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FOREWORD

The depository library program has operated
under various federal statutes and in various
forms for more than a century. The principle,
now well established in law, of congressional
designation of selective and regional depository
libraries, has made the system truly national
in character and scope.

Chapter 19 of Title 44 of the U.S. Code pro-
vides the legal mandate for designated libraries
in the United States to receive certain Govern-
ment publications for the use of the geheral
public. Currently, the depository library pro-
gram distributes more than 2500 classes of
Government publications to a broad spectrum
of libraries. The 1203 designated depositories
include college and university libraries, public
and special libraries, and the libraries of Fed-
eral and State Governments.

The comprehensive subject matter of Gov-
ernment publications distributed through the
depository library program acknowledges and
satisfies the informational needs of individuals
of vastly different social conditions, educational
attainments and intellectual ability.

It is a pleasure to acknowledge the sound
advice and practical assistance the Public
Printer and the Superintendent of Documents
have received during the past years from the
members of the Depository Library Council to
the Public Printer.

Council members have given generously of
their time and thought in the critical examina-
tion of the philosophical and operational basis
of the depository library program. Their rec-
ommendations have moved from the tentative
and conjectural to specific guidelines designed
to give the program greater scope and effec-
tiveness.

Most important of all, progress has been
made in developing a better understanding of
the responsibilities and opportunities shared
by the Government Printing Office and the li-
brary community in making the publications
of the Federal Government more easily acces-
sible to the citizens of our country.

T. F. McCoRMICK
Public Printer
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INTRODUCTION

This brief introduction is intended as an
expression of gratitude. As current Chairper-
son of the Depository Library Council to the
Public Printer, I am especially grateful to my
predecessor, Ralph E. McCoy, under whose
gentle leadership an open format for Council
meetings was developed, allowing full participa-
tion by members and visitors alike. Over the
years, the Council has benefited greatly from
the participation of those depository librarians
who have attended these meetings.

I am also grateful to the Public Printer, Tom

Albany, New York
February 1977

McCormick, his predecessors and staff, for
their consistent responsiveness to the com-
ments, questions, advice, and recommendations
of Couneil.

For preparing and revising several drafts of
this report, I owe a special debt of gratitude to
Margaret Lane.

Most of all, my thanks to the other members
of the Council, whose hard work, careful
thought, and spirited discussions have made
the Depository Library Council a productive
agent for change. [

PETER J. PAULSON
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FIRST REPORT (1972-1976)

THE DEPOSITORY LIBRARY COUNCIL

As a response to the increasing volume and
importance of Government publications, and
concurrent increase in the number of deposi-
tory libraries, the Superintendent of Docu-
ments has for some years invited advice and
recommendations from the library community
on the effective implementation of the Deposi-
tory Library Program.

The Depository Library Council to the Pub-
lic Printer was established in 1972 and held
its first meeting in 1973. Its antecedents go
back to 1963 when seven librarians were asked
to serve on an advisory committee on deposi-
tory libraries.” The original advisory commit-
tee was formed at the recommendation of the
Senate Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion during its consideration of revised legis-
lation on depository libraries.

This first report of the Depository Library
Council is derived principally from the minutes
of the Council meetings. Background informa-
tion from all the meetings is included, thus pro-
viding a complete record from the time the
Council was established. Future reports will be
issued annually in accordance with the Bylaws
of the Council.

One may perceive common themes of interest
and concern in the minutes of the eight meet-
ings the Council has held since February, 1973.
Council’s deliberations have attempted to iden-
tify problem areas, make recommendations, and
recognize progress in the Depository Library
Program. The following reports of actions and
activities are grouped around these common
themes of interest and concern.

ORGANIZATION AND MISSION

The first meeting of the original fourteen
members of the Council was held in Washing-
ton, D.C. This meeting, and the next three,

' For a brief description of this group, see: Carper W.
Buckley, “Implementation of the Federal Depository
Library Act of 1962,” in Library Trends, v. 15, no. 1,
July 1966, pp. 30-31.

were one-day sessions scheduled at the time of
American Library Association (ALA) meet-
ings. Subsequent meetings were two-day ses-
sions, made possible by financial support from
the Government Printing Office. Meetings were
held:

Washington, D.C., February 2, 1973
Las Vegas, Nevada, June 28, 1973
Chicago, Illinois, January 25, 1974
New York, New York, July 6, 1974
Washington, D.C., October 29-30, 1974
Storrs, Connecticut, April 14-15, 1975
Washington, D.C., October 23-24, 1975
Columbus, Ohio, April 22-23, 1976

Appointments to Council * are made by the
Public Printer who seeks recommendations
from librarians at large, ALA, the American
Association of Law Libraries, the Special Li-
braries Association, and, since its establish-
ment, from the Council itself. In making rec-
ommendations to the Public Printer, the Coun-
cil considers the Bylaw provision which re-
quires that “At least five of the members of
the Council shall be persons who work full
time with Government documents in a deposi-
tory library” and, in addition, strives to achieve
a geographical and a type-of-library balance.

