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Below are our notes in stream of consciousness format on the current drafts of the 3 
background documents for the Ithaka FDLP Modeling Project – DRAFT White Paper on 
Existing Library Networks [http://fdlpmodeling.net/?p=33],  and Drafts of the 
Background and Environmental Scan documents [http://fdlpmodeling.net/?p=29]. We 
used Pirate Pad [http://piratepad.net] to collaboratively take notes and discuss issues, so 
you’ll see initials when we make comments or questions to each other. These should be 
read like an ongoing conversation between the draft texts and the volunteers of FGI 
 
 
DRAFT: White Paper on Existing Library Networks [http://fdlpmodeling.net/?p=33]  
 
why make a distinction between affinity groups for libraries vs. groups for librarians? 
FDLP seems to fit both categories. Also confusing is that the first 1/2 of the paper talks 
about "affinity groups" but then somewhere in the middle shifts to calling them "library 
networks" or simply networks. Is there a difference? Needs clarification. - (DDC: I think 
the networks talk starts when the paper shifts from librarians to libraries. Looked fairly 
consistent to me.)  
 
Re: Groups for Librarians vs. Groups for libraries. Perhaps groups for libraries can take 
institutional action that is harder for groups for librarians? Think of what the kinds of 
actions ARL could take vs. Library Society of the World. On the other hand, groups of 
librarians (say, FGI) can take up various activities far faster than most library consortia or 
library associations can do. 
 
To me, FDLP is definitely a group for libraries, not librarians. I can't apply for an internal 
depository password on my own. I can't sign a depository agreement on my own behalf. 
What aspects of FDLP make you think of groups of librarians? 
 
p. 3 - Although ALA allows individual memberships, I've tended to think of it as an 
association of libraries. Its values tend to be the values of institutions (except for SRRT). 
Its advocacy, in my view is almost exclusively aimed at libraries. They needed to create a 
separate group to advocate for individuals.  
 
p. 4 - Code4Lib - Now that's a librarians group! 
 
p. 6 - "Feasibility for the FDLP"  (1) Feasibility of what? (2) the last paragraph  of this 
section states, "few affinity groups make basic training a  priority" and then kinda sorta 
says that it'd be good for govt information librarians  to reach out to non-gov librarians. 
There are no footnotes and just hangs there as a paragraph. It's begging for details to back 
up the assertions and specific recommendations.  
 



p.7 paragraph about DLC: makes it seem like these affinity groups are new when in fact 
they've been active for many years (both DLC and GODORT have been in existence 
since 1972!) 
 
(DDC) I don't see how the paper makes DLC and GODORT seem new, but it couldn't 
hurt to include their founding dates.  
 
(JRJ) Makes them sound new by only mentioning OPAL and not things like handout 
exchange or other historic projects. 
 
p.7 paragraph about gap: While it may be true that govt docs training reaches the wider 
library community, I don't see that there's a gap in training. GODORT has long had an 
education committee and there are many presentations/continuing ed opportunities at 
both DLC and GODORT meetings and aforementioned OPAL training opportunities as 
well as handout exchange and core competencies for govt documents librarians.  
 
(DDC) Could the gap be between depository and nondepository libraries. I've only 
worked in a few depositories, but we tended to focus on working with other depositories. 
Outreach to nondepositories was sporadic at best.  
 
Now that I've actually read this page, I think they conceive of the gap in two ways - 1) 
The lack of provision of basic documents training, as opposed to more advanced 
professional development and 2) the outreach to the non-depository community I 
mentioned. 
 
p.12 no mention of preservation activities of FDLP - Good point, especially since on page 
13, the preservation role of Canada's depository program is explicitly acknowledged.  
 
what's the difference between NN/LM and FDLP? - NN/LM has more libraries and an 
explicit document delivery requirement. FDLP probably deals in a larger volume of 
materials. Fewer "Regional" NN/LM libraries. 
  
