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This document describes several new models for the Program, offering several approaches through which 
the Direction (outlined in a previous section) can be implemented to a more or less complete degree. 
Plainly stated, this document cannot be read on its own but only in the context of the Direction document, 
which is the overarching framework that these models seek to animate. In particular, the "assumptions" that 
are reviewed in the Direction remain essential to understanding the role of the network of libraries 
proposed here in the context of our assumptions about GPO's work and other environmental factors. 
 
The objective of this exercise is to develop models that support the sustainability of the FDLP as a robust 
network of libraries providing permanent public access to government information. These models seek to 
reshape the Program to accommodate local and system-wide strategic shifts that are occurring across the 
library landscape with the transition to an increasingly digital environment, enabling libraries to more 
comfortably participate in the Program while maintaining or even increasing broad public access to 
government information and services to support its effective use. This document first discusses some of the 
broad themes that are reflected throughout these models, next describes a set of building blocks for new 
approaches to addressing several Program priorities, and finally arranges these building blocks into a series 
of cumulative new models for the FDLP. 
 
Common elements across models 
 
Several common themes pervade each of these models and reflect the Direction for the Program that we 
believe will best support the sustainable provision of permanent public access to government information 
via a robust network of libraries, in formats appropriate to the user, and with increased levels of support 
services to help users effectively discover, interpret, and make use of government information. These 
themes, discussed in more detail below, are: 
 
*    Enabling libraries to take on more granular roles, unbundling roles and responsibilities to allow libraries 
to more effectively choose a role in the Program that makes sense for them; 
 

• [I wonder if this "unbundling" of roles will actually have an adverse effect and make a race to the 
bottom for libraries to do the least amount of work to continue in the program. I'm sure the pieces 
will be discussed later, but I'd like to have some baseline responsibilities be required. What would 
those baseline requirements be? Having at least one docs librarian on staff, and having some kind 
of ongoing collections responsibilities would be good for starters.]   

• [The paper should also, here and in the models section, describe how being and FDLP library 
differs from being a non-FDLP library at each role-level for each category and for each possible 
combination of roles.] 

• [Should also be explicit if Ithaka S+R anticipates some roles being performed by new “partners” 
who are selected by GPO, but which have no FDLP status. This is unclear as the report is 
currently written.] 

 
*    Introducing formal roles for a wider variety of Program priorities, drawing new and old priorities more 
fully into the Program and giving libraries a greater ability to flexibly focus their involvement in the 
Program on the activities that best fit locally. 
 



*    Supporting collaboration, and allowing libraries to work together to take on roles and responsibilities 
that can be more effectively addressed by a group of libraries working together, reducing the burden on 
participants and allowing their shared efforts to have greater impact; and 
 

• [I'm all for collaboration. But collaboration is hard. I think these models should give some 
examples of possible and concrete collaborative efforts -- cataloging, digitization, and lockss-
usdocs come to mind -- and make participation in collaborative efforts a requirement for at least 
some of the roles in the models below.] 

 
*    Coordination of activities, to ensure that even while individual libraries may more flexibly take on roles 
that match with local priorities, Program priorities are addressed purposefully and effectively across the 
FDLP. 
 
Roles 
 
Each of the building blocks of these models defines several new potential roles for libraries, reflecting two 
common themes that pervade these models. First, these roles generally enable libraries to take on more 
granular responsibilities, shifting away from the binary role choices of the current Program. 
 
Second, these roles offer libraries the opportunity to take on formal responsibilities for Program priorities 
that are not explicitly included in existing roles, and that are at most informally addressed in the current 
Program. 
 
One priority in the definitions of these roles is to move away from the current binary choices entailed in the 
Program's structure, in which a participating library can only take on a Regional or Selective role, or choose 
to leave the Program if neither of these offers a good fit. Although these roles work well for some libraries, 
they are poor fits for others, leaving some libraries unable to take on a role that matches well with local 
priorities. Thus, the Program currently contains libraries that chafe at a greater burden of responsibilities 
than they are truly comfortable with as well as libraries that would like the opportunity to contribute more 
in a particular area but are unable to take on all of the commitments associated with a formal change in 
role; it is also missing libraries that would like to be part of a network for permanent public access to 
government information but would seek to participate in ways not envisioned by the Program's current 
structure. Our goal is to enable libraries to identify a portfolio of roles that reflect their own unique 
character and priorities, allowing roles to be played by the libraries best suited to them; for some libraries, 
this may mean an emphasis on providing public services, while for others it may mean an emphasis on 
collections, either in digital or physical form. By offering libraries greater flexibility to take on the set of 
roles that make sense for them, these models will better distribute Program priorities across the FDLP, 
aligning formal roles with institutional priorities to support the successful accomplishment of shared goals. 
 
An additional emphasis in these models is providing libraries with formal roles that cover a wider range of 
responsibilities. Currently, the formal roles of the Program are largely focused around the collection and 
maintenance of tangible collections of government information; although libraries perform many more 
activities in support of permanent public access, these activities are largely not reflected or recognized in 
libraries' formal responsibilities. As a result, their performance may wax and wane, and little system-wide 
coordination can be performed. These models seek to introduce formal responsibilities that cover a wider 
range of activities than just maintaining print collections, also providing libraries with the opportunity to 
formally take responsibility for supporting digital collections or for providing public services to support the 
use of government information. Together with the above theme of more granular roles, these new formal 
roles allow libraries to focus their involvement in the Program on those activities that are most closely 
aligned with their institutional missions, potentially taking on greater formal responsibilities in some areas 
while leaving other priorities to be addressed elsewhere. 
 
Although these roles may formalize libraries' responsibilities to perform many roles that are currently only 
taken on informally and not recognized within the Program, not every activity that libraries take on 
necessarily will have a formally designated basic role. Many libraries will continue to contribute to the 
Program by voluntarily taking on activities either under formal partnerships with GPO or informally. The 



formal definition of roles in these models is meant to add structure around critical aspects of the Program, 
but a library's formal roles should not be viewed as limiting factors that discourage taking on activities that 
may not be entailed in these formal roles. 
 
Trust networks 
 
In addition to defining a more granular set of roles that libraries can play within the Program and enabling 
libraries to take on formal roles to address new Program priorities, another major theme of the building 
blocks and models defined here is an emphasis on collaboration. 
 
In the current Program, only individual libraries may take on formal roles and responsibilities; there are no 
provisions for groups of libraries to formally take on shared roles and responsibilities. The few examples of 
groups of libraries working together to formally address Program priorities - for example, Oregon's shared 
Regional collection - are highly uncommon within the current Program. In other cases, FDLP member 
libraries have found ways to coordinate their activities or collaborate around a shared set of priorities 
outside of the formal structures of the Program; although these collaborations may support libraries 
working together in limited ways and have at times been supported by GPO, these endeavors lack formal 
status within the Program. 
 
Outside of the Program, though, there is a substantial legacy of successful library collaborations through 
which groups of libraries work together to share a burden or take on a task beyond any of their individual 
capacities. The models defined here seek to formally provide libraries with the opportunity to 
collaboratively take on roles and responsibilities within the Program, enabling libraries to take greater 
advantage of the possibilities of working together to find efficiencies through sharing effort or to take on 
challenges that would be impractical for an individual library working alone. In each of these building 
blocks and models, roles and responsibilities may be equally well taken on by an individual library or by a 
group of libraries working together. 
 

• [As stated earlier, I'm all for collaboration and am a strong supporter of open source organizing, 
but the issue here is not so much the program does not include collaborative roles, but that the 
library culture in general has not traditionally sought out shared/consortial roles for anything other 
than cataloging and ILL and that mostly on a geographic or regional basis. "Substantial legacy" 
may be overstating; please give examples of "trust networks" to which you're pointing to as 
examples for the FDLP. This is not just a shift in the program, but a shift in how libraries work 
together more broadly. So FDLP community needs to know exactly what is meant by those tenets 
of the new models. ]   

 
A common theme of these models is therefore that, when a formal Program role is taken on by a group of 
libraries, rather than by an individual library, responsibility for determining how that role is accomplished 
among those libraries rests with the group of libraries, and not with GPO. Libraries may find ways to split 
up a role, each taking responsibility for performing one component of a larger role; for example, libraries 
collectively taking on responsibility for maintaining a certain tangible collections may divide these 
collections up, in the aggregate holding the whole collection although each individual library only holds a 
portion of it. Libraries might instead contribute towards the centralized accomplishment of a role; for 
example, a consortium might host the same collection in a shared central repository, with each member 
library contributing financially to the development and maintenance of this collection while none of them 
actually individually holds any portion of the collection. Other models may also be possible; the specific 
arrangements within the group of libraries are the responsibility of these libraries, and GPO will not 
directly be involved in coordinating activities within a group of libraries. 
 
In order for a group of libraries to formally take on responsibilities within the Program, it may be necessary 
for this group to have some formal status and thus ability to form an arrangement with GPO and among 
members. A library's roles within a network supplement its individual roles; a library is responsible to GPO 
directly for performing any roles it may hold individually, and responsible to the network and its other 
members for performing any roles taken on as a part of this network. Libraries may be members of multiple 



networks with formal roles in the Program, and thus may have many responsibilities above and beyond 
those individually arranged with GPO. 
 

• [In principle, I think the outline described above is good. I think the  report would benefit, 
however, if it was a little more explicit about where responsibility and authority resides in a group-
library commitment to GPO. ] 

 
 
Coordination of roles 
 
While it has been a major priority in the definition of these new roles and responsibilities to provide 
libraries with greater flexibility to take on roles that align with their local priorities, these activities must be 
coordinated to ensure that Program priorities continue to be well served in these new models. Some roles 
included in these models lack specific targets for coordinated activities, as the specific level at which they 
are performed does not impact overall Program priorities; in other cases, however, if an inadequate number 
of libraries serve in certain roles, the accomplishment of Program priorities may be threatened. One 
challenge facing the Program has been that, in the absence of participation targets, it has been impossible to 
come to consensus about whether more participants are needed or whether different distribution of them 
would be desirable. We will therefore propose minimum levels of participation required, across the 
Program, in certain roles. 
 

• [coordination of roles will be an ongoing issue. Will that be GPO's role? DLC's role? Some new 
as-yet-formed steering committee? some combination thereof?] 

 
The levels of activities coordinated by these models should be understood as minimums; the goal of this 
system is not to discourage any libraries from playing roles they feel are appropriate, nor to encourage 
libraries other than those playing formal roles in these coordinated systems to abandon activities that 
continue to have value locally, but rather to ensure that participation in certain roles does not fall below 
critical thresholds. Additionally, it should be recognized that some critical roles may not be fully realized 
for some time; although libraries may take on responsibility for building what we will call "truly 
comprehensive collections," for example, the development of these collections will not occur overnight. As 
such, some models coordinate roles that may decline in importance over time, to provide continuity during 
this transition. 
 
Based on activity thresholds, appropriate incentives can be designed to encourage participation at the levels 
needed to reach system-wide goals. In many cases, there will exist a sufficient number of libraries that are 
intrinsically interested in performing necessary roles to reach desired levels of system-wide activity, and 
many of the structural changes proposed in these models are expected to increase the natural appeal of 
participating . In other cases, however, there may be an insufficient number of libraries that feel intrinsic 
incentives to perform necessary roles; in these situations, additional incentives will be required to offer the 
needed security that system-wide goals will be effectively accomplished. These incentives do not 
necessarily have to come in financial form, and indeed it may well be desirable that the level of financial 
incentives provided, if any, be kept to a minimum. 
 

