes an information
technologist, understanding and working with a variety of format and
telecommunication technologies. There is a complex set of interrelationships between
the information and the equipment with as many configurations as there are sets of
hardware and software. These skills and the librarians who po. ss them become a new
and critical resource.

6. The librarian will increasingly be expected to add value to all forms of information
by providing integrated access through mediation between the information and the user
(to make user chciccs easier, to clarify situations, to provide new struetures, to
enhance the choices of finding quality information) and the reseasch library will
increasingly e expected to provide staff in sufficient numbers and with necessary
backgrounds and skills to participate in user problem-solving (this may merge into staff
problem-solving on behalf of users).

This movement will oceur for at least two reasons. First, as information systems
become more diverse and increase in complexity, synthesis and mediation to assist the
user will become more useful and important. Second, with electronic information and
telecommunications, quality, stability, and other “igher intensity values may not be
added to the information at the point of creation. The librarian in the mediating role
will identify the need and begin to add those values to information systems, or aid users
with the addition of those values.
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7. There will be an increased movement of professional library staff resources into
those value-added activities described by Taylor as Access I and Access 111, incluaing
the provision of integrated bibliographic access to a broad wealth of information
regardless of format, with more intensive mediation and synthesis by librarians working
with users. Reference service will move toward consultation, on a selective basis, with
the librarian working in formal partnership with users to bring their joint expertise in
subject, library, and information to bear on a particular problem to produce an end
decision, a set of information, or a scholarly product.

8. Physical access to electronic information is different from physical access to
print-based inforination and that will result in delivery mechanisms which will be more
technologically driven. It will also lead to resource sharing catalogs which will be
characterized by different levels of comprehension of coverage and scope of
bibliographic deseription. The research library catalog, for example, may serve as the
focus for a statewide or regional union cataiog containing selective references to a
variety of electronic information resources available in the research library or
elsewhere. That union catalog will also have pointers to other selective statewide or
rcgional catalogs. Likewise, the research library might transmit the text, numeric
data, ete., thus distributing the information i:self.

9. Within the bimodal environment of a library providing access to document-based and
electronic information-based resources, philosophies of resource sharing programs will
probably have to be reexamined. Efforts might be made to define the values added at
each step in the sharing of resources among multitype libraries. It is likely that the
role and responsibility of the research librarian, the researeh library and institutional
computational staff will become more pronounced and make linkages with statewide
and regional telecommunications systems even more important. It is important to note
that the task force is not suggesting that a new resource sharing philosorhy will evolve
because of the use of a value added model. Rather, we note that the need to provide
access to information in electronie form requires an increased investment by libraries.
How much money any library has to allocate to this purpose and how much flexibility
they have vis-a-vis their local mission to expend funds for resource sharing, will vary.
That, in turn, will have an impact on resource sharing.

10. A feature of much electronic information — particularly more informal scholarly
communications and government-produced information -- may be that fewer values will
be added at the point of creation of the information unless the information approaches
a definition of knowledge.

11. The effectiveness of the information system, from creation to use, will be
evaluated in terms of the quality of values added, the benefit gained or lost, and the
cost expended by originator, mediator(s), and vser. Any new allocation of intensities of
effort necessary to provide these values will influence the overall economic
effectiveness of the system.

from these major trends, we conclude that there is an increasing need to develop
strategies that integrate elements of a new electronic resources paradigm into a
libraries' traditional print-tased operations, services, and budgets. Focusing on a subset
of the challenge, such as the Depository Library Program, even while adding other
complexities associated with government information policies, may lead to experience
that will be useful for other, broader purposes.
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VIIL. APPLICATION OF THE VALUE-ADDED MODEL TO GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION IN ELECTRONIC FORMATS

In applying the value-added mn consider further the scenarics for
dissemination of government infor, 41 i eleetronie forms, or the proposed pilot
projects for the Depository Librery I'togram, the task force deduced a few general
aobservations.

1. The cost of adding any single value only has meaning in a particular context for a
specific product, or specific kinds of data, in a certain kind of computer or other
electroniec system. In this regard, one product with value added becomes a new product.
Tracking and evaluating the effectiveness and cost of a series of information produects
which grow ¢.:e from the other requires that we sttempt to cost each new product
separately.

2. A full cost analysis would include all participants in the information chain
(government agency, library(ies), and users) ané <1l of the values added by each. The 23
value model would be applied to the creation of tne informaticn, then to the mediation
of the information, anu finally to t.ie use of the informstion. Since this level of costing
is difficult to undertake, and since modifications to the . roduct will affect many
dimensions of the model at once, it may be difficult to cost each element separately or
in a sophisticated manner. Therefore, some costing will be broadly done.

3. Specific information products should be analyzed in terms of values added anc
associated costs, thc ° rerhaps not specifically for each of the 23 values. In lieu of
detailed costing, one ikt describe at least how the product ranks in terms of the 23
values and identify the agent(s) responsible for providing each value-added process.

4. For selective user groups, e.g. faculty members, graduate students, or individuals,
research libraries will begin to expend more time than they have in the past in terms of
adding value to meet tneir information neeus. Broad estimates of the costs incurred to
achieve these higher levels of value-added activities are needed.

5. In terms of costing each product vhich a library might offer, one might get to a
point where the cost of providing tiie product ‘th added values results in & significant
jump in costs -—- a quantum leap. It may also be che case that a critical mass of
comparable products results in overall "net" savings since fixed costs for format and/or
equipmernt may begin to support a variety of products. The important point here is to
look for that critical mass anc to recognize the consequences for resource sharing,
especially in terms of the Depository Library Program.
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IX. THE IMPACT OF ELECTRONIC GOVERN NT INrORMATION ON RESOURCE
SHARING AND THE DEPOSITORY LIBRARY . tOGRAM

The task force anticipates that evolving patterns associated with electronic
information will have a significant impaect on resource sharing and the role of research
libraries in the provision of national infcrmation services. Based upon anticipated
trends and the resource sharing frameworks now in place, we suggest that the following
context is evoiving.

1. Because of the breadth and depth of their collections, research libraries tend to
serve as resource collections for other libraries. As more multitype libraries have used
OCLC or RLIN for retrospective and current cataloging, the presence of their holdings
has spread interlibrary loan requests among a larger number of libraries, although the
general pattern of research libraries as net lenders seems to be continuing.