(JRJ) there's a doc delivery requirement in FDLP, though more implicit. That's one of the 
roles that regionals are supposed to play in supporting their selectives and the implicit 
agreement that selectives have with each other -- and the reason that the Needs&Offers 
are so robust on the Govdoc-l list. 
 
p16 Table 1 overview of depository library programs needs another column for both 
physical and digital preservation activities.- Seems like a reasonable request. 
 
p. 22 Several issues with description of LOCKSS: 

1. Lots of Copies Keep (no "s") 
2. Libraries are collecting and preserving the content. To say they are "maintaining" 

the content is to diminish their activity. 
3. And what's being collected and preserved is web published content: journals, 

books, etc. - not just "journal content" 



4. Libraries and librarians are participating in the LOCKSS Program because of a 
shared interest in building and preserving collections that are owned by their 
institutions. Their interest in the LOCKSS technology is secondary.   

5. LOCKSS is not a membership organization; it is a department of the Stanford 
University libraries.  To say that libraries pay membership fees is wrong... but at 
least it's not deliberately misleading. Just wrong. 

6. The technical aspects of the LOCKSS Program have nothing to do with 
propagating content. This is inflammatory. The LOCKSS technology has many 
components, one among them is an internet protocol that audits the content for bit 
rot and repairs the content when it is inevitably damaged. 

7. The LOCKSS Program is a department of SUL/AIR; it is not governed by a board 
of librarians. 

 
p.23 LOCKSS-USDOCS "discussed in a separate section." but then not adequately 
described, only mentioned as an unofficial ad hoc sort of project - GPO's LOCKSS 
permissions page 
[http://www.gpo.gov/help/digital_dissemination_of_access_content_packages.htm]seems 
to create an air of officialness to me.  Might be useful to contrast the treatment between 
LOCKSS Alliance and HathiTrust. I think they pursue similar goals and I think LOCKSS 
has been around longer (since Oct. 4, 1998), but HathiTrust seems to be portrayed as the 
serious effort in cultural curation. Note also that LOCKSS financially self-sustaining 
since 2004, unlike other preservation initiatives (esp. Portico - see Bill Bowen quote from 
Library Journal's Symposium on Sustaining Digital Information 
[http://www.libraryjournal.com/article/CA6725073.html]) 
 
p.27 re change and large vs. small networks: assumption that small networks can be more 
responsive to change and strategic direction than larger networks. Is there proof of that? 
Unsupported assumption.- I believe, but only have anecdotes - FGI & LSW vs. ALA. 
Microsoft of 1980 vs. IBM, Yahoo! in 1999, Wikipedia vs. Encyclopedia Britannica, etc. 
But that doesn't mean that large organizations can't change.  
 
(JRJ) and all of these examples HAVE changed. Some, like Microsoft, have become the 
behemoth unwilling to change while others (Britannica) have shifted to become more like 
their competitors. In fact, I think that's more the norm. Think Fox news. Other news orgs 
have attempted to be more like fox (esp. CNN). With that in mind, does FDLP need a 
competitor? :-) 
 
p.26 + what factors support the development and sustainability of strong networks? 
(incentives, trust, theory of action) 
 
I would say FDLP has strong, deep roots in terms of all three (incentives, trust, theory of 
action) - Where are the incentives for FDLP? Agree that FDLP has high trust. I'm not as 
sure about theory of action, at least as defined by the paper: "coordinating work 
performed by participants, or supporting the central performance of work." FDLP 
certainly has the potential of coordinating work by participants, but aside from the 



Registry of Federal Digital Projects, I question how much its done so. But then, I'm not 
really involved in day-to-day FDLP activities these days.  
 
My question: isn't it easier to change the direction of an already existing network than to 
dismantle and create new network(s)? - I would agree, but what makes this so? Is this a 
supportable assumption?  Extreme counterexample - wouldn't it be easier to change US 
policy if we could somehow fragment the country into six or more pieces then keep 
working on the corporate dominated Congress?  
 