• [(see above underlined text) I'd like to hear more about what kind of incentives they envision.  As 
described above, it is too vague to know if this would be workable or affordable, or, to put it 
another way, what would make this more workable and more affordable than the current system.] 

 
In coordinating system-wide activities, these models generally do not distinguish between activities 
performed by an individual library and those performed by a group of libraries; for example, a collection 
distributed across a group of libraries would be given the same weight as a similar collection hosted in a 
single institution. 
 

• [The risks and costs of moving towards new models are not articulated.] 
 
Building blocks for new models 



 
The series of models described here present different configurations of a small set of building blocks. Some 
models will make use of all of these blocks, while others will only utilize a subset of the components 
described here. Before discussing how these pieces can fit together to address Program priorities, however, 
this document will provide a detailed discussion of each of the building blocks used in these models. These 
building blocks are: 
 
*    Short-term changes to tangible collections roles and responsibilities  
 
*   [S 1-3 & T1-3] Transform and increase the availability of government information services  
 
*    [D1-4] Support preservation and integrity of digital FDLP materials  
 
*    [T 1-5] Preserve tangible collections in an increasingly digital environment  
 
*    [T6]Maintain page-validated tangible collections 
 
 
Short-term changes to tangible collections roles and responsibilities 
 
One building block used in these models focuses on making near-term, non-structural changes to the 
existing Program. This component does not aim to solve the problems facing the Program, but rather to 
provide breathing room; the goal of these changes is to relieve immediate pressure on the Program, 
cultivating an environment more conducive to longer-term and more structural change, and to lay 
groundwork that may be necessary for more structural changes to be applied. 
 
One of the greatest sources of pressure on the existing Program is that a relatively small number of current 
Regional libraries are frustrated with the burden of their responsibilities - especially their obligations to 
retain print materials - but do not feel able to step down to Selective status, largely due to concerns about 
the effect on existing Selective libraries in their region. Enabling these libraries to take on a role better 
suited to their local priorities without negatively impacting the libraries for which they are responsible 
would relieve significant pressures on the Program, giving the existing model a lease on life until deeper 
structural changes can be implemented. GPO should develop processes for identifying existing Regional 
libraries that no longer feel well-suited to the role, empowering them to step down to Selective status, and 
facilitating the transfer of formal oversight of Selective libraries to another Regional to ensure no 
interruption of service. GPO may be able to proactively work with those Regional libraries most frustrated 
with their roles in the existing Program to find opportunities for them to gracefully step down to Selective 
status, reducing immediate pressure on the Program from libraries no longer well- suited to play the 
Regional role as currently structured. Naturally, the more quickly GPO can move ahead with the more 
comprehensive reforms discussed in subsequent models, the less need there will be for this unfortunate but 
understandable step. 
 
 

• [I know of at least 1 selective that would be *very* willing to take over as a regional in the event 
that their current regional "gracefully steps down." I would certainly like to identify the regionals 
that no longer feel well suited to that role. Certainly if 1/3 of the regionals stepped down, there 
would be additional burden re N&Os, training etc.] 

 
To reduce the burden of overseeing a network of selective libraries, and to facilitate a more efficient and 
effective process for libraries to dispose of or acquire tangible FDLP materials, GPO should also develop 
infrastructure to support a simple, national needs and offers process.  
 

• [This seems like a good idea, but needs more detail and should be integrated with overall 
inventory / bibliographic control / etc. ] 

 



• [I'd want to see more than just a shared space to upload N&O spreadsheets. It would need to be a 
database able to import spreadsheets and other doc formats, sortable by state/library, searchable by 
agency, connected to each library's item selection (perhaps via documents data miner) have alerts 
so e.g. if I want to collect historically or more in-depth in a certain subject or agency, I'd get 
alerted whenever a new doc fitting that criteria was available. It'd also have to be able to track 
N&Os so we'd know to which library an offer was sent. In other words, it would need to be a tool 
for all libraries, not just regionals.] 

 
Such a system would enable the harmonization of withdrawal processes, and in addition to reducing the 
burden on Regional libraries to coordinate individual processes and simplifying the deaccessioning process 
for Selective libraries, would support a more efficient and effective flow of documents between libraries. 
Such a national process would provide critical infrastructure to support the models described elsewhere in 
this document; as we imagine moving into an environment in which some libraries may choose to 
deaccession large quantities of document while others attempt to collect these discarded materials to build 
more comprehensive collections, a streamlined and nation-wide process for collections management will be 
necessary. 
 

• [The above underlined is a clear assumption of the report. But is it justified either by their research 
or by the needs of the program?  I'm a bit worried that this assumption is driven by a few lib 
admins who would like to discard print (not by a demonstrated need to discard print or by a 
demonstrated benefit of discarding print). Could the final report address this, please?  

• I also worry that this is a chicken-and-egg tautology: if we assume we have to discard print, then 
we have to digitize and if we digitize we can discard print. In short: is digitization being driven by 
service needs or by cost-savings by discarding print?  Does the reason matter? Is this a foregone 
conclusion? ] 
  

These changes are not viewed as providing substantially greater long-term sustainability for the Program, 
and they do not address the new challenges that have arisen to face the Program;  
 

• [Are the "new challenges" the "findings" from the findings document? Since we have a lot of 
problems with those findings and we haven't seen a revised (non-draft) findings document, it is 
hard to connect the above kind of logic with suggestions in this document.] 

 
as stated above, these are near-term opportunities that can stabilize the Program and support the 
implementation of more structural changes over time. Other changes may also fall into this category, better 
serving the needs of participants without implementing larger-scale structural change; we welcome 
suggestions of additional short-term changes to the Program that would better support library participants. 
 
Transform and increase the availability of government information services 
 
No matter how digital availability continues to increase the level of basic access of the American public to 
government information, users will continue to require support and assistance in effectively discovering, 
interpreting, and making use of government information.  
 

• [What in the research described in the earlier reports supports the above statement? The above 
statement more accurately reflect the environmental scan if it were reworded to say something like 
this:  
 

o Clearly, the American public is currently satisfied with its ability to discover, interpret, 
and use government information without using libraries or librarians. There are no 
guarantees, however, that the current access to or levels of service for government 
information will always be available. Many librarians believe that the American public 
should not be satisfied even with current levels of access and service and believe that the 
public could get better information by using libraries and librarians.   
 

• (See Ithaka S+R's finding 1 and our comments on their findings 7 and 8.)   



• [I agree that folks could use our help and we have a lot to offer, but my thinking that won't make 
them go to libraries. we need, I think, to turn this from "people should want us" to "we need to 
offer something people want" -- which we can do (as others have already demonstrated) by 
offering new services supported by collections.] 

 
But while the provision of these government information support services has long been at the heart of the 
public mission of the Program, member libraries have few formal roles and responsibilities that relate to 
these activities.  
 

• [I find this line of reasoning, repeated in the report several times, a bit troubling. It apparently 
assumes that libraries only provide services for collections reluctantly or when under formal 
obligation to some external body. that seems incorrect in my experience. (Does this, perhaps, 
reflect a bias in Ithaka S+R’s approach to the “problem space”?  I would suggest that it is not wise 
to build a vision of the future of FDLP on the assumption that libraries and librarians behave like 
market-driven organizations. ] 
  

This building block focuses on formalizing responsibilities for providing government information support 
to the American public, with the goal of providing more and better support to end users in need of 
assistance in working with government information. 
 

• [Even so, formalizing the responsibilities isn't an entirely bad idea.  Will this “formalization take 
place within Title 44/FDLP, in parallel to it, in place of it, in addition to it?  The report should be 
more explicit about how they anticipate this working.]  

 
Roles 
 
The roles defined in this component would for the first time provide libraries with specific formal 
responsibilities for providing government information support services to the American public, rather than 
largely assuming that such services will be provided as a necessary byproduct of maintaining tangible 
collections of government information. This component includes three major roles centered around 
government information support services, allowing a library to take on a formal role providing: an 
extremely basic level of support services, which may significantly broaden the availability of basic 
government information services to the American public; a more advanced level of services, providing 
expert assistance to members of the American public in working with government information; and a 
specialized level of services, going above and beyond the provision of excellent service within a region and 
taking on responsibility for addressing the system-wide needs of the public for targeted government 
information support services. This component also includes a supplemental role, seeking to coordinate 
training in government information topics to support libraries in developing and maintaining the necessary 
skills to perform these roles. 
 

• [I think it's a good thing to have clearly defined roles and responsibilities. At issue then would be 
the number of libraries needed at each "level of service." I haven't seen anything in the report with 
recommendations for each model. What happens if every library chooses the minimum S1 role? 
Would regionals be required to choose the S3 role? If these models are taken up by the 
community, then I'd expect GPO to survey the community to find out exactly how many libraries 
will self select to each role.] 

 
S1 
 
Historically, government information services have been largely reserved for government information 
specialists within FDLP member libraries, with relatively low levels of awareness or knowledge of 
government information among non-member libraries or even among non-specialist staff at depository 
libraries. This model envisions enabling a significantly greater number of libraries to play a role in 
providing services in support of the discovery and use of government information to the American public, 
removing existing barriers to participation by encouraging current non-participating libraries to take on a 
services-only role within the Program. The S1 role supports libraries that wish to provide services to their 



community, but are unable to support dedicated government information staff. The S1 role is principally 
imagined as being appropriate for new entrants to the Program, although some current participants may 
find this role a better fit for the levels of staff resources they are able to devote to government information. 
 

• [In principle, it would be great to enable and encourage libraries to provide govinfo services.  but, 
what makes these libraries "FDLP"? They can do this without "taking on a services-only role 
within the Program." what would be their incentive to do this? Does suggesting this role contradict 
the report's contention that libraries want to leave the program? Would offering libraries a way 
into the program without requiring anything that would differentiate them from non-FDLP 
libraries attract them? Either FDLP membership would require something or it wouldn't. if it does, 
what do they get in return (to use the logic of the report)? If it does not, what is the benefit to the 
program or to users?  

• [The outcome of this recommendation would seem to be to allow existing FDLP libraries to stop 
doing anything but allow them to keep their titular status. ] 

• [This role seems like a race to the bottom. I'd say at least the S1 libraries should be required to 
import bib records from CGP to their local catalogs and maintain a portal pointing to 
CGP/FDsys/subject guides/other FDLs in their area etc.] 

 
S1 libraries provide basic support for the government information needs of their local community,  
 

• [The report repeatedly refers to services for "local communities." Although providing such 
services is certainly *one* of the things that libraries can do (and, in some cases one of the more 
important things), it is certainly not the *only* thing. The report should, I think, explicitly support 
the idea of user-communities that are *not* geographically based, as well as those that are.] 

 
providing front-line assistance for the American public in dealing with basic government information 
queries. S1 libraries are not expected to retain staff that specializes in government information, but to 
support the basic needs of their users with staff that have been regularly trained or certified in government 
information by their region's training library.  
 

• [As noted above and in our comments to the Ithaka S+R 'findings' it is not clear that this is a 
service desired by the public; if anything, the Ithaka S+R research reinforces the public's 
satisfaction with disintermediation.  so, what motivation is there for providing services that are 
apparently unwanted?  and, as above, what is the motivation of libraries to get extra training and 
offer these services? the report does not say, so this recommendation rings hollow -- except, as 
noted above, as a way to allow existing FDLP libraries to scale back their services. ] 

 
For more advanced government information needs, S1 libraries will refer users to libraries providing higher 
levels of information services. 
 