2. Within the Depository Library System a slightly different pattern of resource sharing
exists. The general make-up of the system provides for not more than two Regional
Depository Libraries in ecch state that assume responsibility to permanently maintain a
comprehensive collecticn. (There are presently 53 regional libraries in the system.)
Regional collections exist in both public and private institutions, in a variety of
academie, state agency, and publie libraries. In addition, libraries designated as
Selective Depository Libraries may elect to be comprehensive and may or may not
maintain the collection permanently. The difference noted is that strong depository
collections, including Regional Depositories, reside in a wide variety of types of
libraries with varying degrees of institutional resources and different institutional
missions. As resource sharing becomes more expensive, the ability and willingness of
some Regionals to serve as resource centers is doubtful.

3. The task force anticipates that the pattern of resource sharing among different
kinds of depository libraries will change as electronic products are added and become
critical sources of information. It is possible that different types of libraries will
define new sc., .s for their depository collections and offer a more focused but well
defined array <€ services for the collection.

4. Depositories will probably become more differentiatzd than they are today, with
research libraries playing a more substantial role because they have sufficient funding
and staffing to provide some flexibility in responding and adapting to these changing
patterns. All depository libraries, however, will continue to accept the mission of
making gove :nment information available to the publie.

5. 'The particular kind of electronic format ¢ ...en fo make gevernment information
available to depositories will probably largely determine the willingness of depository
libraries to add it to their collection or not. Some formats would involve incurring
large fixed costs at the library, with significant local computer systems and electronic
storage devices. Such investments in local systems will allow users to find information
at very small added cost per inquiry. For example, a library might acquire data on tape
and moui.t the files on magnetic disk drives attached to mainframe ecomputers with
powerf ul search software available to users. Other electronic formats may involve
little local investment but require significant incremental cost per inquiry. For
example, a datafile may reside on a remote computer with access charges per unit of
search levied to recoup the cost of the computer time as well as the
telecomrmunications charges.
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Depositories lnocated in smaller libraries or institutions are more likely to choose
the low fixed cost and high incretiental cost per search strategy for most electronic
information. Such depository libraries may turn to the larger depository libraries, or
other intermediaries, for access to government information in electronic form. Small
libraries are unlikely to be willing to incur the large fixed costs that are necessary to
Erovide access to many electronic information products. These patterns of access to
government information in electronic formats are likely to parallel patterns already
emerging in regard to «.ther electronic information.

Depositories located in larger libraries or institutions are more likely to choose the
high fixed cost and low incremental cost strategy at least for very commonly used

datafiles. They may be in a position to provide access to other depository libraries with
cost recovery from some source.

In the incorporation of electronic products in the Depository Library Program, it
should be recognized that different depository libraries can take advantage of different
kinds of products to different degrees. It may be to the advantage of the Depository
Library Program if, for some electronic materials, a few large libraries serve as
intermediaries for all other depositories as well as for remote users of information.
Moreover, strengthening existing and defining new relationships among depository
libraries may be dcarre dle.

6. How much it would cost a library to expand its role in the Depository Library
Program and how some of those costs might be recovered are key considerations.
Implicit in the work of the Ad Hoc Committee of the Joint Committee on Printing is
the assumption that there will be no significant cost shifts to the depository library or
the user for access to government information in electronic format. Their recent
report notes only one potentially significant cost for depository libraries and that
concerns the acquisition of equipment. The report addresses this by recommending
Federal funds to acquire equipment for depository libraries, at least for the duration of
the pilot projects, and failing that, to "work with the library community to acquire the
funds for such equipment from the private sector."

This task force concludes however that, in addition to hardware expenses, the value
added by the depository library, be it basic or sophisticated, could be expensive. It may
be the case that the values added to the government information in electronic form are
important to the mission of the library. In that instance, the cost of adding the value
might be borne by the library and, perhaps, defrayed by a cost recovery fee or by
bartering the value-added product/service with another library. Within this context, it
is going to be harder for some libraries to add value and, therefore, to have something
to sell or barter. Present forms of resource sharing may change and ideals of
reciprocity may not be in balance.

X. POSSIBLE CHANGES IN THE DEPOSITORY LIBRARY PROGRAM

Roles for participants in the Depository Library Program may change in some or all
of the following ways.

1. Depending on the extent of local investment, depository libraries may begin to
recover all or some of the costs associated with adding values to electronic government
files. For example, copies of a computer tape received on deposit might be copied and
made available for a fee to recover the expense of copying (similar to a photocopy
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charge). Or, a service request from a user may involve a fee to recover the cost of
local computer time. Or, some form of reimbursement (fron the user and/or the
government) may be made to support general public use of a 'deposited' government file
that has been significantly enhanced by locally developed software. The reasons for a
library adding values to a '"raw" electronic government information system may
influence how the costs will be recovered and whether or not the user will be assessed a
fee. For example, if Depository Library Program policies define that the library is to
add values to enhance an electronic file, that policy muy also define the level of value
to be added, who is to be served, and who is to pay.

2. There may develop ascending levels of access to databases. The smallest depository
may not be able to afford the equipment and/or staff support to provide access to
certain kinds of government information in electronic form. Location, however,
becomes inconsequential as electronic information can be relayed from library to
library electronically, recalling however, that the economics of resource sharing may be
different.

3. Some research libraries may be called upon to support multistate or national public
information needs as part of the Depositosy Library Program. Research libraries, and
the institutions of which they are a part, have the resources and technical staffing
capability to retrain and shift the skills base and there is already movement toward
discipline-oriented services with librarians integrating all information sources,
experience which will become increasingly important to fulfill the mission of the
Depository Library Program.

4. There may be three levels of depository libraries in which government documents
and gateways to government information will be focused, such as the following:

BASIC Services: This level of depository library would serve as an information
center in which there would exist a small government document collection and a
computerized gateway to electrenie government information located elsewhere.
The service might be focused more on self-help and on-demand levels. There would
be a high cost per transaction but a small fixed cost.

INTERMEDIATE Services: This level of depository library would maintain a larger
government document collection and some electronic information and gateways to
other electronic information located elsewhere. This library might devise products
which would work well through the gateways and might invest in developing
value-added approaches to the government information. The service would include
more mediation and synthesis than the Basic level.

FULL Service Resource Libraries: This level of depository library would contain
research level government documents and a fuller renge of electronic information
and the most sophisticated gateways %o other electronic information. The
depository collection would be supplemented by related on-campus databases. The
level of service will include the highest levels of value-added. There woul:i be
developed software packages and other approacaes which would change wholesale
government information into retail government information. The cost per
transaction would be low and the fixed cost nigh.