The drafting of the Charter and Bylaws®
was one of the first tasks of the Council. These
instruments were discussed at several meetings
and finally adopted in January, 1975.

The purpose of the Depository Library Coun-
cil as stated in the Charter is “to provide ad-
vice on matters dealing with the Depository
Library Program as provided” in the United
States Code (USC). The Bylaws specify that
this advice “will include but not be limited to
classification, distribution, cataloging, index-
ing, storage, availability and utilization of ma-
terials and general administration of the De-
pository Library Program.”

There are fifteen members of Council, serv-
ing three-year, staggered terms. The Bylaws

* See Appendix A for membership list and officers.
* See Appendix B.




require that five of these be working docu-
ments librarians. The Chairperson and Vice-
Chairperson are appointed by the Public
Printer on the recommendation of the Coun-
cil. The Secretary is appointed by the Chair-
person. At the first Council meeting after his
appointment as Public Printer, Mr. McCor-
mick expressed his desire that the Council have
its own officers and that it operate freely with-
out dictation from the Government Printing
Office.

The Council operates generally in accord-
ance with the principles of the Federal Ad-
visory Committee Act;' thus, meetings have
been open to the public since the January, 1974,
meeting. Meetings are held twice each year.
Advance notice of the time and place of each
meeting is published in the Federal Register.
Financial support from the Government Print-
ing Office has made possible two-day meetings,
independent of library association meetings.

The Council reports to the Public Printer.
Reports of the meetings and an annual report
are required by the Bylaws.

The Council accomplishes much of its work
with the help of committees.” The current
structure, adopted at the October, 1975, meet-
ing, includes four committees:

Depository Libraries—which includes
standards and inspection

GPO Operations—which includes perform-
ance and bibliographic controls

National System—which includes re-
gionals and depository law

Micrographics—an ad hoc committee

This structure is intended to reflect three
levels of concern, with depository libraries as
the underlying concept.

STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES

One of the areas of concern to which much
attention was devoted during several Coun-
cil meetings is the performance of the de-
pository libraries. Both the library commun-

* The Federal Library Committee Act regulates agen-
cies in the executive branch. The Public Printer volun-
tarily decided that the Depository Library Counecil, in
the legislative branch, should follow the Act insofar as
is possible.

®See Appendix D.

ity and the Government Printing Office have
long been aware that the level of performance
and the recognition of responsibilities have
varied widely in the individual depository li-
braries. The depository system functions only
if all its parts function, one of the reasons that
the law provides for inspection. It is, however,
difficult to conduct inspections without stand-
ards and guidelines. The law, USC, Title 44,
Chapter 19, provides only minimum standards.

The necessity for standards was emphasized
in Couneil discussions at its first meetings, and
was recognized both by members of Council
and by the staff of the Government Printing
Office. The Council’s Committee on Standards
was appointed January 25, 1974. Ms. Catharine
Reynolds was named Chairperson, to serve with
Maryellen Trautman and Margaret Lane.

The Committee reported at the July, 1974,
meeting with a draft of “Proposed Standards
for the Depository Library System,” to which
the Council devoted an entire day for an item
by item discussion. The Committee was re-
quested to redraft the proposal to separate the
provisions mandated by the law from those
which were merely proposed by the Committee.
In October, 1974, a two-part report was pre-
sented, discussed and revised, and was adopted
provisionally for a twelve month period be-
ginning January 1, 1975. The part of the re-
port which outlined the legal requirements was
designated, “Proposed Minimum Standards for
the Depository Library System.”® and the re-
mainder (by far the longer document) “Pro-
posed Guidelines for the Depository Library
System.” 7

The Committee was then charged with iden-
tifying changes which would be necessary in
the law to implement the second document. The
Committee’s list of those changes, titled, “Pro-
posed Changes to the Minimum Standards and
Guidelines for the Depository Library System
which Require Legislative and Administrative
Action,” * was submitted to the Council and
discussed fully at the April, 1975, meeting, and,
as amended, adopted.