Ideally, this role would support the development of a broader network of libraries to provide front-line 
support for government information,  
 

• [Keeping in mind the above problems I have with the report's justification and implementation of 
this role, the *idea* (particularly as described  in the above text) is not without merit and could, in 
a different context of services and collections, be a useful model for a more robust network of 
libraries than we have now with coordinated and cooperative local and subject focuses.]  

 
potentially offering a role both for current member libraries that are considering leaving the Program and 
for non-members interested in playing a limited role within the Program. Any library that is willing to take 
on this service commitment should be allowed to play this role in the Program; allowing libraries to take on 
a services role independent of collections responsibilities should provide an important opportunity for 
building out the Program. 
 

• [This just doesn't make sense. what is "the program" if a) there are no criteria for membership or 
participation except some minimal training for services that are not desired by the public, b) there 



are no collections. Again, if this were pitched as an extension to the FDLP (e.g., outreach and 
coordination function), it could have some merit, but as is, it diminishes what "the program" 
actually is without demonstrating any benefit to the program, participating libraries, or, most 
importantly, the public.] 
  

S2 
 
Many currently participating libraries will find the S2 role a natural match for their existing activities, 
formally recognizing the contributions they already make in serving their local communities' needs for 
government information assistance. S2 libraries provide higher levels of services than S1 libraries, 
supporting the needs of their users through designated specialist staff, potentially in addition to general 
reference staff with some awareness of and training in government information. Although specialist staff 
may not necessarily be limited to only government information roles, a library in this role must retain at 
least one staff with a substantial emphasis on and expertise in government information. In addition to 
serving the needs of their local constituents, S2 libraries may handle (formally or informally) referrals and 
questions from nearby libraries that lack dedicated staff. 
 

• [As above re: "local" and "nearby" communities and constituents and libraries. what reason is 
there for limiting this to geography?  why not also by subject, agency, communities of interest, 
etc.?  As stated, geography is a minimum and specific requirement.  It would be better if it were 
one option, not the only minimum option.]  

• There shouldn't be a limit to geography. We don't have to limit that way anymore! We can have 
many options of choosing how we want to construct a collection. Flexibility is key and will help 
sustain the FDLP and retain participants of the FDLP! 

• ["a substantial emphasis" but still a hybrid sounding librarian, is better than no specialist at all. We 
believe that there needs to be one gov info specialist if you are going to be an FDLP. No matter 
how many times I train my colleagues, they still refer to me or call me.] 

• [there need to be incentives for libraries to do more, to participate more, to collaborate more. 
These first 2 roles seem to me to be defining ways for libraries to do less in terms of services by 
restricting their activities to their geographic boundaries -- thus ignoring collections as well as the 
entire online environment.  Libraries MUST go online with services/guides/catalogs/blogs/social 
media etc so as to seed the internet with pointers to govt docs collections and services. THAT's the 
way that information seekers will find out about library expertise. See for example "Using 
Wikipedia to Extend Digital Collections." Carolyn Dunford and Ann Lally. D-Lib Magazine, 
May/June 2007, Volume 13 Number 5/6 [http://www.dlib.org/dlib/may07/lally/05lally.html] 

 
 
S3 
 
While S1 and S2 libraries principally emphasize services to their local communities, serving the needs of 
their immediate constituents as well as other members of the American public for whom these libraries are 
the nearest source of support with government information, S3 libraries provide expert government 
information services for the entire American public, reaching beyond their local communities to provide a 
specialized service. 
 
The specific way in which an S3 library provides this system-level assistance may vary widely: some 
libraries may provide remote reference assistance...  
 

• [I assume this refers to http://govtinfo.org/ and not my little meebo IM service, right?]  
 
...directly assisting users in discovering, interpreting, and making effective use of government information 
over the internet, providing users who are unable or unwilling to visit a library in person with expert 
assistance; other libraries may be involved in the development of tools and information systems that 
support users in discovering, interpreting, and making effective use of government information online, 
without the direct intervention of a librarian; and some libraries may serve as a community source of 



special expertise on a particular topic, participating in coordinated networks of expertise and serving as a 
resource for users system-wide with especially complex needs. 
 
This role is intended for those libraries for which unique and high-value services are a top priority, 
providing a mechanism for libraries that invest in services that reach well beyond their local communities 
to be recognized for their contributions to meeting the system-wide needs of users of government 
information. The imprecise definition of specific activities required by libraries filling this role is 
intentional, encouraging libraries to identify and address innovative service needs rather than simply 
replicating existing models nation-wide. Due to this, we does not envision the coordination of a specific 
number of libraries to play this role, but rather imagine that this role will be formally granted to libraries 
that contribute to the broad needs of users beyond their immediate communities. 
 

• [This just doesn't seem right. I thought all of depositories contribute beyond our communities in a 
sense. With Interlibrary loan, collaboration, having some unique collections that users around the 
country like to use virtually or in-person, etc. As worded, this seems rather snobbish to me. 
Vague.] 

• [And, again, the above defines roles for S1 and S2 and geographically bound and for S3 as wide 
open.  Doesn't that seem counter-intuitive when, supposedly, the digital age gives us more 
flexibility?  What is the intention behind this? What is the advantage of this to users or libraries or 
the program?  

• Is the implication that S1 and S2 do not give a "top priority" to "high value services" intentional? 
If so, this should be changed, if not, it should be reworded to be clear.] 

 
 
T 
 
Currently, training on the use of government information for non-specialist librarians is typically 
uncoordinated; in order to develop basic awareness of and skills with government information among a 
significantly broader range of librarians and thus better support the needs of the American public, this 
component includes a support role that focuses on training and outreach within a geographic region. 
Libraries with the T role take on responsibility for coordinating training and outreach within their region, 
with the goal of raising awareness of government information and developing government information 
skills among both member and non-member libraries in their region. The specific arrangements by which 
this training is performed may vary; a T library may directly perform training, or may simply coordinate 
efforts in their region, but is ultimately responsible for developing and putting into action a strategy for 
outreach and training in their region. These libraries may also coordinate with broader training and 
instruction initiatives, potentially working with library schools and providers of continuing education to 
libraries to most effectively accomplish their goal. 
 

• [Usually, T library was a Regional. Will T libraries end up being this new vague S3? will there be 
many S1 or S2 T Libraries?  Will the same patterns repeat, despite this proposed "new model"?] 

 
The T role is a supplemental role, and may be played by a library in addition to its basic S1, S2, or S3 role 
(although it is difficult to imagine a scenario in which an S1 library would be able to effectively accomplish 
this role); for example, an S2T library would have responsibility for providing government information 
services to their local community and for coordinating training and outreach within their region.  
 

• [I could do this for my local region and I've tried, but Director of the Public Libraries for my 
region never responds to my offers. Perhaps the report should describe how the future will be 
different and why.  How will these changes in the program change the behavior of non-members? 
I could venture beyond my region to other public/academic libraries...or be a virtual trainer, not 
bound by geography!] 

 
 In some cases, it may be appropriate for network of libraries to collaboratively play only a T role, if it 
lacks any central presence to directly provide services itself; for example, this training and coordination 
role may be an excellent fit for a state consortium, but while this consortium might be able to effectively 



coordinate training and outreach, it might not make sense to imagine this consortium as a network directly 
providing government information services to end users. Thus, although an individual library may only 
take on the T role in addition to a basic role, a network of libraries may take on the T role individually (as 
an ST library). 
  

• [Those are some good ideas too. I can picture one of the depositories in my state being only a 
“T.”] 

 
• [Training is the one area where I can see a possible positive advantage to focusing on nearby 

libraries or a region. even so, I don't see any reason to write that in to the recommendation. why 
not leave it open for training libraries to figure the best way to train and the best audience. imagine 
'training for law libraries' and 'training for undergraduate librarians' ‘ training for statistics’ 
‘training for gis’ etc...? As written, this seems to limit the opportunities (by geography) rather than 
opening them up (by geography or specialization or topic or type, etc.)] 

 
Ensuring that every part of the country is covered by at least one T library will ensure that support and 
outreach is available to all librarians nationwide, raising awareness of government information and 
providing opportunities for training. Although in some cases this role will be a natural fit for existing 
Regional libraries, [who are already overburdened and may not want another role?] it may sometimes be 
more appropriate for this role to be taken on by a different library, such as a non-Regional state library 
agency, or by a network of libraries such as a state-funded consortium. Due to the Program's formal 
reliance on these activities, libraries must be selected by GPO in a competitive process to serve in this 
role,1 and must sign a medium-term memorandum of understanding (perhaps 20 years in duration) with 
GPO to perform this role.2 
 

• [Why 20 years?] 
• [I consider training a positive aspect. Many docs librarians who happen to work at institutions 

with LIS programs already do some teaching of docs. But I'd like to see more collaborative efforts 
stressed in terms of teaching materials and training modules. I've talked to some of my LIS 
teaching colleagues who think a wiki textbook would be a good idea, but this has not moved 
beyond the "wow that would be cool" stage. Training also needs to be at point of need (links to 
modules in CGP and other catalogs, seeding of Wikipedia articles etc). Many librarians and the 
public don't know they need training until they need it.]  

• Tools for training could also be tools for the public. These could blend into new services. 
• How about explicitly developing ‘train the trainers’ programs? 
• a more concrete, positive recommendation would be a stated goal of collaboration between 

regionals and selective. For example, in my state, I've talked with the State Library which seems 
very interested in having help from large selective in assisting with training and outreach 
(especially given that there are 83 FDLs in the state). So: limiting this role to a "T / not T" 
designation rather than “levels of T participation” limits the positive effects of this 
recommendation. 

• The report does seem to assume in general that a few big services (whether for collections, 
services, or training) will take the place of and be better than a distributed, different-levels-of-
participation model.  We suggest that a both/and model would be more flexible and more 
successful than a model that assumes that bigger is better and the only option.] 

 
Summary 
 
Table 1 summarizes the responsibilities and coordination of each services role: 
 
Support preservation and integrity of digital FDLP materials 
 
Although GPO has taken on an important leadership role in preserving and maintaining the integrity of 
digital government information, GPO alone cannot effectively accomplish these goals; distributed 
responsibility for preserving and maintaining the integrity of government information is a long-standing 
value of the Program that must be maintained in the digital environment to provide users with confidence 



that the materials they use in digital form will remain available and unchanged over the long term. Some 
libraries and other entities3 have begun to address these priorities outside of the formal structures of the 
Program; this component imagines drawing these activities into the Program, formalizing and coordinating 
roles for libraries to collect, maintain, and preserve digital FDLP materials to support local priorities and 
system-wide values of preservation and integrity. In many ways, this approach draws upon the concept of 
"digital deposit" that has been advocated by members of the FDLP community. 
 
[footnotes] 
 
1 Throughout this document, several components include the notion that libraries will be selected to serve 
in certain roles through competitive processes. The specific processes involved are not defined here; GPO 
would need to define appropriate processes to select libraries for each role, which may be as simple as basic 
selection criteria that a library must meet to take on a given role. 
 
2 Many models indicate that libraries playing certain roles may be required to enter into a memorandum of 
understanding with GPO to perform those roles, generally indicating that these libraries shift from "at-will" 
status within the Program to making formal and legally binding commitments to take on a role for a certain 
period of time. In most cases, these memoranda of understanding will not entail any form of financial 
compensation to libraries, but simply formalize the relationship between GPO and the library. 
 