X1. STRATEGIES TO ADDRESS THESE ISSUES

It is apparent that the increased use of electronic information technologies will
have a profound impact on library services, operations, and budgets. How government
information policies are shaped, especially on the issue of government information in
electronic format, will determine to what extent the general public will have equitable
access to public information, and therefore will affect any library with responsibilities
for delivery and services.

The task foree has speculated on a more prominent role for research libraries
within the ‘electronic Depository Library Program' and is very aware that whatever
depository responsibilities research institutions and their libraries are willing and able
to assume will have an impact on the rest of the system. The task force recommends
that these matters receive your serious attention.

The following represents a preliminary outline of strategies that ARL might adopt
to address the topic further. V/e ask for your comments on these ideas and for
suggestions of other tactics that might usefully be brought to beai on this challenge.

1. Develop a set of ARL positions on government information policy.

“action II of this report describes the complex environment within wiich libraries
must participate to influence the development of publie policies surrounding
government information. Eight proposals were described, each of which might form the
basis for an ARL position on government information policy. Comments are encouraged
on these proposals and on others that may have been omitted but should also be
addressed.

To advance ARL policy positions, the task foree believes it is critical that ties be
established and/or maintained with offices within the U.S. Government that participate
in or influence policy development. This is intended to include a wide variety of
contacts including a number of Congressional committees. It is also important for ARL
to keep the research community aware of developments in these matters. Suggestions
are encouraged about strategies ARL imight pursue to connect policy makers with
library directors, academic faculty or administrators, and other stakeholders to discuss
government information issues.

2. Assess training opportunities for needed staff skills.

There is acknowledgement that the kinds of services provided for information in
electronic formats will require new sets of skills for library staff. The task force
suggests it would be useful for some agency to undertake an assessment of training
programs currently available to determine if they sufficiently meet the needs of library
staff. The results of the assessment may suggest a role for ARL. Suggestions for
possible agencies to undertake such a study would be useful.

3. Pursue a forum for directors of depository libraries.

The issues identified by the task force require the involvement of the directors of
all depository libraries. The task forece recommends that ARL develop a strategy to
bring together directors of all depository libraries to discuss the program, the policies,
and the implications for multitype library resource sharing and other forms of
cooperation. The task force invites comments on the usefulness of such a forum and if
perceived as a warthwhile endeavor, ideas for strategies.
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4, Consider these trends in ARL planning.

The general trends of electronic information have implications for all library
operations and the task force recommends that future ARL plans be developed with
consideration to how committee and staff work would be most helpful to libraries
facing these challenges. The task force invites cominent about how these issues might
influence future AR L programs and/or the agendas of ARL committees, e.g., Scholarly
Communication, Bibliographiec Control, Government Policies, etc.




Appendix 1
PLANNING CHECKLIST

Library managers will face complex ¢hoices in deciding whether to acquire new
electronic information products. First, they must judge the value of the information to
their clients. Depository libraries must judge the value of the product to their own
institutional missions as well as the role the information may have to the broader
constituency of a Depository. Second, they must assess the likely costs of the product.
Costs include the fixed costs of setting up a particular kind of service as well as the
ineremental cost per inguiry. Costs will vary, perhaps redically, from product to
product as the amount of Icecal library effort required varies. Moreover, costs will be
affected by the degree of standardization achieved among various electronic products.
Commitments to sustain access to a particular set of information over some extended
period of time may also affect costs, especially as electronic systems become obsolete
and go out of manufacture.

The specific decision for a particular product will be influenced significantly by the
nature of the product. The taxonomy described in zection VI may be useful in making a
judgment. Products that come in a standard package with readily available software
for access will be valuable to more users and involve lower library costs than products
in non-standard packages without handles, hooks, or hinges. Products of interest to a
broad community of scholars will be more valuable to research and academic libraries.
Products that disseminate information of importance to individuals in their roles as
citizens are likely to be of special value to all depository libraries. For example,
information products that deal with legislative and regulatory agendas and matters of
widespread public policy interest will be worth more.

Libraries will be especially interested in the implications for staff and equipment
associated with particular products. Elaborate products, packaged with end users in
mind, will typically involve fewer library staff resources, lower skill levels and less
training. More libraries will find such products attractive. Less processed information
products will necessarily involve more staff resources, higher skill levels, and more
training. Similarly, some products will require relatively simple, standard, and
inexpensive local equipment, a personal computer with a communication line or a
standard compact Jisk reader representing an investment of say $3,500 with a service
life of five years. Other information products will require much more significant
equipment commitments, perhaps mainframe systems with more sophisticated software
to make the raw information manageable for users.

Here is a quick checklist of value and cost considerations.
1. An analysis of the information product using the taxonomy of government
information in electronic format will give you an idea whether or not you want to

proceed with further cost analysis. Consider such questions as:

1.1 How many primary clients will use the information product and with what
frequency? What is the research potential of the information?

1.2 How many other users will use the product? What is the relevance of the

information to the general public? What level of effort and sophistication
will be required of users?
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2. Next, consider issues of cost such as:

2.1 What are the equipment costs required for initial and continuing support of
the product?

2.2 What are the staffing costs, number of people, skill level, and training
required to sustain the product?

2.3 What are the license fees, telecommunications charges, and equipment
lease costs associated with each inquiry satisfied by a particular product?

2.4 How will access to data be sustained beyond the normal five to seven year
life span of computers?

3. Then, consider issues of resource sharing such as:

3.1 Is this information product low fixed cost and high incremental cost or vice
versa? How coes this relate to current resource sharing commitments/
agreements?

3.2 Are there other avenues for temporaily or permanently providing access?
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Appendix 2
Checklist of Laws and Regulations

The following are those laws, regulations, and executive policies frequently
mentioned in discussions of access to U.S. Government infor mation.

LAWS
Title 44 of the U.S. Code

A codification of many different federal laws related to "Public Printing and
Documents." It includes, among many other things, provisions for operation of the
Government Printing Office sales program, requirements for compilation of the
Monthly Catalog of United States Government Publications, and laws establishing
the Depository Library Program.

Copyright Law

Since the Constitutional authorization of copyright is based on a trade-off
between limited property rights in exchange for contributions to the country's
general welfare, and since government information is collected or created with the
expenditure of public funds, the Copyright Law explicitly prohibits copyright of U.S.
Government documents.

The Freedom of Information Act

The Freedom of Information Act is "based on the presumption that the
government and information of the government belong to the people" (House Report
95-793). The law allows access to official records and archival material as well as
official publications which have been withheld from the public. It was originally
enacted in 1964 and revised as recently as 1986.