(JRJ) the process of change is important as well and works on a continuum. While it 
would soothe the id to blow it all up and start from scratch, that's almost always the more 
difficult path. 
 
p.27 TRUST: paragraph about trust and challenge in an increasingly networked 
environment is unsubstantiated. Need more explanation to understand the point he's 
trying to get at here.- I agree with you here. 
 
Also question on trust: report assumes trust is institutional, but what about trust generated 
by personal relationships? Many collaborative efforts/grant opportunities are created and 
sustained by the personal relationships of library directors. traditionally, those trust bonds 
were many times geographic in nature but networked environment goes beyond 
geographies. IE., Stanford's Parker Project is a collaborative effort between Corpus 
Christi, Cambridge and Stanford that would not have been possible without the network. 
- Problem with trust based on personal relationships is that trust can evaporate when key 
people leave.  
 
p. 27 The paragraph that starts, "On the other hand..." is propaganda - especially the last 
sentence. Ithaka's theme these days is conflating "community collaboration" with "fees 
for a service". "....preferring to remain self-reliant even if collaboration might realize 
significant benefits" -- this is code for "trust us -- give us all your money." 
 
p. 28 That theme is repeated again here, "But building up trust in the short term can be a 
challenging exercise; in addition to the logistical challenges necessary ..... difficult time 
feeling comfortable relying on an outside party for critical tasks eve if the potential 
benefits are great" -- And that outside party might be.... dada!!! PORTICO! 
 
(We're those poor librarians, who are having difficulties with trust issues....) 
 
p.28-29 "theory of action" 
 
p. 28 They are calling "programs" "projects" -- which subtly implies they are short term. 
LOCKSS is not a "project." OCLC is not a "project." 
 
2 kinds: coordinating work done by participants and central performance of work 
 



On page 29, find myself puzzled/annoyed(?) by: "Most library networks are driven 
principally by the needs of libraries, and seek to leverage collaborative effort to enable 
libraries to more efficiently or effectively perform a set of shared goals; the FDLP, on the 
other hand, aims to work through a network of libraries to accomplish an external goal of 
supporting broad access to government information." 
 
I disagree that FDLP has external goals while other types of consortia have "needs of 
libraries." One could argue that the NM/LM libraries have the external goal of sharing 
medical information. Maybe it needs more discussion on why spreading gov info is 
considered an external goal.  
 
P. 29 - Is it worth noting that USPTO libraries have a LOCAL, electronic collection? 
 
p. 29/30 - Re NM/LM - I'd like to see more coordination between libraries, without the 
either/or implied by the draft. 
 
p. 31 - "But again, while GPO has cooperated with this project by putting permissions 
statements in FDsys and formally joined the LOCKSS Alliance as a member, the 
USDOCS project nevertheless lacks formal status within the FDLP." - Without writing 
LOCKSS-DOCS into Title 44, how much more official could this be? 
 
p. 31 - Strongly agree with "currently the Program insufficiently leverages the strengths 
of libraries working together." However with GIO Online, 21st Century govdocs, and 
LOCKSS-USDOCS, it is gaining ground in this area. 
 
p.31 last paragraph: Is he calling for outsourcing of FDLP activities to other established 
networks? FDLP network is arguably more robust and long lasting (@ 200yrs!) than any 
other library network. 
 
The arguments being put forth seem to be setting up a straw man to justify a *new 
approach* - a *new network* or  (see p 27-28) trusting an outside party.  Why do we 
need a new network or an outside party? FDLP exists. It needs some tweaking - but let's 
not "throw out the baby with the bath water" or other cliché. 
  