3 Just as the expansion of services considers the possibility of enabling a broader range of libraries to play 
formal roles in the Program, it may be appropriate to consider how a wider range of entities could valuably 
contribute to the accomplishment of system-wide objectives in the digital environment. For example, would 
it be possible for a 501(c)(3) digital library organization that makes freely available digital collections with 
no traditional, physical collections (such as the Internet Archive) to play a formal role in the FDLP? 
Although this model makes no recommendations on this topic, the potential for decoupling participation in 
the Program from the maintenance of tangible collections suggests that such definitional questions about 
eligibility for participation in the Program would need to be reexamined. 
 

• [The report makes many suggestions that should address the applicability or non-applicability of 
title 44, but does not. why, then, bring this issue up here? if there are issues with regard to 501c3 
organizations' participation, would it not be more appropriate to address their reasons for wanting 
to participate?  As written, the report impugns the motives of already long-participating FDLP 
libraries when it says they must have extrinsic incentives to accept their responsibilities. (see also: 
notes about market-driven participation above under the "Transform and increase" section.) 

 
• [Internet archive IS already designated a library. Would love to see them participate. Is this 

perhaps worded this way so as to not preclude other non-library 501(c)(3) orgs (like Ithaka S+R) 
from playing a role? ] 

• [It does make sense to me that the program be open to digital-only participants. title 44 simply 
calls FDLP participants "libraries" and does not, I think, require a designated "library" to have 
paper holdings. what makes it necessary, then, to raise the  the issue of whether or not "501(c)(3)" 
organizations should be eligible for participation in the program?  is there any restriction that 
prohibits them? is there any existing "coupling" of participation with "tangible" collections?   

• It shouldn’t matter if the material is digital or not-digital to qualify as an FDLP collection. I think 
a digital depository is great but I would hope this doesn't turn into a bunch of libraries simply 
wanting to "point" to PURLs and that's it. That's not digital deposit. They need to clarify that a bit.  

• Isn’t there already the concept of a “virtual depository” that has no collection, but simply points to 
other information? Since any library (FDLP or not) can do this, what makes this a role unique to 
FDLP libraries? If it is not a unique role, what makes it a defining role of a new model FDLP? 
How do all these things fit together?] 

 
[end footnotes] 
 
Roles 
 



The roles defined in this component recognize the wide range of interest across the library community in 
extending traditional FDLP roles to include digital materials; some libraries are highly motivated to collect 
digital FDLP materials, while others prefer to focus their energies elsewhere, and do not wish to host such 
collections. This component provides a range of formal opportunities for libraries to take on (or eschew) 
responsibilities for collecting, maintaining,4 and preserving5 digital FDLP materials to contribute to the 
Program goal of ensuring that these materials will remain available and accurate over the long term. 
 

• [Since GPO's mission is to provide "permanent public access," one must ask how allowing 
libraries to eschew responsibilities for collecting, maintaining, and preserving documents meets 
the GPO/FDLP's stated mission.  Obviously, this goes to the heart of the assumptions of the report.  
What will it mean to be an FDLP library if the library’s responsibilities are only those that any 
library could assume without being an FDLP library?  Perhaps the report anticipates a future in 
which a variety of roles will be fulfilled by a variety of libraries, but in which title 44 / FDLP 
designation is no longer a defining criterion?  If so, it the report should state this more clearly than 
it has done in this draft. If not, then the report should explain how this will work.] 

 
D1 
 
The D1 role enables libraries to take on flexible and minimal responsibilities within the Program, 
supporting those libraries that wish to play a role in the Program but do not wish to build or maintain 
collections of digital FDLP materials. Libraries that take on the D1 role do not accession or store local 
copies of FDLP materials in digital form, relying on digital collections hosted elsewhere (by GPO, its 
partners, or other libraries) to support user needs. Although D1 libraries do not host any FDLP materials 
locally, they may have records for digital FDLP materials in their catalog or otherwise support and 
facilitate the discovery and use of government information in digital form. 
 

• [Neither this report nor the "findings" explain how a library can provide adequate services to 
digital materials without controlling those materials. one could envision an environment in which 
digital materials were successfully preserved and made freely accessible by some libraries and 
other libraries would be able to access those collections. If this is what is intended, the report 
should address how such libraries would have a say in what was collected, how it was organized, 
what methods of discovery were available, how it would be weeded, etc.  without this explanation, 
it is not clear how a "D1" library would be different from any other non-FDLP library that simply 
points to information over which it has no control over selection or preservation or access-
decisions. 

• This role does have one clear outcome: it would allow libraries to *not* have digital collections at 
a time when, according to this report, everything will soon be digital only.  If D1 is a useful role, 
the report should explain how it is useful in such an environment.] 

• How many libraries does Ithaka S+R anticipate choosing such a role? 
• [Should D1 Libraries even be part of the FDLP?] 

 
D2 
 
D2 libraries, on the other hand, maintain local working collections of digital FDLP materials to support 
local priorities and user needs. These libraries' development and maintenance of digital collections is 
entirely at will, collecting, maintaining, and disposing of local copies of digital materials (born-digital or 
digitized) from GPO and other government sources according to local priorities in order to address local 
user needs, develop local services, or for other reasons. As these digital materials may be deaccessioned at 
will, however, these collections have no formal status in securing long-term preservation or integrity.  
 

• [This is an odd role! among recommendations that repeatedly emphasize the need for "formal" 
responsibilities, here is one that apparently says, "do whatever you want, we don't care and we will 
ignore your collections." but then it goes further to describe other things that these libraries "may" 
do (collect outside of title 44). what is the purpose of stating this? Building digital collections that 
include both t44 materials and non-t44 materials is a wonderful idea and could facilitating that 
could be a way GPO could provide an incentive for libraries to participate. but how does this, as 



written, relate to FDLP-ness of the libraries? As written, this seems more of an aside than a 
recommendation with any relevance to the future of the FDLP. 

 
D2 libraries may also choose to integrate officially provided digital materials with other digital materials, 
including other government-provided materials not made directly available through the FDLP, but have no 
responsibility to do so. It is generally assumed that D2 collections will be made publicly available, but 
libraries in this role may choose to build and maintain "dark" digital collections if they so prefer. 
 

• [This is also strange.  Here we have more descriptions of what a library may do. Why choose these 
particular things to enumerate what a library may do if they are optional, unrecognized and have 
no FDLP-ness?  These are mostly good ideas, but why are they presented as if they are part of the 
official roles when they apparently are not? ] 

 
The collections built and retained by D2 libraries principally serve the needs of these libraries' local 
communities, while the D2 role enables libraries to play roles in providing services or maintaining tangible 
collections without being required to build or maintain any digital collections.  
 

• [The above is confusing. is D2 about tangible or digital? it really isn't clear what is being  
suggested here. ] 

 
To enable libraries to freely take on these roles as appropriate to serve the needs of their local communities, 
any library should be allowed to take on these roles with minimal formalities. 
 
 

• [What does the above mean? Is this about FDLP or does "any library" refer to libraries that are not 
FDLP? What are the formalities? How would libraries get these materials? Without FDLP 
responsibilities, without procedures for deposit (push or pull), why does this category even belong 
in this document? Is this doing nothing more than stating that "any library" can download 
whatever it wants to? Don't we have that ability now? We need more detail on this 
recommendation. As written, it is vague and confusing and perhaps without meaning to the FDLP. 

• It is, nevertheless, worth noting that there may be a germ of an idea here. Allowing libraries to 
accept digital deposit with minimal requirements could accomplish several things (duplication, 
replication, creation of unique collections and services, authentication through deposit, registry of 
holdings [union lists], etc.). But without more work, this seems to be another hollow 
recommendation without a clear benefit to participating (and what does that mean?) libraries, the 
program, or users.] 
 

[footnotes] 
 
4 Throughout this document, the terms "retain" or "maintain," as applied both to tangible and digital 
materials, indicates that libraries may not deaccession these materials, and must make good faith efforts to 
secure them against accidental loss or damage. Retention of materials is differentiated from preservation of 
materials, which indicates a higher level of responsibility. 
 
5 Throughout this document, the term "preserve," as applied both to tangible and digital materials, indicates 
that libraries must invest in the long-term security and usability of the materials, above and beyond simply 
retaining them. This involves following best practices for preservation by planning for disaster recovery, 
maintaining materials in secure environmental conditions, and as appropriate reformatting materials 
 

• [The above two definitions need elaboration. I suggest that the report describe what exactly tips 
the scale from retaining to preservation in the physical and digital environments. I also suggest 
that the report describe how "retention" in the digital environment can be successful without the 
application of digital-preservation techniques. Perhaps, in the digital environment, Ithaka S+R is 
thinking about the difference between "bit preservation" and true long-term usability as defined by 
OAIS? Or perhaps the difference between retention and preservation is a matter of trusted 



repository certification?  or something else? The report should describe what it has in mind 
explicitly. As written, these definitions are too vague to be useful.] 

• [And what are going to be (if any) disposal guidelines for digital materials? If I am reading 
correctly, there are none for D1 and D2s? "Deaccessioned at will?" We would think that there 
should be some procedure to ensure that a digital object (which someone has taken the time to 
acquire and “maintain” for some period of time) has been adequately preserved before digital 
deaccessioning. This could be automated and could tie into an inventory of digital objects.] 

• [Disposal takes on new aspects in the digital world. Since we don't have to preserve any individual 
copy (if there are many copies already) then disposal is easier! But... I would want to see two 
things in place: a) a mechanism for a disposing library to use to make sure there actually was 
another digital copy somewhere! and b) (related to that) a national union list registry of all 
"official" (deposited) digital copies so that, when one disappears or is corrupted or lost etc., users 
(including other libraries) could easily find another copy.] 

 
[end footnotes] 
 
D3 
 

• [Some of the descriptions here seems to be very close to a description of LOCKSS.  But why does 
the report seem, then, to differentiate the capabilities of LOCKSS from the capabilities required 
for D4? ] 

 
Historically, government publications have been made tamper-resistant by the broad distribution of FDLP 
materials to a network of libraries, which maintain these collections independently of federal government 
control and can serve as an integrity check on the system. D3 libraries replicate this system in the digital 
world, ingesting and maintaining independent collections of digital FDLP materials. 
 
D3 libraries build and maintain comprehensive collections that completely duplicate all FDLP materials 
disseminated through official GPO channels in digital form,6 including both born-digital and digitized 
collections, to support local priorities as well as to maintain an independent copy of these materials not 
under the direct control of the federal government. These libraries are responsible for collecting all FDLP 
materials made available in digital form through official GPO channels,7 and must retain all digital 
materials thus accessioned. D3 libraries may also choose to accession government information not provided 
through centralized GPO infrastructure, including materials hosted under partnership agreements or 
fugitive documents, but have no responsibility to do so;   
 

• [Why wouldn't D3 libraries be able to select exactly what they wanted to collect and retain? Does 
this mean that Regionals would be expected to be at least D3 libraries?  

• It is unclear if the report is suggesting that we need more libraries committing to preserving 
everything or if the report is suggesting that building selective digital collections should not be 
valued by the FDLP.  We would suggest that building smaller, unique, selective digital collections 
provides several advantages to the program, the participating libraries, and users: it would be an 
added hedge against inadvertent loss of digital information, it would encourage participation by 
libraries, it would provide a mechanism for libraries to provide focused, specialized services to 
designated user communities.   