In October, 1975, the Committee made rec-
ommendations, which were adopted by the

* See Appendix C.
" See Appendix C.
* See Appendix D.
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Council, that the “Standards” and “Guide-
lines” (1) be published in Public Documents
Highlights, (2) be included in the Annual Re-
port, (8) be used by the inspectors provisional-
ly for another year, and (4) be sent to other
professional groups.

By the time of the April, 1976, meeting, the
“Standards” and “Guidelines” had been printed
as a special supplement to Public Documents
Highlights (December, 1975) ; distributed as
directed by the Council, and some responses
had been received. In general, the responses
can be characterized as favorable, with help-
ful criticism on specific details. The majority
of the responses focused on three points: (1)
that at least 25% of the available items on the
“Classified List” be selected, (2) that all de-
positories provide a reasonable number of pho-
tocopies on request, and (3) that the deposi-
tories receive the 21 titles on the recommended
list included as an appendix to the “Guide-
lines.” The Committee continued to solicit re-
action and criticism until September, 1976.

BIBLIOGRAPHICAL CONTROL

Bibliographical control, which in layman’s
terms translates as being able to find what you
need, is a vital part of making Government
publications available to the public and has
been an agenda item at each of the Council
meetings.

The major bibliographic tool produced by the
Government Printing Office is the Monthly
Catalog of United States Government Publica-
tions. At the time of the first meeting of the
Council in February, 1973, a method of auto-
mating the Monthly Catalog was being ex-
plored. Since then, the Government Printing
Office with the advice of the Council decided to
join the Ohio College Library Center (OCLC)
and, to prepare entries for the Monthly Catalog
in MARC-format following Anglo-American
Cataloging Rules. Meetings of the library com-
munity in the District of Columbia area were
organized by Mrs. Ruth S. Smith, Chairperson
of the Council’s Committee on GPO Operations,
to discuss format and contents of the new
Monthly Catalog and to provide input to the
Government Printing Office from librarians
who use the Catalog. Mrs. Smith’s Committee
stressed the importance of a system of bibli-

ographic control which would be useful to all
types of libraries and to others who rely on it
for sales and for bibliographic information. In
addition, the Committee emphasized the im-
portance of compatibility with the emerging
national plan for bibliographical control.

The Government Printing Office announced
at the April, 1976, meeting of the Council that
a survey of the users of the Monthly Catalog,
based on a random sample, was in the mail, and
that the July issue of the Monthly Catalog
would be in the new format. The July issue of
the new Monthly Catalog demonstrated the
value of this planning. The Monthly Catalog
has been reformated, computerized, and its is-
suance is rapidly becoming current. Special
features of the new Monthly Catalog are the
new arrangement by Superintendent of Docu-
ments classification numbers ; the individual en-
tries by MARC-format, grouped under the gov-
ernmental author; and the multiple indexes, in-
cluding the new subject index based on the
Library of Congress subject headings. The Li-
brary Division of the Government Printing Of-

fice and its catalogers should be commended for

the smooth transition to the new format.

Another aspect of bibliographic control in
which the Council was able to make a substan-
tial contribution through one of its members is
with the GPO Publications Reference File. This
is a microfiche record, arranged for multiple
access, of publications in the Government Print-
ing Office sales stock. At the second Council
meeting, held in June, 1973, Ms. Catharine Rey-
nolds volunteered to test this file and make a re-
port. Her assessment of the potential value of
this file to depository libraries is detailed in her
report.”

Among the several problems of bibliographic
control which the Council has discussed with
the Government Printing Office, one of the most
important is the need to include more publica-
tions issued by the field offices, military bases,
overseas plants, and by other Federal agen-
cies on their own equipment. Popularly referred
to as “non-GPO” because they are not produced
at the main Government Printing Office in
Washington, D.C., these publications should be
listed in the Monthly Catalog. The Council rec-
ommended strongly that the Government Print-

* See Appendix F.




ing Office make an effort to secure these pub-
lications for both distribution and listing. The
Government Printing Office advised the Coun-
cil in April, 1976, that it was working in three
areas in the attempt to get more non-GPO pub-
lications. First, tele-communication with the
14 regional offices of the Government Printing
Office has been established. Second, meetings
are being arranged with the Federal agencies
in the District of Columbia. Ms. Hoduski, on the
staff of the Joint Committee on Printing, is co-
operating in this endeavor by going to the agen-
cies as an “advance person.” And third, the
Government Printing Office has been attempt-
ing to establish an understanding with the Na-
tional Technical Information Service (NTIS).
The arrangement with NTIS is that the Gov-
ernment Printing Office will “ride” NTIS or-
ders for all publications “of wide-spread inter-
est.” Council stated its opposition to the provi-
sion in the proposed copyright law which would
authorize the Department of Commerce to
copyright NTIS publications, as detrimental to
the public interest.