 
 
DRAFT Background document 
[http://fdlpmodeling.net/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/Background-11-29-2010-FINAL-
DRAFT.pdf] 
 
p.3 "Scope of this project is to examine this library network and provide 
recommendations for alternative models..." What if the current structure of the FDLP 
remains appropriate? Is the assumption that the FDLP is broken beyond repair? Are 
FDLP's vision, mission and values appropriate at this time? 
 
p.6 number of FDLs has actually grown since 1962: 



 
1962 - 509 depository libraries 
1972 - 1080 depositories (inc 41 regionals) 
2010 - 1224 depositories (49 regionals) 
 
These numbers don't jibe with 2010 quote from Jaeger et al about "relentless 
reconsideration from academic librarians..." or the 1993 DLC report on restructuring 
FDLP. 
 
p.7 Challenges section: "almost since passage of 1962 law, there's been an ongoing call 
from the library community for revision of the FDLP." If that's the case, why then is the 
first documented report re restructuring not until 1993?! 
 
p.8-9 those two hands don't jibe. 2009 Ithaka report's conclusion that there remains 
"Little incentive for many of the largest research oriented libraries to remain in the 
program..." and 2009 Biennial survey where "most participants plan to remain in the 
FDLP with only 1% deciding against and 7% undecided." Truth is probably closer to 
biennial survey I would assume, given that there has NOT been a mass exodus from the 
program. Why is there 1.5 pages of "sky is falling" and only the last sentence gives 
context that 99% of depositories are staying in the program?! 
 
 
DRAFT Environmental Scan 
[http://fdlpmodeling.net/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/Environmental-scan-11-29-2010-
FINAL-DRAFT.pdf] 
 
"The purpose of an environmental scan is to identify the broad range of key external 
issues that can inform planning and decision-making. An environmental scan provides 
context for planning purposes, rather than an exhaustive treatment of any specific issue. 
The goal of this exercise is to provide a broad overview of the issues and trends 
impacting libraries and government publishing, identifying factors to be taken into 
account in the formulation of appropriate models for the future of the Program." 
 
Digital divide issues still pervasive (p5-6). Seems to me a compelling argument for 
libraries not only to continue to provide public internet access but also to expand their 
traditional work into digital collections including mobile web. 
 
Rise of the mobile web 
 
p.8-9 Issue of trust and cloud computing is another important reason for libraries (and 
FDLP in particular) to be active in this space. Libraries as trusted organizations could 
offer important information services AND collections 
 
Economics is perhaps the most critical reason for FDLP and libraries to continue to be 
active. Can't rely on single .gov agency or single company to offer critical services and 
collections in perpetuity. 



 
p.12-14 - This whole discussion of economics is misleading. The implicit argument is 
that since libraries are economically weak, we must look elsewhere. The economic 
viability of libraries need to be compared to other potential preservation institutions to be 
meaningful. And if those institutions (Portico, publishers, etc) depend on revenues from 
libraries, then those institutions will likely be MORE threatened, rather than less. We 
don't deny libraries are in trouble, but unless alternative institutions are likewise 
evaluated the financial trouble is besides the point. 
 
Fully agree with JRJ's statement that "Economics is perhaps the most critical reason for 
FDLP and libraries to continue to be active." No single point of failure.- DDC 
 
p.14-15 changing research behavior: irks me that "the internet" is written about as if it's 
some all powerful thing "out there" when in fact it's the place that people (and more 
importantly for this discussion libraries and cultural institutions of all kinds) create "info-
sinks." While researchers find information on the internet, it is the people and 
organizations who curate the information that are actually helping. (DDC) This is true, 
but how do we go about making it visible? It's a tragedy of the commons problem.  
 
p.21 "library will continue to grow, but it will grow mostly in electronic resources or 
through the strength, number and variety of access partnerships." FDLP and especially 
LOCKSS-USDOCS are both access- AND preservation partnerships. These need to be 
strengthened, not ignored or diluted. 
 
misplaced assumption rampant in this whole report that a change in format (print to 
digital) means that libraries no longer have a role in information access and preservation. 
This is just false!! It's connected to the idea that "the internet" is some sentient being 
rather than composed, curated, preserved, indexed, crawled etc by humans. And the job 
of libraries is to collect, describe, give access to, preserve information and knowledge in 
whatever format. 
 
all of the challenges mentioned (digital divide, archiving digital information (p.27), 
access, description etc) may be better met via a robust network of libraries. So why do I 
get the feeling that the Ithaka recommendations are going to come down to reliance on 1-
2 organizations (.gov and .com)? frustrating!! - Between this and the existing libraries 
network, I do get a sense that JRJ is spot on. - DDC 
 