• We would definitely recommend that D1 or D2 or D3 be modified to include “selective” digital 
depositories. These could certainly be collaborative projects as well as projects of individual 
libraries. (e.g., an administrative group of libraries, such as the university of california, a focus 
grouping such as several law libraries, a regional grouping such as border libraries, a subject or 
format grouping such as libraries with an interest in the environment, or GIS, or statistics, a 
grouping of libraries with similar users such as several undergraduate libraries or art libraries, or 
even children’s or school libraries, etc.) 

• [See above comment about listing things that under D1 and D2 that libraries may do, but which 
are not apparently recognized by the program.] 

 



their formal responsibilities are limited to capturing and maintaining complete duplicates of those materials 
provided through formal GPO channels. In addition, D3 libraries may elect to conduct active management 
of stored documents, migrate to new formats over time, and other preservation-related processes, although 
they are under no obligation to do so. D3 collections may be made publicly accessible on the open web, 
made available for a local community,  
 

• [As worded, saying that libraries could make materials available "for a local community" 
(apparently, as an opposed to making it “publicly accessible on the open web”) implies that the 
materials would not be available to others. Is that what was intended? If so, it is hard to understand 
how that is justifiable. If not, it should be clarified. Obviously, a library could build collections 
and services aimed at a particular designated community (or communities), but those should not 
be to others when they involve FDLP material, should they? What is the thinking behind that? Is 
this designed to be an incentive for those who want to get stuff but don't want to make it available 
beyond their "local  community"?  if so, is that a service model we want to promote for the 
program?] 

 
retained as a closed backup collection at the discretion of the library, or triggered for access depending on 
external circumstances. 
 

[It is not clear what the advantages are of putting govt information in “closed backup collections.”  
There may well be such advantages, but the report should describe those.  We would expect that 
this would be a special case designed for some sort of redundancy or emergency backup, not the 
normal mode of building local collections.  We suggest that conditions for “closed backup” and 
“triggered access” be defined more than is done here.  Also, conditions for ensuring that such 
collections remain usable should be defined.  There should also be some definitions, not 
necessarily in detail here, for guaranteeing that a “closed” collection could become open in a time 
frame appropriate to its intended purpose. ] 

 
To adequately support the integrity of these collections, this model envisions the coordination of at least 
seven D3 collections (complete collections of officially provided FDLP materials) maintained 
independently of GPO by participating libraries. This minimum number of collections (there certainly can 
be more if additional libraries elect to participate in this role) is proffered based on the minimum number of 
copies suggested by the LOCKSS Alliance for a reliable digital system.8 Due to the Program's formal 
reliance on these activities, libraries must be selected by GPO in a competitive process to serve in this role, 
and must sign a medium-term memorandum of understanding with GPO to perform this role. 
 

• [A D3 library has to commit to a “medium-term memorandum”; what’s that? How does this 
selection and memorandum of understanding status relate to FDLP status?  Is it the same, 
different, or overlapping?  

• What is the reasoning behind the requirement of at least 7 D3 collections?]  
 
 
[footnotes] 
 
6 This model assumes that all documents disseminated through the FDLP (both born-digital as well as all 
appropriate digitized materials as well), and all documents identified as "fugitive" documents within the 
scope of the FDLP, will be made available through centralized GPO infrastructure such as FDsys, meaning 
that a complete duplicate of the materials made available through this infrastructure will capture all known 
digital FDLP materials. Failing this, we assume that GPO will provide comprehensive documentation of all 
known digital FDLP materials including both those hosted on centralized GPO infrastructure and those 
hosted by agencies under partnership agreements, and will work with agencies to support D3 or D4 
libraries in programmatically harvesting comprehensive sets of government information that match GPO's 
understanding of the complete universe of digital FDLP materials.  
 



• ["harvesting" should not be the default even for partner agencies.  if an agency is a partner, part of 
the partnership should (even if it is not possible every time) be made accountable for providing 
direct access to materials to GPO and FDLP libraries.  (e.g., OAI, ftp, rss, etc.). ] 

• [fugitives are by definition outside of GPO's infrastructure. How will GPO be able to create and 
maintain comprehensive documentation on fugitives?] 

 
Although libraries in all roles are encouraged to support GPO's efforts to discover and track "fugitive" 
digital documents, no library is required to host materials that are not disseminated by GPO or indicated as 
GPO as being within the scope of the FDLP.  
 

• [Perhaps the report needs to define “fugitives”?  We think of a “fugitive” as something that fits the 
t44 criteria, but which has not been successfully captured by the program.  Once captured, it is no 
longer a fugitive.  Materials that are of interest, but which do not fit t44 criteria are not “fugitives.” 
We would assume that those cannot be included in the program, but could be included in the 
digital collection of any individual library, since those collections can and do include non t44 
material.  

• The issue of "authenticity" should be addressed here also.] 
 
7 The term "available in digital form" is used throughout this document as shorthand for materials that are 
freely available online in suitable high-quality digital form, and that are being reliably digitally preserved 
and defended against tampering.  
 

• [This definition should be changed as it is too narrow. "freely available online" implies only the 
information as presented online.  The definition should be broad enough to include the raw 
information that resides behind the public presentation of information online.  So, for example, 
XML files that are converted on the fly to HTML should be included in this definition. Also, 
databases behind dynamic web sites should be included.] 

 
It excludes materials that the Superintendent of Document may choose to designate as essential for a 
participating library to maintain in paper form as an essential contribution to American democracy. 
 

•  [I think this is talking about the essential titles list. But even that is "Essential Titles for Public 
Use in Paper or Other Tangible Format" [http://www.FDLP.gov/collections/building-
collections/135-essential-titles-list] 

 
[end footnotes] 
 
D4 
 
GPO's in-house digital preservation efforts provide a high degree of assurance that digital government 
information hosted by GPO will remain accessible over the long term. Currently focused around the FDsys 
platform, we hope that these efforts will (as is expected) be submitted to the Center for Research Libraries 
(CRL) for formal audit. Even so, independent preservation efforts outside of GPO control are needed to 
provide additional assurance that materials would be effectively preserved over time. In addition to 
providing redundancy, additional diverse preservation methods would complement GPO's efforts, and 
independent oversight and sources of funding would support the long-term sustainability of digital 
preservation efforts for FDLP materials. D4 libraries play this role, not only maintaining but actively 
managing and preserving comprehensive collections of digital FDLP materials. 
 

• [As noted elsewhere (see note to footnote 5 above), we believe that the differences between 
“maintenance” and “preservation” are artificial and inadequate.  Digital material that is not 
“preserved” adequately (i.e., that would fit the report’s definition of “maintenance” are subject to 
loss and corruption.  The report should be clearer about what the differences are and what the 
intention is to have different criteria.  

• [the CRL reference should be qualified ("e.g.") or described ("by a recognized, qualified, 
certification agency"). ] 



 
D4 libraries have the same responsibilities as D3 libraries for building and maintaining comprehensive 
collections of digital FDLP materials. D4 libraries build and maintain comprehensive collections that 
completely duplicate all FDLP materials disseminated through official GPO channels in digital form, 
including both born-digital and digitized collections, to support local priorities as well as to maintain an 
independent copy of these materials not under the direct control of the federal government. These libraries 
are responsible for collecting all FDLP materials made available in digital form through official GPO 
channels, and must retain all digital materials thus accessioned. In addition to these responsibilities, 
however, D4 libraries must preserve all the materials thus accessioned collections in digital preservation 
archives certified as applying community best practices (via the DRAMBORA or TRAC certifications, or 
other preferred equivalents as these arise). D4 collections may be made publicly accessible on the open 
web, made available for a local community, retained as a closed backup collection at the discretion of the 
library, or triggered for access depending on external circumstances. 
 

• [ANY library can make public domain collections publically available.] 
 

• [the difference between d3 and d4 appears to hinge on certification. As above, what is the desired 
result of having non-certified complete collections? Might it be useful to have category of 
temporary or pre-certification or certification-pending?  ] 

 
• [same questions about limiting access to “local" as for d3.  why? ] 
• [and what happens if a library decides to be D4 but S1?] 

 
To provide a preservation bulwark for digital FDLP materials, this model envisions the coordination of at 
least two D4 collections which would complement GPO preservation activities. This number builds on the 
advice of a 2006 report by the Council on Library and Information Resources evaluating preservation 
priorities for electronic journals, which suggested that "participation in more than one program can ensure 
that different approaches and strategies are tried and assessed;"9 as such, this model suggests that at least 
two different independent preservation approaches beyond GPO's activities be arranged. 
 

• [The report saying that we need two d4 libs that are certified and match suggestions from CLIR.  
How do we view the d2 and d3 libs? Are they significant or irrelevant? What role if any do they 
play in terms of access and preservation? What benefits does this triage provide to users, FDLP, 
participating libs? I'm not sure this description of different levels is a bad idea, but I do think it 
needs to be a bit more explicit about the advantages accrued and the reasons for each "level."] 

 
Due to the Program's formal reliance on these activities, libraries must be selected by GPO in a competitive 
process to serve in this role, and must sign a fifty year memorandum of understanding with GPO to perform 
this role. 
 

• [If this 50 year commitment stands, there should also be some criteria for expecting that the library 
making that commitment would be able to fulfill that commitment. There should also be room for 
(and requirement for) an institution having an approved, viable succession plan.] 

 
[footnotes] 
 
8 Victoria Reich and David Rosenthal, "Distributed Digital Preservation: Private LOCKSS Networks as 
Business, Social, and Technical Frameworks," Library Trends 57, no. 3 (Winter 2009): 461. Reich and 
Rosenthal have each suggested that more copies may be needed for government information if (as is 
believed) threats to the integrity of such collections are higher, but unfortunately modeling work has not 
been conducted to provide such estimates. We emphasize that our recommended thresholds throughout 
these models should be seen as absolute minimums, and that more copies would provide greater tamper-
defense and tamper-evidence. 
 

• [There is an implication in the report that the LOCKSS system is missing. LOCKSS does provide 
active management and preservation. The bits are preserved and formats are migrated as required.] 



 
 
9 Anne R. Kenney et al., "E-Journal Archiving Metes and Bounds: A Survey of the Landscape" (Council 
on Library and Information Resources, 2006), http://www.clir.org/pubs/reports/pub138/contents.html. 
 
[end footnotes] 
 
Summary 
 
Table 2 summarizes the responsibilities and coordination of each digital collections role: 
 

• [Can D2 libs actively maintain and preserve too? Is the designated role based on MOU or long-
term commitment or on activity or...?] 

• [We have to question the arbitrary number of minimum D3 and D4 libraries. If libraries have more 
incentives to be active in the digital collections area, then collectively they provide the digital 
preservation essential to "permanent public access." Stating this lowest minimum number is again 
a race to the bottom and a disincentive for libraries to become active D participants after the 7/2 
numbers are met. It also completely ignores the D2 libraries in the plan for "permanent public 
access."]  