Privacy Act

The Privacy Act was adopted at the same time Congress originally enacted the
Freedom of Infor:astion Act and extends the same underlying principle: "that
government, ia its role as custodian of information, is accountable to those it
serves" (House Report 95-793). The Privacy Act gives an individual significant
control over how information concerning oneself is used. It allows an individual to
review almost all Federal files pertaining to oneself, allows a challenge of the
accuracy of the information in the files, and restricts diselosure of such information
to others.

Paperwork Reduction Act

The Paperwork Reduction Act was adopted in 1980 with the goal of reducing
the federal paperwork burden on the publie and consolidating statistical policy
activities with information management in the Office of Management and Budget.
It is the authority used by OMB to issue regula’.ons related to government
information, one of the more controversial of which was OMB Circular A-l30.
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Export Administration Act

The Export Administration Act of 1979 established a system under which licenses
are required for commercial goods and technologies that would make a significant
contribution to the military capabilities of a potential adversary. Based on the 1949
Export Control Act that authorized the President to maintain controls over exports to
the Communist bloe, the 1979 law extended Presidential authority to control all trade
to serve U.S. foreign policy goals. This is the authority used to restrict attendance of
scientists at conferences, and which the defense and intelligence community desires to
use to restrict access to government and private databases.

Mission Statements of Federal Agencies

References are frequently made to the mission of a goverament agency and the
extent to which it specifies a responsibility for active dissemination of information.
This refers to the language in each particular law that established the agency.

REGULATIONS AND EXECUTIVE POLICIES
OMB Circular A-130

The Office of Management and Budget Circular A-130 conce:ns the Management of
Federal Information Resources. Issued December 24, 1985 after considerable critical
comment from users and librarians, this circular made official many policies initiated
as aresult of the Reagan agenda. The main points of A-130 that affect public access to
government information are guidelines for agencies that direct maximum reliance on
the private sector for dissemination of government information and an 'only-
disseminate-it-if-you-must' philosophy.

OMB Circular A-3

Another OMB policy statement, Circular A-C, mandates an annual OMB review of
government agency publications. Within the next year, OMB intents to consolidate A-3
into A-130; require agencies to develop policies to ensure adequate notice of the
initiation or termination of 'significant' information products; and reouire agencies to
develop internal policies to manage dissemination of electronic information prcducts.
OMB has announced that it will soon direct federal agencies to establish and maintain in
electronic format a comprehensive inventory of all public information products and
services. The inventory is to be used to monitor the guidelines issued in A-139.

NSDD-145

National Security Decision Directive (NSDD) 145 is an executive policy
promulgated by the President on September 18, 1984. It sets policy for the pretection
of telecommunications and automated information systems that process or
communicate unclassified but 'sensitive' information. NSDD-145 marked a major
change in policy in that it a.signs computer security oversight for civilian government
agencies to the Department of Defense rather than to the Commerce Department; it
authorizes defense agencies to play a role in protecting communications and computer
systems in the .ivate sector; and it expands the goal of protecting telecommunications
systems to include computer systems. In addition, NSDD-]145 established an
interagency committee that was the source for NTISSP No. 2 (see below). NSDD-145 is
'under review' by the Administration and is being challenged by Congressional
legisiation on computer security.
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NTISSP No. 2

Frequently referred to as the 'Poindexter Memo' because it was issued in Ociober
1986 by then National Security Advisor, John Poindexter, the National
Telecommunications and Information Systems Security Policy (NTISSP) No. 2, was the
center of some controversy during the winter until its eventual reseission iin March
1987. The main element of this policy statement was a definition of what might
constitute 'unclassified but sensitive' information and therefore would fall within the
scope of the policies established in NSDD-145. The aefinition was so broad,
ercompassing "economie, human, financial, industrial, agricultural, technological, and
law enforcement information," that it was considered by many to be no definition at all,
implying that any information might potentially be labeled 'unlassified but sensistive.'
In March, under pressure from Congress, tne Administration reported that the
Poindexter Memo was being rescinded.




Appendix 3
Summary of Questionnaire Responses

Last October a questionnaire was sent to ARL member libraries asking for
information and suggestions to guide the work of the task force. Respondents were
asked to comment specifically on criteria for two activities associated with the pilot
projects proposed by the Joint Committee on Printing Ad Hoe “ommittee: the
identification of libraries to participate as test sites in pilot projects and the evaluation
of the pilot projects.

The questionnaire asked for suggestions on defining the characteristics of libraries
that indicate the potential for success in delivering basic electronic information
services. It also sought to collect illustrative information about cost, budget, and use
patterns now in place. And finally, a question was asked about library access to
wide-area telecomminucation networks. Thirty-nine libraries responded. Each question
is repeated below, followed by a summary of the replies.

uestion 1:
Anticipated costs for electronic information delivery.

How electronie information delivery is financed will influence the ultimate goal of
making information available to the public. Dimensions to the question of financing
electronic delivery include identification of costs to be borne by the Federal

Government, costs to be borne by the Depository library, and costs to be borne by the
user of the information.

The task force g roposes to address the matter by considering the following
categories of costs for the Federal Government, for the Depository Library, and for the
user of the information.

a. the setup costs — the costs to be incurred before the information can be made
available;

b. the operating costs — the annual costs estimated to sustain the service;

c. the full life eycle costs -- the costs of sustaining the usefulness of the
information for however long it is to be sustained.

Please comment on the approach we propose to this question and/or suggest
additional categories of costs that should be considered.

Responses: many felt the outline was a reasonable approach although clarification of

'full-life cycle costs' was suggested. Cost categories suggested for libraries were:
stafi training, staffing

hardware

space

equipment including wiring, cables

maintenance and repair including regular copying
supplies, including ribbons, paper

7. archival storage

8. updating of equipment files

9. standardization

10. supplementary documentation

11. publicity/promotion
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The question also prompted comments from some respondents about the
importance of no-fee access to depository material.

Question 2:
Budget models for supporting electronic formats in library collections.

To what extent does your library budget now support access to electronic files
and how do you categorize this expense in your budget?

Responses:

Categories of expense
There was no consensus on where activity related to electronic formats should
be budgeted. Most frequently mentioned (26 times) was the book budget (or
materials, acquisitions, information resources); the "equipment and supplies"
line was mentioned eight times. Other sources of funds or budget categories
mentioned include:

the user (5 times)

operations (5 times)

grants, gifts, trust funds (4 times)

personnel (2 times)

database searching (3 times)

discretionary (once)

capital (once)

Activities included
There was a wide variety in the interpretation of activities covered.
One library expects to begin budgeting for electronic activities separately.
Activities included in the various categories:

online searching (22 libraries)

equipment/supplies (9 libraries)

MRDF (5 libraries)

training (3 libraries)

telecommunications (2 libraries)

travel (2 libraries)

automated technical processing (1 library)

use of LAN for delivery

storage

personnel

staff use

maintenance

public use terminals

contracts

CD-ROM

MARC tapes

software

Question 3:
Patterns of use.

