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Print Serial Deduplication of Multiple Copies 
When an Electronic Backfile is Available

Background

With limited space, growing pressure on spaces in “core” campus areas, an unpredictable economic climate that holds the potential to impact the construction of further modules at Oak St, and a responsibility to not expend resources unnecessarily, it is essential that the University Library consider the systematic deduplication of multiple copies of print journals for which an electronic backfile is available. Interdisciplinary fields of scholarship and the University’s highly decentralized departmental library model naturally led to serials duplication. Now, faculty and students increasingly depend upon online resources. That dependence is growing annually, and their use of print backfiles is declining. Duplicate print journals consume scarce physical and financial resources, and their movement between units reconceptualized as part of the New Service Model program means that resources are not being spent on resources more current academic environment on campus. The combination of interlibrary loan, developing last copy repositories and electronic backfiles ensures print and online access and curtails the need for retrospective redundancy within the walls of a single University Library. Indeed, the recently released Ithaka report What to Withdraw: Print Collections Management in the Wake of Digitization advocated for the preservation of two copies of individual titles on a national level. While the debate still continues, professional opinion is rapidly moving in the direction of questioning the appropriate level of redundancy necessary on a national level. Reducing redundant overlap on a campus level maximizes available shelf space and maximizes the Library’s investment in collections management activities without sacrificing access to or depth of the collection. 
While deduplication requires an investment of time and money, the resource savings gained from delaying high-density storage additions and reducing the handling and maintenance of surplus items would make these initial costs worthwhile. A 2003 CLIR report, “Library Buildings and the Building of a Collaborative Research Collection at the Tri-College Library Consortium,” discusses weeding and deduplication to expand library building space. This study’s three-library consortium identified at least 175,000 volumes that overlapped and had not circulated since 1991. De-accessioning half of those volumes (around 87,500 items), translated into a gain of approximately 8,750 linear feet of space.
  
Proposal for Deduplication

A list of journals with two or more holdings in the University Library has been compiled and checked against a list of electronic backfiles that the Library owned as of July 1, 2009. A preliminary assessment of the multiple-copies that are also held as backfiles as of July 1, 2009 indicates that the University Library holds approximately 40,000 volumes that are both available locally as electronic backfiles and in multiple copies on this campus. If this report were in error by 25%, the Library would still hold 30,000 “redundant” volumes. At two inches per volume, that translates into 5,000 linear feet, or nearly a mile, of shelving. If our records are accurate, the recovered shelving from these 40,000 “redundant” volumes could approach 6,666 linear feet, or 1.26 miles. In terms of volume count, this equals a space twice the size of the current Applied Health Studies Library or about 10% larger than the English Library. In actuality, it is likely larger than either of those comparisons as we are focusing on bound serials, not thinner monographs or mixed collections.  

The question of how to begin and stage such a project is, of course, of paramount interest to members of the Library community. In some cases, there is a feeling that teaching faculty that utilize some departmental libraries require more time to make the transition for such retrospective print holdings. That is understood. In fact, it is unlikely that we could approach this project with a heavy hand. Such a project should approach this movement in a logical manner by starting with those units that are centrally administered and those that are undergoing significant reconfigurations. 
During the first year, such a process might include:

· Considering a single copy of any title meeting the criteria for this withdraw program that are housed within Oak St. to be a “copy of record” and changing its circulation status to one that would not permit off-site borrowing;

· Identifying duplicate print runs in units going through NSM-related consolidations so as to prevent incurring unnecessary expenses by relocating materials that will be subsequently withdrawn;
· Identifying redundant print runs (non-copy of record items and items that are wholly duplicated by runs in departmental libraries) that exist within centrally managed units such as the Stacks and Oak St and withdrawing those holdings;

· Following the withdrawal processes identified by the State of Illinois’ Property Accounting Act in order to ensure our compliance with necessary Illinois law;   

· Re-running reports to determine where we currently stand in the deduplication process. 

During the second year of this project, the University Library could then begin moving from centrally managed units to departmental libraries:

· Reviewing reports to determine which runs should be withdrawn from departmental libraries; 

· Physically and bibliographically withdrawing those items in departmental libraries that have copies-of-record in Oak St.
· In those cases where multiple copies exist in multiple departmental libraries, determining which copy will be considered the copy of record, whether it should be transferred to Oak St., and what the process will be for withdrawing the remaining copies from the collection. 

Perhaps the one significant area of disagreement in discussing this proposal with CDC was the need to make “last copies” building use only. Brought forward by the Special Collections Division as a concern, their interest is in protecting the last copies from excessive wear and tear through ILL/DD and other services. There was not complete agreement on CDC about this aspect of the proposal – some claiming that such a move would apply and artificial difference to a minute portion of the collection with others claiming that it was the only responsible manner to approach last copies. 
Budgetary Considerations

Many of the following time and activity estimates are adapted from an article by Jennifer Hain Teper and Stephanie Atkins that describes costs associated with transfer of materials to high-density storage at the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign.
 Professional literature lacks cost analyses of print backfile (or general) deaccessioning projects (one of the reasons academic libraries choose to store rather than deaccession duplicate materials). A time study using a sample size of materials could yield more specific details about staff resources investment required by this project. 
	Withdraw Program Steps

	Selection

	Running Reports to Identify Duplicates
	1 – 2 Hours
	CAM
	Lost Labor

	Double-checking duplication by subject specialists, identifying whether backfiles are available, identifying whether backfiles meet defined criteria, confirming journal is not an acceptable exception
	15 minutes/title
	Subject Specialists
	Lost Labor

	Selectors decide which duplicate copy to keep/discard based on demand, physical condition, and completeness of the title run. Copies may be combined to form a more complete collection in a single location, but copies currently in Oak St should be considered the copy of record.
	
	
	Lost Labor

	Retrieval of Materials 
	

	Pulling materials from shelves or out of storage 
	Varies
	Varies
	>$10,000

	Updating Cataloging Records

	Updating OPAC records to remove duplicate copy location information and possibly add new backfile link
	2 minutes – 4 hours/title
	CAM
	$15,000 - $40,000

	Add backfile links to ORR
	
	CAM
	

	Distribute/Sell Surplus as Appropriate

	Offer surplus items to other institutions in Illinois at their costs and/or sell them through existing arrangements
	Varies, but minimal
	Gifts 
	Lost Labor

	Transportation

	Packing
	150 vol/hour
	Units with student wage support
	$2,500

	Discard of Remaining Materials

	Disposal through appropriate local process
	Varies
	Units and Office of Collections
	Lost Labor
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