 
Preserve tangible collections in an increasingly digital environment 
 
Tangible collections of government information are the historic core of the Program; the Regional and 
Selective roles are fundamentally based around the goals of broadly disseminating, providing access to, and 
preserving materials in tangible form. Although several components of these models emphasize addressing 
additional Program priorities, the Program clearly must continue to provide access to these materials in 
tangible form over the long term. This component imagines new ways to structure these roles and 
responsibilities that will more sustainably support the goal of ensuring that tangible collections remain 
accessible to support user needs. This component allows libraries the flexibility to over time choose to draw 
down on their tangible collections of government information as users' needs are better served by digital 
versions, but also prioritizes ensuring that tangible collections are preserved for the long term to support 
residual access needs for tangible versions of materials and to provide a backup for digital versions. 
Ultimately, this component will result in higher levels of confidence in the preservation of - and therefore 
the permanent public access to - all materials in tangible collections than has ever previously been the case. 
 
Roles 
 
This component moves away from the long-standing binary of Selective and Regional roles, recognizing 
that these roles are not equally good fits for all libraries, and that Program priorities could be better 
supported by enabling libraries to choose from a wider range of formally defined roles. This will enable 
libraries to select a role for tangible collections that better fits with their local priorities, while coordinating 
these individual contributions to meet system-wide needs. As in the digital component, this building block 
recognizes that some libraries may be best suited to participate in the Program without maintaining local 
tangible collections at all, focusing on providing services or maintaining digital collections, while other 
libraries may wish to take on more ambitious roles in building and maintaining tangible collections of 
government information. 
 

• [The following section makes the assumption that the Ithaka S+R report "what to withdraw" can 
be applied to govdocs. It is not clear to me that this is a valid assumption.  the problem is that the 
report is based on a study of digitizing scholarly journals, not govdocs, and govdocs have 
significant differences from the scholarly journal literature. Specifically: 1) age of documents may 
make scanning less accurate; 2) publications of odd sizes and formats may be difficult to scan at 
all; 3) many government documents contain statistical tables which are particularly difficult to 
accurately scan and convert to text, 4) many government publications contain images, charts, 
photographs, and other graphics that are difficult to accurately scan.  The "What to Withdraw" 
report says, "A significant share of journal content contains charts, graphs, data tables, 



photographs, drawings, models, and other types of images, with importance across numerous 
disciplines. Too little is known at this point about the share of the intellectual content of an image 
that is captured by existing scanning and format standards."  As we pointed out in our comments 
to the Findings report, this casual assumption that government documents can be accurately 
scanned overlooks (and, perhaps, underestimates) the challenges of digitization.  We are 
particularly concerned about the accuracy and usability of statistical tables, which comprise a large 
segment of government publications. Until we have a verifiably reliable way of guaranteeing that 
numeric information can be accurately scanned, made human-legible, and OCR'd accurately, 
paper copies will continue to exceed the value of digitized copies. Such guarantees are still rare 
given the difficult and expensive process of digitizing such publications. (OCR'd text is too often 
found unusable or unreliable and double/triple keying is the norm (see Julie Linden’s d-lib article 
http://www.dlib.org/dlib/january06/linden/01linden.html. (Although this article is from 2005, its 
outcomes and conclusions remain the best available information on this topic. Other studies have 
found other problems with assuming digitization and digital versions will easily replace print. See, 
for example, Joseph, Lura E., ‘Image and Figure Quality: A Study of Elsevier's Earth and 
Planetary Sciences Electronic Journal Back File Package’, Library Collections, Acquisitions, and 
Technical Services, 30, 162-168 <doi:10.1016/j.lcats.2006.12.002> and Chen, Xiaotian, ‘Figures 
and Tables Omitted from Online Periodical Articles -- A Comparison of Vendors and Information 
Missing from Full-Text Databases’, Internet Reference Services Quarterly, 10 (2005), 75 
<doi:10.1300/J136v10n02_07>.) [we've commented on other drafts particularly about the 
problems surrounding digitization of data. Not sure if this will make it into the final reports or be 
taken into consideration.] 

 
T1 
 
The T1 role enables libraries to take on flexible and minimal responsibilities within the Program, 
supporting those libraries that wish to play a role in the Program but do not wish to build or maintain 
collections of tangible FDLP materials. This role is principally imagined as enabling new participants to 
enter the Program, taking on services-oriented roles without the burden of building tangible collections; in 
some cases, it may also be a good fit for existing Selective libraries that might otherwise leave the Program. 
 

• [The key issues here are: how do the minimum responsibilities benefit users? And, are the 
minimum responsibilities adequate to ensure desired outcomes of the program?  

• [It is not clear what the interplay between the different categories is in the final models.  Might it 
be worthwhile, for instance to set as a criterion for FDLP participation that a library have 
responsibility for some collection of FDLP materials?  This could be a shared responsibility 
(shared with other libraries) and it could be paper or digital or both.  How does a library without 
the responsibility of selecting or preserve or manage any t44 information at all differ from a 
library that is not an FDLP library?  

• Is there a role for a library without collections?  If so, what is it and how does it benefit the 
program and users? ] 

 
GPO does not ship any new materials to T1 libraries; in effect, these are libraries that have chosen to not 
receive any materials in tangible form, relying on digital access, interlibrary loan, or referrals to nearby 
libraries with tangible collections to satisfy the needs of its local community. T1 libraries with existing 
tangible collections may choose to retain any portion of these collections at will, and may freely 
deaccession any materials from their tangible collections at will via a national needs and offers process. 
Although some T1 libraries may choose to maintain but not add to relatively large tangible collections, the 
T1 role is principally intended for libraries that neither receive any new tangible materials nor retain many 
(if any) tangible collections; this role enables libraries to play a services or digital collections role in the 
Program without being required to possess any tangible FDLP collections. 
 
T2 
 
While T1 libraries receive no new tangible materials from GPO, T2 libraries select materials for 
distribution from GPO, much in the manner of a current Selective library. Similarly to T1 libraries, T2 



libraries may freely deaccession any materials from their tangible collections at will via a national needs 
and offers process. The T2 role enables libraries to build and maintain working collections of tangible 
FDLP materials based on local user needs and library priorities. Tangible collections in T2 libraries are 
built and maintained exclusively to serve the needs of the library's local community, and have no formal 
role in the long-term preservation of FDLP materials, although deaccessioned materials may be integrated 
into collections that do have longer-term responsibilities. 
 

• [It seems odd to explicitly exclude selectives from preservation responsibilities. I do not 
understand why this is better than saying that these libraries do participate in long term 
preservation of paper through local preservation activities and sending unneeded materials to other 
libs through needs and offers. Is this written this way to allow "working copies" to deteriorate 
through use?  If so, why? It could be written to specifically assume use, but also acknowledge that 
these copies are important to long term preservation through their redundancy, accessibility, 
sharing, and long-term (through needs and offers) preservation.] 

• [Current selectives are highlighted as a specific and important part of the preservation network. So 
what's the incentive to being a T2 if their ongoing work is not seen as critical to the program?] 

 
These libraries serve a role as front-line providers of tangible government information, maintaining 
collections tailored to the needs of their local constituencies. As an increasing share of these user needs are 
met by digital versions, these libraries may choose to draw down on their investment in local tangible 
collections; in other cases, however, libraries may continue to maintain tangible collections, reflecting 
ongoing local user needs. To enable libraries to freely take on this role as appropriate to serve the needs of 
their local communities, any library should be allowed to take on this role with minimal formalities. 
 

• [I would be a T2! I like to have tangibles too! My local needs = digital divide, poorer area of the 
country, and not everyone can afford laptops or iPhones or e-readers so patrons do appreciate 
some print documents for their research...otherwise, I witness them printing or saving many PDFs 
to their flash drives! But that's my local need. Everyone is different. Again...like much of the rest 
of this report, I don't see any difference between the older model and this proposed new model 
except for the D1-D4 and S1 and T1.] 

 
• [same question as before about the phrase "any library should be allowed to take on this role with 

minimal formalities."  "any FDLP lib"? or "any library at all"?] 
 

T3 and T4 
 
The responsibilities of libraries in T3 and T4 roles principally focus on meeting the broad and long-term 
needs of the American public for access to tangible versions of FDLP materials. These roles are discussed 
together due to their close relationship to each other; although these models assume that the importance of 
tangible access will decline over time as more and more materials are made available digitally, these 
classes of libraries will maintain a backstop of tangible collections that will support continuing access 
needs. When possible, needs for access to tangible materials not available at one's local library should be 
met through these T3/T4 collections rather than through T5 or T6 collections; as such, both T3 and T4 
libraries should support access needs not just on the local level but across the library system through 
interlibrary loan and other forms of document delivery. These roles are imagined as fitting well with the 
priorities of many existing Regional libraries, offering the opportunity for these libraries to either retain 
roughly their current role in the Program or to take on a role that will over time enable them to draw down 
on their tangible collections in a structured and responsible way. 
 

• [So, here is where they allow existing regionals to discard materials. ] 
 
The responsibilities of libraries in the T3 role principally focus on supporting regional and system-wide 
access needs for tangible versions of materials that are not yet available digitally; this enables these 
collections to be dynamic, meaning that they can, at their individual discretion, reduce the size of their 
tangible collections over time as more materials are made available digitally.10 GPO automatically 
distributes tangible copies of all FDLP materials that lack digital equivalents at the point of publication to 



all T3 libraries. T3 libraries may also select to receive any further tangible materials also available digitally 
in order to support local needs. T3 libraries must maintain tangible copies of materials that are not available 
in digital form, and should prioritize both making these materials available locally and via interlibrary loan, 
but may freely deaccession any tangible materials once they become available in digital form via a national 
needs and offers process. 
 
While T3 libraries only have formal responsibilities to accession and maintain tangible versions of 
materials not available digitally, T4 libraries have similar responsibilities for tangible versions of all FDLP 
materials, including those with available digital equivalents. GPO automatically distributes tangible copies 
of all FDLP materials that are made available in tangible form to all T4 libraries. T4 libraries must retain all 
tangible materials that they accession, including those with a digital equivalent, although they may 
deaccession duplicate copies of any tangible materials via a national needs and offers process. Note that the 
T4 role is substantively similar to the collecting role of Regional depository libraries under the present 
model, although without any obligation to coordinate a discard process for other libraries. 
 

• [Does this mean that T3 may discard w/o using needs/offers list? If so, is that wise? does it 
adequately preserve needed copies?  (See elsewhere notes on unknown number of paper copies to 
adequately ensure preservation.) ] 

 
As these libraries' roles are so closely linked to the digital availability of collections - especially T3 
libraries, which gain flexibility in their collections management decisions are materials are made available 
digitally and thus are directly incentivized to support digitization efforts - it may make sense for T3 
libraries to play a formal role in supporting the digitization of FDLP materials. An obvious opportunity 
would be to offer these libraries a digitization exemption to retention requirements, allowing materials that 
would otherwise meet retention requirements to be deaccessioned in support of digitization efforts that 
result in a freely accessible digitized version that meets all community requirements, either performed by 
the library directly or by a third party. And there may be other opportunities to capitalize on these libraries' 
direct interest in increasing digital availability, such as formally integrating libraries with these roles into 
the process of correcting or improving digitized materials. Although the specific process by which FDLP 
materials will be made available digitally is beyond the scope of this project, there may be many valuable 
synergies between these libraries' intrinsic interests and digitization priorities. 
 

• [Will libraries have an incentive for retaining/maintaining physical copies if they have a digital 
exemption?  

• [It does seem to be a good idea to have libs that have a specific interest in digitization and 
"correcting and improving" digital materials. It does seem that the criteria for discard needs to be a 
bit more stringent to ensure that we have adequate numbers of paper and "backstop" copies for 
when we discover badly digitized items. ] 

 
[footnote] 
 
10 As a reminder, the term "available in digital form" is used throughout this document as shorthand for 
materials that are freely available online in suitable high-quality digital form, and that are being reliably 
digitally preserved and defended against tampering. It excludes materials that the Superintendent of 
Document may choose to designate as essential for a participating library to maintain in paper form as an 
essential contribution to American democracy. 
 