Is there a pattern of use of electronic data within your institution (by certain
departments, kind of users, other)? Does this pattern vary by type of data in the

file (bibliographic, numeric, textual)?
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Response:

Bibliographic data is used in all libraries; the use of numerie and textual
data is limited. Much of the numeric/textual activity is outside the library;
there is perceived to be a lack of coordination. There is a great potential for
the Library to be involved in all areas. Commentors observed that use of data
in electronic formats seems especially useful to multi-diseiplinary research and
that use by researchers with grants is heavier than of other groups. Patterns of

use tend to be related to the programs offered in the institutions and the
databases available.

uestion 4:
Identification of hasic electronic information delivery capabilities.

Is there a way to describe what capaoilities are required for a library to offer
basic (minimal, not extensive) service to provide access to electronie information?

Responses:

A minimal service would seem to require:
equipment suitable for format of data (most likely a micro -7ith modem
and printer)
trained staff
software
telecommunications
documentation

Other suggestions include:
publicity
space
document delivery service
funding for ongoing costs; willingness to fund; financial and philosophical
support from the administration
maintenance and supplies
user interest
online catalog as an indexing system
defined policies
local area networks
time
evaluation strategies
accounting mechanisms
storage
appointments for service

The format of delivery will dictate what the minimal service requires.

The requirements will differ depending on the size of the library. Some
non-academic libraries may have difficulty offering assistance in statistical
methods and progra mming.

There was a split between charging for the service and providing the service at
no cost.
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Question 5:

Access to wide-area networks.

Note to which of the following wide-area networks the library has access either
directly or through anott. r institutional office. '* therc is institutional access only,
characterize your enthusiasm for the library linking with the network. Also note
any preference for using +2 or more of these neiworks as a way to receive
government information 1n eleztronic format.

Rcsponses:

NSFNet
Yes 20 libraries
No 8 libraries
no response 9 libraries
Several libreries cited subsets:
ARPANET 6 libraries
JVNC 2 "
SDSC 1 library
NCAR 1
Nine libraries indicated access through institutional link.
Three libraries indicated their campuses were joining.
MFENET (DOE)
Yes 4 libraries
No 14 "
No response 18 libraries
Yes ? 1 library
No ? 1 library
One library responding yes indicates access is in a speciaiized
research lab.
One library responding no ‘ndicates campus is looking into this.
BITNET
Yes 33 libraries
No 1 library
No response 3 libraries

The library responding no indicates, in fact, that BITNET is
available on campus in the Computer Science Dept.

Seven libraries indicated institutional access.

B-36

123




Yes 33 libraries
No 3 "
No response 1 library

The three libraries responding no were one RLG member, one WLN
member, and one Canadian library.

One library (an OCLC Lrary) indicated OCLC would not be their
system of choice to receive government information, now or in
foreseeable future.

Another library responded, "Established use of OCLC in this Library
would make OCLC the network of choice."

RLG
Yes 29 libraries
No 4 "
No response 4 libraries
Eight libraries indicated they have search access only.
Two libraries (one OCLC, one RLG) indicated preference for RLG as
deliverer of government information.
OTHER
ALANET 4 libraries
TELENET 3 "
CSNET 2 libraries
Each of the following were mentioned by one library only:
UNINET EDUNET
TYMNET SPAN
CASSIS SURAnet
DIALNET NASA/TAP
DLANET MAILNET
ONTYME USENET
UCCP PIENET
IAMS WLN
Comments:

A sophisticated gateway 1> essential for good access to electronic
information.

Users should not have to learn more than one search language or protocol.

There's a need to standardize networks.

The coordinatior. of university capabilities is a goal of the Library.
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Appendix 4

DISCUSSION POINTS ON GOVERNMENT INFORMATION
IN ELECTRONIC FORMAT
(4/21/87)

An executive summary of these issues which might be used in discussion with
campus faculty and/or institutional officers.

DEPOSITORY LIBRARY PROGRAM: BACKGROUND

The Depository Library Program is a Congressional program administered by
the Government Printing Office. The program places collections of U.S.
Government publications in approximately 1300 academic, public and special
libraries to assure citizens of no-fee access to information about the government in
geographically dispersed and politically neutral settings.

There are two kinds of depo-: ‘tory library designations — selective and
regional -- each with different collection requirements and responsibilities. Our
library was designated in (year) as a regional/selective. There are x other
depository collections in the area.

As a depository library we receive government publications at no direct cost to
the library in exchange for our agreement to organize and provide service to the
U.S. document collection for people associated with our institution AND to the
general publie.

Examples of the kind of information we receive on deposit are:

- legislative and regulatory information (bills, hearings, laws, regulations);

-  statistical data such as the results of population, agricultural, and
economic censuses, or financial and economic data collected or generated
by Commerce and Treasury;

- scientific and technical reports issued by agencies such as NASA or Energy.

The library invests heavily in organizing the material, providing space and staff
sarvices, as well as acquiring complementary information products that increase the
usefulness of the collection (e.g., commercially produced indexes).

Because the library needs to provide government information to support the
teaching and research mission of the institution, the trade-olf between receiving the
material at no direct cost, and providing acces= and services to the depository
collection to people not affiliated with the institution, has not been a significant
issue.

Generally speaking, the depository collection of documents and associated
services have been 'shared' with other libraries in the same manner that libraries
cooperate to 'share' all resources. That is, selection profiles are coordinated,
documents are loaned to and borrowed from other libraries, public service librarians
confer, and users are referred.

By law, fees may not be imposed on any user for aceess to the U.S. depository
collection. Typically, the only money a user spends in conjunction with the use of a
depository collection is for the use of photocopy equipment.
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DEPOSITORY LIBRARY PROGRAM: CHANGES

Two things are happening that will profoundly influence t e Depository Library
Program: the development of new technologies for information storage and
retrieval, and shrinking government agency budgets.

The development of new technologies offers opportunities to enhance the
availability and usefulness of government information. Just as with libreries,
government agencies are in varying stages of developing electronic information
systems: some are quite experienced and sophisticated (Census Bureau) others are
experimenting with applications for different files and systems.

Pressure to reduce Government spending has resulted in fewer published reports
and in efforts to contain costs in the administration of the depository program
(greater use of microfiche for example).