P.25 - "But despite these concerns, “most libraries have already accepted this [access] 
model for many classes of digital information by leasing access to databases or electronic 
journals instead of demanding their own digital copies.” - Accepted? or become resigned 
to. Copyright, lack of joint purchasing, and confidential licensing agreements leave 
libraries little choice. Articles like "Big-deal packages squeeze recession-hit libraries" 
[http://www.researchinformation.info/features/feature.php?feature_id=269] from the 
June/July 2010 issue of Research Information show widespread discontent with such 
arrangements. 
 



(JRJ) this is a huge point. The "Nature" fight last year also comes to mind. 
 
p.26 - Local copies work for Los Alamos. Note the similarity between confidentiality and 
privacy.  
 
p.27 - "Additionally, they warn “that owners or custodians who can no longer bear the 
expense and difficulty [of maintaining digital materials] will deliberately or 
inadvertently, through a simple failure to act, destroy the objects without regard for future 
use.” - And the lower the number of custodians, the more likely this outcome will take 
place. 
 
p.28 Portico "key goals of digital preservation include usability, authenticity, 
discoverability, accessibility" these goals are best served not by a silo approach but a 
network approach. 
 
p.30 noticed that in the description of LOCKSS, they rely on an unattributed cite by an 
unnamed note taker from 2003 (http://lockss-docs.stanford.edu/LOCKSSSummary.pdf) 
which is 404 and not in the wayback machine but IS in Google cache 
[http://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&q=cache:iMQjruRZ-w4J:lockss-
docs.stanford.edu/LOCKSSsummary.pdf+&hl=en&gl=us&pid=bl&srcid=ADGEESjMo8
hH7W8iVAzuMN_NXKisRKDcLSDSmoHtnLbMD9LSBxH5ZpoFwTWIeC1fcC__MC
2bMwzBxGyhyVFuJ6W30IxLtvEhQ-
cbGPIe9zJIwMwrXotDDCQ5J5ELq1kf3YA555BhgDia&sig=AHIEtbTo13tKgQZ0_Hjf
bQJv_ntF3OGkWA] 
 
p.30 "other initiatives take a more centralized or coordinated approach" just because 
LOCKSS is distributed, doesn't mean that it ISN"T coordinated! LOCKSS technology is 
highly coordinated. LOCKSS box collection policies can be either minimally coordinated 
(Global network) or highly coordinated (PLNs) 
 
p.31 "in addition to these community-driven efforts..." I wouldn't define portico as a 
community driven effort :-| 
 
p.31 GPO "leader in efforts to digitally authenticate..." and LOCKSS-USDOCS is 
providing a distributed preservation environment that GPO has been promising for over 5 
years! 
 
p.33 - "To chart a more successful path forward for academic libraries, Lewis presents a 
five-point model: “1) complete the migration from print to electronic collections; 2) retire 
legacy print collections; 3) redevelop library space; 4) reposition library and information 
tools, resources, and expertise; and 5) migrate the focus of collections from purchasing 
materials to curating content." - If Lewis is talking about converting print to digital, there 
will need to be significant copyright reform before this can happen. The cost of tracking 
down the rights holders and/or establishing "no known copyright" status on all works a 
research library might want to serve up might wind up being more expensive than 
keeping the books. Especially if litigation is involved.  



Starting to be on the lookout for some discussion of intellectual property. Given how 
some govdocs do have copyrighted content, intellectual property should be included in an 
environmental scan.  
 
p.36 - "“mass digitization leads users to collections; it does not take their place… search 
results will increasingly point the way to our rich print collection, fueling scholarly 
demand for access to these materials. Effective research depends on ready access to such 
materials and hospitable spaces in which to use them." - Yes! Way to go University of 
Chicago. Same potential for fed docs. Good metadata could also lead users to collections. 
 