• [Superfluous footnote. why do we need a reminder about what is meant by "available in digital 
form?" see our comment on footnote 7.] 

 
[end footnote] 
 
Together, the libraries in the T3 and T4 roles perform the essential function of supporting system-wide 
access needs for tangible materials, especially important for those materials not yet available in digital 
form. This backbone of access collections will supplement working collections in T1 and T2 collections, 
which will retain materials principally based on their perceived local value, by maintaining and making 



available for system-wide use large collections including even low-use materials that might be retained in 
few working collections, and will provide important continuity while a more comprehensive set of 
preservation collections is being developed. To support these system-wide needs, this model envisions the 
coordination of at least 15 collections, either of tangible copies of all materials (T4 collections) or of 
tangible copies of materials not yet available in digital form (T3), making these materials broadly 
accessible locally and across the library system. Although few if any existing collections are truly 
comprehensive, and neither of these roles obligates libraries to collect retrospectively to fill in gaps, these 
overlapping collections in the aggregate should support the broad majority of access needs, with more 
comprehensive collections satisfying those needs that cannot be met by T3 or T4 libraries. Due to the 
Program's formal reliance on these activities, libraries must be selected by GPO in a competitive process to 
serve in this role, and must sign a twenty year memorandum of understanding with GPO to perform this 
role. 
 

• [Why 15 collections? Why not 7, or 3? The report specifies roles that apparently play no part in 
the long term mission of "permanent public access" and assigns libraries with those roles minimal 
formalities and then largely denigrates their work.  Won’t the result of these recommendations, 
therefore be that we will have 15 tangible collections, 7 D3 libraries, and 2 digital mirrors outside 
of GPO? To me this is a far cry from proposing models for the continuation of a robust network of 
libraries providing for "permanent public access." It seems more like a recommendation for 
drawing down the whole program, reducing responsibilities, and shrinking the size of the program 
from 1000 libraries to less that two dozen.  What will the benefit of that be for the long term? 
According to the FDLP directory, there are currently 49 regionals.  

• [Does the either/or above mean we could have 1 t4 and 14 t3s? this should be made clear. 
• [Since "neither of these roles obligates libraries to collect retrospectively to fill in gaps" where will 

the needs/offer lists come in to play?  Only T5 libs (see below) will  (apparently?) be obligated to 
save the last copy of a title] 

 
T5 
 
While T3 and T4 collections are expected to support most regional and system-wide access needs of the 
American public, providing for truly long-term continuity of access to tangible collections will require 
libraries dedicated to a preservation role. For a variety of historical reasons, including the loss or damage of 
materials over time or their simply never having been accessioned in the first place, few if any existing 
FDLP collections are truly comprehensive.11 Thus, to provide a preservation bulwark for the FDLP, truly 
comprehensive collections must be built, transitioning the Program away from reliance on the hope that 
largely uncoordinated overlapping collections will effectively ensure the preservation of materials. This 
shift towards coordinated, comprehensive preservation collections is a common theme across the library 
landscape, as groups of libraries increasingly seek opportunities to build reliable shared infrastructure for 
the long-term preservation of content types such as scholarly journals. T5 collections play this role for 
FDLP materials, committing to the development of truly comprehensive collections of FDLP materials to 
build a solid preservation backbone for government information. 
 

• [Since we're unsure what it means to be "truly comprehensive" wouldn't a good recommendation 
be to do a national inventory and cataloging project centered on the CGP?] 

 
Like T4 libraries, GPO automatically distributes tangible copies of all FDLP materials that are made 
available in tangible form to all T5 libraries. T5 libraries also take on the responsibility of collecting 
retrospectively, working towards the development of truly comprehensive collections of FDLP materials 
in tangible form; supported by a national needs and offers process, T5 libraries must make good faith 
efforts to over time identify and fill in gaps in their tangible collections of FDLP materials.12 Like T4 
libraries, T5 libraries must retain all tangible materials that they accession, including those with a digital 
equivalent, although they may deaccession duplicate copies of any tangible materials via a national needs 
and offers process. But while T4 libraries simply have a commitment to retain materials, T5 libraries also 
take on responsibility for programmatically preserving their collections according to community best 
practices. 
 



• [Again we have the difference between "maintain" and "preserve." is this a reasonable distinction 
to make? will it make the system stronger or weaker? will it be adequate? 

• Also: I think the report does not give enough credit to the serendipitous effectiveness of multiple, 
independent collections. (it says "reliance on the hope that largely uncoordinated overlapping 
collections will effectively ensure the preservation of materials" -- implying, I think that only 
"coordinated, comprehensive preservation collections" can meet the preservation challenge. I’d 
like to see a) some recognition that these are useful complementary activities and b) that unique 
collections in some cases will be able to better ensure preservation of materials because of their 
specific value to a designated community.  a "coordinated comprehensive" collection can too 
easily miss something that it should preserve simply because the scale of its mission makes 100% 
success difficult and because it  has no designated community reinforcing informing its activities.  
same is true of digital elsewhere in this document. ] 

 
[footnote] 
 
11 This document differentiates between most currently existing "comprehensive" collections - which may 
have gaps due to materials not being received, being lost or damaged, or otherwise not being present - and 
"truly comprehensive" collections, which describes collections that have been actively built and verified to 
contain all FDLP materials that fall within their scope. 
 

• [The above comment about recognition of smaller collections also applies to this footnote. 
specifically, the wording "comprehensive" and "truly comprehensive" is sloppy and reflects the 
missing acknowledgement of smaller libs. Smaller libraries are "actively built" as well -- and 
"verified" to contain all wanted material. The report should recognize and reward this activity and 
fold the responsibilities in better than it does. It could do this by acknowledging the importance of 
all libraries and integrating their roles with long-term preservation.] 

 
[end footnote] 
 
This model envisions the coordination of T5 collections to serve as a preservation backbone for the FDLP. 
The appropriate number of collections to play this role is derived from the application of a slightly 
modified version of the operations research model underlying Ithaka S+R's What to Withdraw for decision-
making about system-wide print preservation of scholarly journals.  
 

• [see above the comment about the difficulty of using "what to withdraw" as even a preliminary 
tool.  "slightly modifying" it (with guesswork?) is not adequate.] 

 
The full application of this tool depends on the presence of a minimum number of dark archival page-
validated copies in calculating system-wide preservation needs; as this model does not consider the creation 
of any page- validated collections, we have modified the application of this tool somewhat. In this 
application of the tool, we use only a single projected "loss rate" rather than differentiating between dark 
archival and circulating materials,13 but otherwise apply the existing model with the goal of identifying a 
minimum number of copies necessary to achieve the extremely conservative goal of providing greater than 
99.9999% confidence that at least one copy of each item will be preserved for at least 100 years. 
 

• [it really is misleading to claim 99.9999 confidence when they are using different materials as a 
base and (apparently) picking a "projected loss rate" out of thin air.]  
 

 Although we recognize that our modification of the application of this tool may introduce some level of 
imprecision,  
  

• [“some level”? what level?  This is too important to leave this vague, particularly if the outcome of 
accepting these recommendations will reduce preservation participation in the program – which 
appears to be the intended outcome.] 

  



 a system that coordinates at least the fifteen collections indicated by the application of this tool with these 
parameters should provide an extremely high level of confidence that materials will remain reliably 
available over the long run. Thus, this model suggests the creation of fifteen to twenty truly comprehensive 
collections of tangible FDLP materials. 
  

• [5 to 20 "truly comprehensive" collections does sound good, though!  can that be done?  If we 
consolidated our existing 40 regionals into as many as 20 “truly comprehensive” collections – and 
if that process did indeed result in better, more comprehensive and better documented collections, 
that would be a significant accomplishment.  There are a lot of “ifs” in that last sentence, though. 
How likely is it that we can accomplish this? What will the costs be? We still need to balance the 
needs for "backstop" copies given the focus on digitization.  The report should acknowledge the 
importance of smaller collections (t1-4) and build them more into the preservation role. ] 

 
We expect that many of these tangible preservation and integrity backbone collections will be built around 
one or more existing Regional libraries, in many cases by a network of libraries. This backbone will 
provide a highly visible and essential role for libraries (principally existing Regional libraries) to step 
forward and assert their commitment to the long-term preservation and maintenance of integrity of FDLP 
materials. Several different approaches to the development of these collections can be imagined. For 
example, an individual library with a history of retrospective collecting could choose to take on this role, 
formalizing its commitment to existing practices.  
 

• [The tone of this reflects an apparent lack of recognition of the successes of the existing program.  
Isn't the existing structure a formal commitment?  What makes the new model more "formal" than 
the old? it may be more specific, which is fine, but not more "formal." the tone of this leave a 
misleading, incorrect implication of a broken, inadequate system. Whether the report is attempting 
to imply this or the implication stems from a misunderstanding by the report writers of the existing 
system, the result is the same. Frankly, the tone is insulting to current participants in FDLP.] 

 
Or multiple libraries could play this role collaboratively, dividing up responsibility to retrospectively build 
collections along agency lines or on another basis and managing collections outside these areas according 
to their individual roles. 
 

• [This seems to be getting at the shared regional idea. It was successfully applied in OR but JCP 
shut down the shared regional proposal for Nebraska-Kansas largely because the selectives were 
not informed or made part of the decision making process. At least that's my understanding of how 
it went down.]  

 
Reflecting the importance of this set of roles to the ultimate success of the Program and concern that 
without extrinsic incentives an insufficient number of libraries may be interested in playing these roles, 
these roles should be incentivized by direct or in-kind support from GPO. Due to the presence of these 
incentives, to take on these roles, libraries must be selected by GPO via a competitive process, and must 
sign a fifty year memorandum of understanding with GPO to perform this role. 
 

• [I like that the report suggests incentives! I'd like to hear what is envisioned and where Ithaka S+R 
anticipates the resources for the incentives coming from and what would be the effect if the 
resources are not forthcoming. I'd also rephrase the lead-in sentence to take out the text that 
sounds like "no one wants to do this for-the-good-of-all and they have to be paid to do it.".  How 
about replacing that with something like the following with which I'm attempting to change the 
focus from the market-driven perspective to the need-for-public-support-for-public-goods 
perspective:  
• “Reflecting the importance of this set of roles to the ultimate success of the Program, the fact 

that this may be a resource-intensive role, and the financial and resource restrictions under 
which all libraries are operating in the current economic climate, these roles should be 
incentivized by direct or in-kind support from GPO.” 

 
 



[footnote] 
 
12 This model assumes that T5 libraries would be responsible for collecting all tangible materials that were 
formally distributed through the FDLP, and would also collect any tangible copies of "fugitive" documents 
are identified as within the scope of the FDLP,  
 

• [why not include a role of "fugitive hunter?"] 
 
13 This calculation assumes an annual "loss rate" of 0.5% for all materials. 
 

• [where does this figure come from? The report should site its source.] 
 