Pressure to hold down Government spending has led agencies to seek alternative
ways to finance development of electronic information systems such as financing by
user fees or barter arrangements with private companies. Such arrangements, and
other policies, have raised publie policy questions about government information --
questions revolving around appropriate government and private information company
roles (and who should pay for what) in the dissemination of government information.
The stakes, and costs, are greatest for government information in electronie
formats and so long-standing questions on these matters are debated increasingly.

POLICIES AFFECTING GOVERNMENT INFORMATION

The privatization initiative and an increase in government restrictions on the
flow of information influence the availability of government information in general.

A major policy initiative of the Reagan Administration is privatization of
government functions. Privatization applied to government information has resulted
in increased prices, more user fees, and exertion of propriztary controls over public
information.

A penchant for secrecy has affected the availability of government
information: more information is classified and efforts are underway to restrict
access to unclassified informrtion, particularly when it resides in computer
databases. (This includes efforts to restrict aceess to information in privately held
and commercially provided databases.)

The Administration's policy of disinformation (intentionally providing false
information intended to mislead nations hosi e to the U.S.) raises questions of

credibility of ali government information, especially technical data.

GOVERNMENT INFORMc TIGN IN ELECTRONIC FORMAT

Increasingly, more and more government information that was once available in
paper reports is now available only in electronic formats. At the same time, more
users want government information in electronic formats in order to incorporate it
directly (without re—keying) into personal or project files and in order to be able to
derive customized presentation or analysis of da'a.
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Agency efforts to minimize the use of Federal funds for development,
installation, and operation of electronic systems has led to an inerease in user fees
and barter arrangements with private companies. This has frequently led to
increased costs to users. (iuxamples cited in Business Week, 12/15/86, pp. 102-103.)

Electronic government information has not yet been distributed to depository
libraries but plans are now being made to test the usefulness and economic
feasibility of doing so. There is speculation within the Federal sector that the
government itself will save money if electronic products can be substituted for
traditional paper and microfiche formats.

The economics of being a depository library will change. The impact on our
budget will depend on the particular electronic format used for distribution. It is
not possible to prediet how much it will cost us to serve as a depository lit ary.
This information will come with experience.

Distribution of electronic government information to depusitory libraries has
major implications for institutions that support depository libraries -- most very
positive, s~me expensive.

It is probable there will be increasing amounts of government information
available only in 'raw' or wholesale form — that is, information not readily usabie or
not usable in a very sophisticated manner. Since much of this will not be
information of significant ' market value' and private companies will therefore not
provide value-added systems for this information, it is likely that research
institutions will have opportunities, or be required, to take this raw information and
make our own 'retail' products. Qur faculty/users who need this information will
cxpect the institution to respond to these opportunities.

To make best use of available resources and to prevent duplication of effort,
local 'value-added' services should be coordinated through a single, institution-wide
center. The library, given the existing resources and expertise already developed, is
the logical institutional clearinghouse for such activity. This connection also
facilitates participation in a network that links research institutions and makes it
possible to share information about what electronic files are developed elsewhere.
This of course minimizes expensive duplication of effort and allows us to continue to
'share' (a two-way street) other locally developed information resources.

Challenges of incorporating electronic products and new services into the
Depository Library Program represent a microcosm of many changes and pressures
research libraries face.

ELECTRONIC INFORMATION SERVICES IN THE LIBRARY

We anticipate a transition period of from 5 to 20 years as we incorporate new
formats of information products into library programs while maintaining traditional
paper-oriented services. It will not be a clean break. The need to manage
complimentary formats will continue.

With the introduction of electronic information and high speed
telecommunications networks, the role of the research library expands from being a

repository of information to being a gateway, providing a variety of communication
chaniiels to access data and information not owned but made available. This might
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include access to data within and outside the institution as well as access to
telecommunication networks within and outside the institution.

Library resource 'sharing' will expand from sharing document-based information
produects into a responsibility for library staff becoming active participants in the
communication process with and among users/scholars.

Staff skills and training programs must change to fulfill all these new roles.

Increasingly we will need to consider to what extent this institution will take
the initiative to add value to electronic files to meet needs of our users. Strategies
need to be developed for incorporating government information in electronic format

into library services to meet local needs. Strategies are also necessary to exert
influence over publie policies that affect public access to government information.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR LOCAL STRATEGY*

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR NATIONAL STRATEGY*

*To be developed following ARL membership discussion.
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ARL Recon Project Report

In May 1985 the ARL membership voted to establish the ARL Recon Project, as a
two-year pilot project, assessing themselves $500 per year for each of those two years.
A condition of the proposal was that an evaluation be conducted prior to the end of the
szcond year to assist members 1n deciding whether the project should be continued.
This report is the evaluation that was requested.

Four criteria were established as a basis for evaluation. They are: (1) the level of

participation by the research library community; (2) the number of titles converted

under the aegis of the program; (3) the amount of external funding obtained; and (4) the

effectiveness of the distribution process.

The following evaluation will econsider each criterion indicating activity, successes
and failures. An additional eriterion, guidelines for record creation, has been included
because it was viewed as important although it was not included in the initial criteria.
Following the review of criteria is an overall assessment of the project, followed by
options for the future and then the Bibliographiec Control Committee's recommendation

concerning the future of the project.

The Level of Participation by the Research Library Community

Twelve libraries are actually participating in coordinated projects in Latin
Americar: Studies, Scientific and Technical Publications, Religion and Philosophy,
Musie, Preservation Microfcrr:s, western Americana, Agriculture and Southern U.S.
History. Twenty libraries, including some of the twelve mentioned above, are
participating in the planning of coordinated projects in Agriculture, Latin American
Studies, Slavic Studies and Technology. In addition, 14 libraries have expressed an

interest in participating in one or more projects.




An assessment of this criterion suggests that there has been considerable interest
since 43 library projects have begun, are in the planning stage or have been identified.
On the other hand, the Project Coordinator indicates that getting collaborative efforts
to the stage where they are ready to be submitted for funding has been more protracted

and timeconsuming than was anticipated.

The Number of Titles Converted Under the Aegis of the Program

To date, approximately 500,000 records have been or are being converted. Of
these, based on a projected average of 35% new records, 175,000 new records have been
or are being created. There are plans for conversion of approximately 1,500,000
additional records over the next two years of which an estimated 35% or 525,000 should
be new records. If one combines the records in planned and ongoing conversion
projects, one finds 2,000,000 records converted or planned to be converted of which
700,000 are projected to be new records.