Other topics relating to bibliographic control
which have been discussed at the Council meet-
ings include in-depth indexing of the Monthly
Catalog, development of a thesaurus of subject
terms and key words, cumulating both the list-
ings in the Monthly Catalog and the index,
printing of Superintendent of Documents num-
bers on publications, and the use of Cataloging
in Publication (CIP), international identifica-
tion numbers (ISBN and ISSN), parallel tables,
ete. This listing of topies is included here not
so much to record the status of the proposals
and suggestions made to the Government Print-
ing Office as to indicate the scope of the ideas
presented. Not all the suggestions can be imple-
mented now, particularly when the efforts of
the Library Division at the Government Print-
ing Office are concentrated on the production of
the new, computerized Catalog.

At its April, 1975, meeting, the Council
adopted a motion to express to the National
Commission on Libraries and Information
Science (NCLIS) concern that a national policy
on Government publications be developed to es-
tablish eligibility for distribution to depository
libraries, and to insure the accessibility, as well
as availability of Government publications to all
citizens.

6

GPO PERFORMANCE

This section of this Report is included to
group together those matters at the Govern-
ment Printing Office in which the Council is
concerned: including professional personnel,
the physical facilities, the newsletter, and other
communications with the depository libraries.
The Government Printing Office staff has made
reports to the Council at every meeting. These
reports, some of which were in written form
(and are included in Appendix E), gave the
Council a detailed and comprehensive under-
standing of the functions of the Superintendent
of Documents.

When the Council held its organization meet-
ing in February, 1973, the positions of Public
Printer and Superintendent of Documents were
filled by acting administrators. The turnover
in personnel at GPO necessarily imposed a
learning period on the new officials and a period
of establishing new relationships with the mem-
bers of the Council. At the first meeting, Mr.
William Tonner was named GPO liaison to the
Council, and by the time his position changed
at GPO, the Council was well enough ac-
quainted with the GPO staff to make direct con-
tacts with the appropriate staff member. Since
his assignment as Director of the Library and
Statutory Distribution Service, an area touch-
ing many library concerns, John D. Livsey has
functioned informally as liaison to the Counecil.

When Mr. McCormick became Public Printer,
a reorganization provided that the Documents
Division report directly to him, and the Super-
intendent of Documents was given the title,
Assistant Public Printer (Superintendent of
Documents). The position of Superintendent of
Documents during the period covered by this
Report has been held by :

Roland E. Darling—retired July 1, 1973

Wellington H. Lewis—named Assistant
Public Printer (Superintendent of
Documents) June 24, 1973

Carl A. LaBarre—named Assistant Public
Printer (Superintendent of Documents)
July 20, 1975.

A Council recommendation made at its Jan-
uary, 1974, meeting that more of the librarians
at the Government Printing Office be encour-
aged to participate in professional meetings,
workshops, and training sessions, has been

P T i B S T bl o o




to

is
el,
1er
es.
de
156
'm

=) o

nt
ot-
lie
re

1=

-
3
n

implemented by the Public Printer. The par-
ticipation of Norman N. Barbee in the ALA
Government Documents Round Table (GO-
DORT) meetings has come to be anticipated
and has been recognized by a resolution of ap-
preciation. The Council notes with approval the
participation of GPO staff at recent meetings,
sometimes at their own expense, and reiterates
its recommendation that such participation
should be encouraged and that GPO should pay
travel expenses insofar as possible. Also of spe-
cial interest to librarians, with whom she has
had a particularly close relationship, was the
retirement of former Library Administrator
Edna Kanely in March, 1973. Miss Kanely has
continued to attend Council meetings, as well as
other library meetings, since her retirement.