p.41 - Regarding GPO's role in digitization. It's appropriate they stay in a coordination 
role. They should focus on cataloging pre-1976 material to enable document discovery in 
FDLP. Digitization of shelf list is a start. 
 
p. 42 - Not Ithaka's fault, but a shame that CIC's Google Govdocs project 
[http://www.cic.net/Home/Projects/Library/BookSearch/Govdocs.aspx] at  doesn't seem 
to lead to a way to access the documents.  
 
p.41-42 description of various docs digitization projects and partnerships gives hope for 
digital access to pre-1976 collections. But FDLP could do more to assure that those 
digital surrogates are ingested into FDsys, and in turn harvested/preserved by LOCKSS-
USDOCS and other orgs and able to be reused and redistributed to future 
projects/archives/collections etc. 
 
p.43 - "The LostDocs project enables “federal publications which have NOT been 
cataloged and/or disseminated through the Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP)” 
to be reported to GPO so they can be “cataloged and archived so their contents are not 
lost to history.” - That's us and I think the initiative has been badly mischaracterized. 
Reading the lostdocs about page [http://lostdocs.freegovinfo.info/about/] the reports cite, 
I don't see how Ithaka gets to the idea that we're reporting the docs to GPO. We're listing 
the reports that librarians receive from GPO. And there's a GPO stamp in almost every 
entry. - Ack! 
 
p.44 the law.gov initiative is not really outside the scope of the FDLP but runs parallel. 
At least the congressional content falls within scope of the FDLP. 
 
p.45-46 - The discussion of transparency and associated initiatives sounded pretty fair. I'd 
agree with that characterization. but while GPO has "embraced the Obama 
administration's initiative" I think this is one area where FDLP and docs librarians could 
offer more to drive transparency initiatives. Facilitating transparency initiatives would be 
MUCH tougher without an already established network of FDLP libraries. 
 
p. 49 - (DDC) I'm actually sympathetic towards mainstreaming, but it doesn't seem to 
work out well in practice. There's pressure to do less and less with gov info and 
knowledge fades. At least in my view.  
 



(JRJ) I've always worked in a mainstreamed reference environment, and understand the 
economic argument. However, I've never seen analysis of service provided by a 
mainstream ref desk compared to a separate service point. Anecdotally though, the 
mainstreamed ref environments have given less than adequate research services and rely 
almost completely on a documents librarian(s) on staff for provision of all but the most 
basic docs assistance. So in reality, these "mainstreamed" service points aren't in reality 
mainstreamed or combined. Yes, there's one fewer service desks, but in reality it's cutting 
the amount of time a docs librarian(s) would spend on public service. Despite giving 
"reference forums," ongoing training and on the spot continuing ed on docs issues to 
reference librarians, many of them remain uncomfortable with giving assistance on docs 
related issues. On the + side, it DOES give docs librarians a forum for making their 
reference colleagues aware of important docs resources and tools for research.  
 
p. 50 - Something I'd like to see covered in the scan is that the problem of supporting e-
government isn't just the technical knowledge, but that in seemingly many cases the 
people who come to a public library for the express purpose of interacting with 
government are the least capable of dealing with it -- an overwhelmed single mother 
expected to navigate benefits.gov or a semi-literate ex-con demanding time on PACER to 
research the case that sent him to federal prison for five years. I've actually seen such 
folks in my libraries. 
 
Having said that, I'm glad to see the acknowledgement that most libraries lack staff 
knowledgeable in government resources.  
 
P. 50 - Should have an acknowledgement that Govt Info in the 21st Century was created 
by a group of FDLP libraries. A benefit of having a network of specialists.  
 
p. 51 - Technical measures are worthless in the face of political pressure. Think of it as a 
form of social engineering.  
 
p. 53 - Discussion of Archive-It ought to include discussion of the FOIA collection, 
which brings together electronic reading rooms in a way the federal government does not. 
 
p.53 CRS archive-it collection is also interesting because it harvests and brings together 
(i.e., builds a collection!) digital CRS reports from across the web into one searchable 
interface.  
 
p. 54 - Bibliography! Yes! 