While the overall numbers are reasonably impressive, some further explanation is
necessary. First, 1t is difficult to determine how many of the 500,000 records presently
being converted are being done as a direct result of the recon project and how many
would have been converted in any case. An attempt to obtain reliable data about this
has been unsuccessful. Anecdotal information abounds with some of those queried
indicating that their projects were in place and would have been done in any case and
others indicating that without the ARL Recon Project they would not have begun
conversion.

The second tactor is that it is difficult to ascertain how many of the L5 million
olanned records will actually be converted. As will be discussed later, obtaining funding

has been a problem. Therefore, while the conversion of some of thess records will be

funded and others will be converted regardless of funding, there is a group that may not




be converted because of la. k of funding. That group could represent a large portion of

the total number of records planned for conversion.

The Amount of External Funding Obtained

The amount of external funding is also difficult to ascertain. There are three
categories of funding sources: Department of Education HEA Title IIC funding, other
external funding, and OCLC special credits.

The Title IIC grants for 1986/87 that were funded included six recon projects of
which four were reviewed by ARL. The amount of funding received by ARL reviewed
projects was $742,871. Title IIC applications for 1987/88 include 5 ARL recon
projects. In considering Title [IC funding it is important to remember that the
overwhelming majority of Title IIC funds have been awarded to ARL libraries in any
case so one really can not say that the Recon Project is bringing new Title IIC funds to
ARL libraries.

There has been less success in attracting other external funding. While cooperative
recon propos¢ s have been submitted to a number of funding agencies, none has been
funded and the prospects for funding are unknown.

OCLC's decision to provide special credits for records converted as part of ARL
sponsored projects has the potential to be a major contribution to the program. As of
December 1986 the direct value of these credits to ARL members was $15,350. This
figure does not include the music recon project.

As with the first criterion, the number of records converted, there is a major
problem determining how much of the funding received was a direct result of the ARL

project. While it is clear that the OCLC special credits are a direct benefit, no other

new funding can positively be attributed to the project.




The Effectiveness of the Distribution Process

Soon after the Recon Project began, an agreement was reached between OCLC end
RLG to exchange records created as part of the project. Although OCLC's terms for
exchanging records were not as liberal as many had hoped, this agreement did provide
the basis for a record distribution system. based on that agreement 16,900 records have
been shared to date and an expected 182,900 will be exchanged in 1987.

While the agreements to exchange records are a positive development, the
difficulty of using magnetic tape as a distribution medium and the lack of timeliness in
distributing and loading records have been serious problems. These problems are such
that one must question the viability of multiple utility coordinated recon projects unless
some means other than the inter-utility exchange of records on magnetic tape is the

basis for coordination.

Guidelines for Record Creation

While not a formal criterion, the establishment of recon record guidelines is an
important benefit derived from the project. Each organization submitting an ARL
recon proposal certified its compliance with the guidelines. Although a verification of
compliance has not been feasible, there is confidence on the part of the Project

Coordinator that the guidelines are being followed.

Overall Evaluation

The overall results of the project are mixed. On th: positive side, coordinated
projects have been planned, guidelines for reccrd creation have been established, record
sharing agreements have been adopted, interest in recon has been stimulated, OCLC
special credits have been provided and a substantial number of records have been

converted. On the negative side, little funding has been attracted, the development of




projects has been slow, the agreement to distribute records is more restrictive than was

envisioned and record distribution has been too slow for effective coordination.

Future Plens

At the request of the ARL Board of Directors, the ARL Recon Project Coordinator
developed a plan for the future of the project. The plan as outlined in Chart 1 identifies
four options.

The first option calls for essentially maintaining the project at its present level but
shifting the emphasis of the Coordinator's activity from developing new projects to
assisting in obtaining funding for projects already planned. Because the initial setup
work for the project has been done, less staff time would be required in the future and
as a result the cost for this option would be $23,600 per year or $200 per member.

The second option calls for continuing the present maintenance activities of the
project but would not include assistance in obtaining funding for existing projects.

Also, the general level of activity would be somewhat lower. The cost for the second
option would be $14,750 per year or $125 per member.

The third option would reduce the activity to the management of a elearinghouse,
the conducting of periodie surveys and general oversight of the project. The cost of
this option would be $5,000 per year or $42 per member.

The fourth option would eliminate the clearinghouse with the sole activity being
monitoring the project. With this option, minimal staff time would be required and as a

result no direct ARL cost would be associated with the project.

Recommendation

The decision on the future of the project should not be based solely on the success
achieved during the first two years. There could be a highly successful pilot project

which required little further coordination or monitoring and therefore option three or



four would be the most appropriate choice for the future. On the other hand, a pilot
project could result in little actual progress but the creation of a sound foundation for
future acecomplishments would argue for selecting option one.

The Committee believes that the selection of option two, three or four would be
undesirable. Choosing any of these would result in funds already spent being wasted to
some extent and would leave a number of libraries who have made a commitment to the
program without the support they need for the next two years. On the other hand,
many of the problems that have been identified earlier in this report will continue to
exist and some seem intractable. Of particular concern is the low success rate in
obtaining funding and the coordination problems created by the delays in actually
accomplishing record exchange and loading. These problems argue against expending
significant resources in developing additional ccordinated projects.

Given that reducing support for the project will present problems for some
members and that the events of the last two years do not justify developing new recon
projects, the Committee recommends that the ARL membership fund the ARL Recon
Project for the next two years at the option one level, shifting the emphasis from
coordinating multi-institutional projects to assisting in obtaining funding. The project
would then move to options two, three and four for one year each. Option one has the
advantage of keeping the project intact and provides two years to work on obtaining
funding for projects already developed. Should funding efforts be successful, the
membership may wish to continue the project at the option one level for an extended
period with the coordinator's time divided between developing new projects and
obtaining funding for them. Also, a factor that played a part in the Committee's
thinking was that the assessment of $200 a year per member for two years is a
substantial reduction from the present level of $500 and should be an amount aceptatle

to most library directors.
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The ARL Recon Project has raised a number of fundamental questions. First, there
is the question of whether ARL should attempt any project of this type. A second
question is whether ARL should sponsor separately funded programs. The advantage of
separately funded programs is that membership votes specifically on these programs
and it is therefore easy to discontinue them at any time. The disadvantage is that
separately funded programs tend not to compete with ARL's regular programs and as a
result may be eliminated while less valuable regular programs continue.