[end footnote] 
 
Summary 
 
Table 3 summarizes the responsibilities and coordination of each tangible collections role: 
 
Maintain page-validated tangible collections 
 
While the above component redefining roles for tangible government information draws on Ithaka S+R's 
What to Withdraw framework to establish target levels of print preservation required to ensure long- term 
access to government information, this framework can only be applied in a modified fashion in the absence 
of highly validated print collections. Although Ithaka S+R hopes to extend this framework in the near 
future to remove its dependence on page-validated collections (collections that have been checked for 
accuracy and integrity at the page level), the current framework cannot be fully applied without a baseline 
level of page-level validation. This component modifies the above building block to more fully implement 
the What to Withdraw framework, including coordinating the creation of page validated collections to serve 
as the backbone of a long-term system-wide preservation program. This would provide an extremely high 
level of confidence that materials would be effectively maintained over the long term, but may be difficult, 
costly, and potentially impossible to implement effectively. 
 
This building block duplicates the roles and coordination efforts for tangible collections described above, 
with two small but important changes that more completely implement the Ithaka S+R What to Withdraw 
framework. Although this framework is designed for scholarly journals, the use of the underlying risk 
analysis framework with very high levels of confidence offers the best known scientific estimates for 
retention of tangible materials needed to support long-term preservation. This framework, however, 
requires a backbone of tangible materials that have been validated for accuracy and freedom from errors at 
the page level; unlike the, this version of the component thus integrates a role for page- validation and 
offers coordination thresholds based on this framework. 
 
The first change is the addition of the T6 role, for libraries that validate their print collections. T6 libraries 
have the same collecting, retention, and preservation requirements as do T5 libraries, and also commit to 
checking materials at the page level (or similar levels for other material types) to identify any errors in 
original materials and seek out error-free versions where problems are identified.  
 
Second, the thresholds for the preservation & integrity backbone in this model change to match those 
indicated by the What to Withdraw framework. This framework suggests that two page validated copies of 
an item and eight non-validated copies will give greater than 99.9999% confidence that at least one copy 
will survive a period of 100 years.14 To reach these thresholds, this model would envision the coordination 
of two page-validated, truly comprehensive, programmatically preserved collections (T6 collections) and 
eight truly comprehensive, programmatically preserved collections that are not validated (T5 collections), 
rather than the fifteen to twenty T5 collections defined in the previously described tangible collections 
building block. While it may seem counter-intuitive that fewer copies could provide similar or even greater 
levels of confidence, that is explained by the onerous but valuable page-verification process, offering an 
extraordinary high level of confidence in the completeness of these materials. 



 
• [But that seems to be assuming preservation only and not taking into account use over time. What 

happens with 15 highly used copies that have no digital equivalent and just fall apart from use? It 
bothers me that assumptions are based on bare minimums rather than recommending MORE than 
the bare minimum to survive. Perhaps the minimum numbers should be increased.] 

 
Summary 
 
Table 4 summarizes the responsibilities and coordination of each tangible collections role: 
 
New models 
 
Clearly, these building blocks can be assembled in a variety of different ways to advance the Program 
towards the Direction presented previously. While implementation of all of the above components will 
most completely move towards this Direction, different arrangements of these building blocks may have 
benefits, being more feasibly implemented or offering other advantages. Thus, we here present several 
different potential arrangements of these components into coherent models; in a later stage of this project 
we will recommend a particular model as offering the best balance. The models presented here range from 
relatively modest adjustments to the current Program that focus on addressing immediate priorities to more 
comprehensive restructuring exercises that seek to support the full realization of the recommended 
Direction and thus the sustainable accomplishment of the Program's mission and goals in a rapidly 
changing environment. 
 
[footnote] 
 
14 This calculation assumes that the page validated copies are held in relatively closed "dark archive" 
collections, while the non-validated copies may be in circulating collections. It also assumes an annual 
"loss rate" of .1% for validated dark archival copies and .5% for circulating copies. 
 
[end footnote] 
 
Models 
 
The models described here are cumulative; each model integrates the elements of the models that precede 
it, adding a new component to address an additional Program priority. In arranging and sequencing these 
models, we seek to first stabilize the Program, then address Program priorities that are poorly served in the 
existing Program, and finally to fully restructure the Program. 
 

• [This assumes that the Program *needs* stabilizing, that it is somehow on shaky ground. Is this 
actually true?] 

 
In all models that integrate multiple building blocks, if a model describes a set of new formal roles, each 
library in the Program is then assumed to formally take on one basic role in that category; thus, in a model 
that defines new roles for two categories, a library must have a formal role in both categories. These roles 
are not related, and a library may take on a relatively minimal role in one category and a much more 
intensive role in another, but must have a formal role in each component included in a model. In early 
models, these roles would be in addition to their existing Regional or Selective role; in later models that 
integrate tangible collections components, their new roles would take the place of their existing role. 
 

• [I found the above terminology a bit confusing. If I understand it correctly, this says that there are 
5 "components" which they sometimes refer to as "building blocks" or "categories." These are the 
5 "Building blocks for new models" enumerated on page 6 of the printed report.  
 

• It also isn't clear to me whether or not there is a difference between a "basic role" and a "formal 
role" and some other roles that, presumably, are not basic or formal. I would guess that  Ithaka 



S+R intends all the roles listed in each category/building-block/component to be "basic" or 
"formal" -- but this  description could use some clarification. 

 
• If I understand correctly, they are recommending that every library must "take on one basic role" 

in each of the building blocks implemented. (the "models" essentially implement zero or more of 
the building blocks.)  
 

• They also say that a library can take on a "minimal" role or an "intensive" role. am I correct in 
assuming that a library could take on a "minimal" role in all categories? ] 
 

• This is definitely a place where Ithaka S+R could spell out what the intended, potential and 
anticipated consequences are of different levels of participation in the different roles.  Could we 
end up with an FDLP that consisted of all “service w/o collections” libraries plus a few big 
“tangible” and digital collections in very few libs? What would be the consequence of that to the 
user? 

 
 
Model 0 
 
Our baseline is Model 0, in which none of these components are applied and the Program remains 
unchanged. In this circumstance, Program participation will continue to suffer as more and more libraries 
feel unable to continue to play the roles allocated to them.  
 

• [I don't believe that the Ithaka S+R research provides adequate evidence to support the above 
statement that more and more libraries will feel unable to continue to play the roles allocated to 
them.] 

 
Furthermore, important Program priorities - including digital preservation and integrity as well as 
supporting the changing needs of users for support in discovering, interpreting, and making use of 
government information - will remain unaddressed.  
 

• [re above statement, I don't see that the Ithaka S+R research demonstrates that there is a demand 
by users for libraries to provide support in discovering, interpreting, and making use of 
government information.  

 
Ultimately, a failure to evolve the Program's structures to better match the changing environment will 
dramatically decrease both short- and long-term user access to government information as well as 
continuing to marginalize the Program within the broader library context.  
 

• [The 'findings' say "Public access to government information has increased due to the free online 
availability of digital formats" and documents user satisfaction. But the above says that without 
evolving program structure, user access will decrease.  This seems inconsistent to me. I agree that 
long-term access is at risk (though the report does not adequately document why that is; see our 
comments on the findings for more about that). But the research does not demonstrate the above 
assertion. It may be an accurate, or partially accurate statement, but I just do not see how it is 
supported by the findings.] 

 
The following table provides an overview of the changes implemented in Model 0: 
 
Model 1 
 
This model proposes the implementation of minor changes to the Program's handling of tangible collections 
issues and formalizes the Program's commitment to services to the American public through more concrete 
roles for libraries that emphasize services. We view these as the most urgent and immediate priorities for 
the Program, although on their own they do not represent a sustainable future for the Program. In this 
model, a library would retain its existing Regional or Selective designation, but each library would also 



take on a new role formalizing its responsibility for providing services to the American public. Model 1 
would implement the "short-term changes to tangible collections roles and responsibilities" and "transform 
and increase the availability of government information services" components described above.  
 

• [There are three "short-term changes" a) the national needs and offers process;  b) allowing 
regionals to become selectives; and c)  "imagining" that libraries will discard print.  (a) sounds like 
a good idea. As noted above, it is not clear what the result of (b) would be.  it is not clear how (c) 
would benefit the program or users.    

• The service roles S1-3 and the training role "T" are under "transform and increase..."  S1 would 
allow existing FDLP libraries to scale back their services. S1 and S2 only validate the scope of 
libraries' services geographically rather than broadening the scope to serve communities of 
interest. S2 creates a new requirement of "staff with a substantial emphasis on and expertise in 
government information" without explaining the benefits of this to the library, the program, or 
users. (it may well have such benefits, but there is no explanation of what it is.) ] 

 
The following table provides an overview of the changes implemented in Model 1: 
 
Model 2 
 
In addition to integrating the immediate changes described in Model 1, Model 2 more formally coordinates 
roles and responsibilities for libraries around digital collections, seeking to add to system- wide confidence 
in the long-term availability and accuracy of digital FDLP materials. In this model, a library would retain 
its existing Regional or Selective designation, but each library would also take on a new role formalizing its 
responsibility for providing services to the American public as well as a new role formalizing its 
responsibility for maintaining digital collections (although this role may be that this library does not have 
any responsibilities for digital collections). The following table provides an overview of the changes 
implemented in Model 2: 
 
Model 3 
 
Model 3 builds on Model 2, but also would restructure the preservation and provision of tangible 
collections to recognize the implications of the ongoing shift to an increasingly digital environment. In this 
model, a library would no longer retain its existing Regional or Selective designation, instead taking on 
three new roles: a new role formalizing its responsibility for providing services to the American public; a 
new role formalizing its responsibility for accessioning and maintaining digital collections (although this 
role may be that this library does not have any responsibilities for digital collections); and a new role 
formalizing its responsibilities for accessioning and maintaining tangible collections (although this role 
may be that this library does not have any responsibilities for tangible collections). The following table 
provides an overview of the changes implemented in Model 3: 
 
Model 4 
 
Model 4 extends Model 3, more completely applying Ithaka S+R's What to Withdraw framework by 
suggesting thresholds for retention of tangible collections, including page-validated collections, that would 
provide an extremely high level of confidence that materials would be effectively maintained over the long 
term. In this model, as with Model 3, a library would no longer retain its existing Regional or Selective 
designation, instead taking on three new roles, one each for services, digital collections, and tangible 
collections. The following table provides an overview of the changes implemented in Model 4: 
 
Summary 
 
Table 5 provides a very high level overview of how each of the models proposed in this paper builds 
towards the fullest realization of the Direction. While the building blocks of these models could, 
theoretically, be rearranged into a number of other configurations, we have chosen to only propose models 
that reflect the priorities identified in our research. That is, the Program is most urgently in need of certain 
immediate changes to its structuring of system-wide tangible collections, and the American public is most 



urgently in need of increased access to innovative services that support working with government 
information. Any Program structure that does not begin with those elements is, we believe, out of sync with 
the needs of the Program and of the American public. After a careful review and evaluation of these 
models, we will in a later stage of this project recommend a particular approach to restructuring the FDLP 
to sustainably accomplish its existing mission, vision, and values in the 21st century. 
 
Table 5: Overview of models 
 
Conclusion 
 
These models assemble several building blocks to together address Program priorities, with the paired goals 
of reducing the burdens of participation in the Program for member libraries and simultaneously making 
the Program more effective at providing permanent public access to government information. Although 
Model 4 would be the most complete implementation of the Direction we have defined for the Program, 
each other models would take important steps in both addressing those priorities currently under-supported 
by the existing Program and promoting the sustainability of the Program in accomplishing its existing 
mission. 
 
 
 
 
 