As membership decides what course to follow with regard to the ARL Recon
Project, the merits of the project need to be separated from the more fundamental
issue of the role of ARL. A commitment to the project has been made by the ARL
membership and individual members who chose to participate made an additional
commitment through their participation. The recommendation of the Bibliographic
Control Committee provides the members who chose to participate with the support

they need, brings the project to an orderly close and provides the option of extending

the program should conditions warrant.




CHART

SUMMARY OF OUR OPTIONS

Options
Activities | 3 4
1. Maintain ARL management support yes yes no no
2. Oversee Project yes yes monitor monitor
3. Assist in locating and yes no no no
obtaining funding sources
for projects airead plannec
4. Coordinate retrospective yes yes
conversion projer*s within the
context of Association-wide
subject fields
5. Monitor ongoing coordination yes yes no no
and collaboration projects and
maintain program statistics
6. Promote participation and yes yes no no
publicize Project
7. Facilitete tape exchanges yes yes
between OCLC and RLG
8. Explore establishment of a yes yes

distributiu.. clearinghouse at LC

9. Monitor need for changes in yes yes no no
"Guidelines"

10. Operate Recon Clearinghouse yes yes yes no
11. Provide information to yes yes limited no

member libraries
12. Conduct periodic surveys yes yes yes no

of ARL member recon plans
and priorities

Costs 1 2 3

Annual Budget July 1987 June 1988 $23,600 $i4,750 $5,000
Cost per Member Library $200 $12° $42
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

President's Task Force on Membership Criteria

Report and Recommendations

I.  Introuuction

The President's Task Force on Membership Criteria was appointed following the
October 1985 ARL Membership Meeting to review the existing ARL membership
criteria, assess the effectiveness of these criteria in ensuring the communality of the
Association, and make recommendations regarding the changes that should be made.
The task force presented an Interim Report to the ARL membership for review and
comment at the October 1986 ARL Membership Meeting. A fina: report was prepered
following that meeting and refleects membership discussion, a subsequent task force
meeting, and discussion from the February 1987 meeting of the ARL Roard of
Direciors. The Associatiun's legal counsel has reviewed ihe proposed criteria and fornd
them satisfactory.

IL. Background
A. The Current Membe: hir Criteria

The ARL Bylse spec.fy that "membersnip shall be open to major university
libraries whose ec s »nd services are broac: based" and define sueh libraries as
"those whnse pare tutions broedly emphasize research and greduate instruction at
the doctoral level . Jrant their own degrees, which support iarge, comprehensive
research coliecilons on a permanent basis, and which give evidence of an institutional
capacity for and ecommitment to the advancement and transmittal of know.edze." Prior
to the 1970s, the criteria for membership were somewhat subjective, focusing to a
great extent on unquantifiable institutional characteristics. In 1972, however, a set of
median criteria were alopted which required certain quantitative standards be met by
potential members; these m~-ian criteria were revised slightly in 1976. In 1980,
concerned with the repid g wth of the Association and a desire to retain as muech
communality as possible, the ARL index was adopted as a quantitative requirement.

The current membership criteria for university libraries, adopted in May 1980,
consist of two parts. The fir.t is qualitative, designed to refleet the definition of
research libraries in the ARL Bylaws. To meet these criteria, the parent institution of
an applicant library musu exhibit the depth and breadth of its research programs by
offering the Ph.D. degree in a required number of fields at the time of application.
Once this definition has been met, the potential member's similerity to the current
membership is assessed bv ¢1leulating its ARL Library Index score for the immediate
past four years. To be considered for membership, a library must achieve a certain
index score (-1.00) for those four yearss. Members that fail to maintain a level of -1.75
for four years in a row are dropped from the Association.
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After five years of experience with the current criteria, it became apparent that
there were problems with them that should be reviewed. These included:

1. The flaw of declining membership standards. The index, like previous
criteria, is based on the whole membership. As the Association has
grown, and smaller libraries have joined, it has become easier for even
smaller libraries to qualify for membership. The purpose of the index
was to identify as c(bjectively as possible (and through quantifiable
measures) the libraries tha. were similar in size to ARL members.
Though more effective than previous criteria, the index nevertheless

was not immune to the problem of declining membership standards as
the Association grew.

Misinterpretation of the index as a measure of status or quality. In
fact, the intent of the index is to summarize several measures of size
which can differentiate research libraries from other libraries.

In addition to ensuring similarity of size among ARL members, the
criteria also aim to ensure a similarity of character and purpose among
ARL member institutions. The Ph.D. fields reguirement was used to
indicate the depth and breadth of research programs. Several problems
had been noted with this criterion, such as some institutions including
all doctoral degrees awarded rather than just Ph.D. degrees.

4. The legal implications of having a quantitative entry level requirement
that differed from that needed to maintain membership were
questioned.

5. The impact of the size of the Association on its ability to achieve its
goals had emerged as a concern.

B. Membership Size

At the outset, the Task Force established a working assumption that neither a
reduction in the number of members nor a limit to the growth of the Association was
necessarily desirable. Therefore, the task force initially looked at several options:

l. Fix the membership at its current number; new members would be
added only when an existing memnoer dropped out.

2. Maintain the current membership and aliow the organization to get
smaller by dropping those institutions that drop below . certain level,
when this ocecurs.

3. Adopt the same criteria for membership and for maintenance of
membership.
4. Adopt more rigorous criteria for membership but not for maintenance

of membership. (This option is essentially the status quo.)

From discussions at the October 1986 ARL Membership Meeting, a clear
preference was shown both for not endangering the current membership and for
controlled rather than unlimited growth.




C. The ARL Membership Criteria Index

A number of criticisms of the ARL index have been made over the past few years.
Questions have been raised as to whether the index measures the "right" things, whether
the current categories are measuring the same things twice or have a built-in bias due
to the location of the library (e.g., expenditures for salaries and wages), and whether

new elements should be added and/or some existing elements dropped as emphases in
library operations change.

The index is not made up of categories selected at random. Rather, factor
analyses were performed on the 22 categories of data collected by AR., and the ten
elements chosen for the index were those in which ARL libraries most resemble one
another. Before other elements can be added to the index, sufficient data for those
elements must be collected and analyzed to determine if they are appropriate to be
used in calculating a revised index. And this might take years.

An important element in calculating a statistical index is a constant group from
which the cata are drawn. In this light, a subgroup of the ARL membership might be a
reasonable control group. The charter members represent a cross-section of the
membership, thus the 35 university libraries that were original members could be used
to calculate the index, and a formula established that ecould be applied to all current
and potential members. Another possible control group is the 65 university libraries
that were members when ARL incorporated in 1962.

At the request of the task force, Kendon Stubbs of the University of Virginia
prepared a report on the index to test various repr