When the first Council meeting was held,
tours of the 5th and 7th floors of the GPO build-
ing on North Capitol Street illustrated force-
fully the crowded conditions under which the
GPO staff was working. The tours included both
the Depository Library Mailing Section and the
Public Documents Department Library. The
Council was told that GPO’s biggest problem
was space—not the number of libraries served
or the number of publications handled. The
“backlog” which was such a problem in 1976
was created during the time of the search for
space and the move.

The move to Alexandria was made during
September through November, 1974. At its
October, 1975, meeting, most of the mem-
bers of the Council toured the Library and
Statutory Distribution facilities in Alexandria.

One of the first tasks undertaken by the
Council was work on the Instructions to Deposi-
tories. GPO announced at the first Council
meeting that the Instructions had been re-writ-
ten; and the Council asked that copies be sent
to all Council members for comment before
publication. Council appointed a committee,
with Bernadine Hoduski as Chairperson, to co-
ordinate the replies of the members of the
Council. The new Instructions were distributed
to the depository libraries in October, 1974.

The idea of providing a medium for the ex-
change of information between GPO and the
depository libraries was proposed to the GPO
at the first Council meeting. Council suggested
to the GPO staff that it is important to know
what GPO is doing, and that more detailed in-

formation than is possible to put on the ghip-
ping lists is desirable. The Public Printer re-
sponded positively and the first issue of Public
Documents Highlights, a newsletter for docu-
ments librarians, was published in May, 1973.
Seventeen numbers (the publication was irreg-
ularly issued at first) have been issued through
September, 1976. Quarterly, and then bi-
monthly, publication has been made by GPO.
Highlights has included articles by GPO per-
sonnel on the operation of the Depository Lib-
rary Program, news notes on staff and admin-
istrative changes, including biographical notes,
telephone numbers, organizational charts, etc.,
a question and answer section, an information
exchange, a special needs section to obtain
missing documents, reports on the meetings of
the Depository Library Council, ete. The
«Standards” and “Guidelines” for depository
libraries were published as a special supple-
ment to the December, 1975, issue of High-
lights. Pictures and graphics add to the attrac-
tive appearance of the publication.

Council monitored the status of the Super-
intendent of Documents collection of Govern-
ment publications which had been transferred
to the National Archives in January, 1972, and
stressed the importance of having this collec-
tion available for public use at the earliest pos-
sible date.

Another example of the support being given
by the Government Printing Office to depository
libraries is the series of meetings for regional
depositories inaugurated by the Government
Printing Office at the suggestion of the Council.
Two meetings have been held thus far:

July 13, 1974, in New York City, attended
by 26 librarians

July 5, 1975, in San Francisco, attended by
28 librarians.

INSPECTION

Significant and measurable improvement has
been made in the program of inspection of de-
pository libraries by the Government Printing
Office since the establishment of the Council.
These advances have been both quantitative and
qualitative.

Inspection of depository libraries by GPO
is specifically required by USC 44:1910, “The
Superintendent of Documents shall make first

7




hand investigation of conditions for which need
is indicated and include the results of investiga-
tions in his annual report.” The first paragraph
of § 1909 provides, “. .. The designated deposi-
tory libraries shall report to the Superintendent
of Documents at least every two years concern-
ing their condition.”

At the Council’s first meeting, a GPO spokes-
person reported that visits to sixty or seventy
libraries had been made. At the second meeting
of the Council, the visiting of the depository
libraries and the biennial questionnaire were
recognized as interrelated by the GPO repre-
sentative who said, “I don’t think we will ever
have the capability of visiting every depository
library within every one or two year cycle . . .
So, I think we are still going to have to utilize
the questionnaire to a great degree.” He re-
ported that eighty to one hundred libraries had
been visited in fiscal year 1973, usually in con-
nection with visits to bookstores or other pro-
grams. The goal of visiting at least every re-
gional depository was expressed by Mr. Darling,
Acting Superintendent of Documents, who
reported that interviews were being held for
the position of inspector, and who recommended
that the incoming Superintendent of Documents
should set higher goals for the inspection pro-
gram,

Discussion at the same Council meeting in-
dicated that the Government Printing Office
was seeking questions for the biennial ques-
tionnaire which would reveal quality of service.
The 1971 questionnaire was the first prepared
for a computer tabulation; and copies of the
print-out of the 1971 data were made available
to the Council at the June, 1973, meeting.

A GPO spokesperson emphasized that the
authority to take away depository status is
vested by law, but that the law provides very
few standards on the functioning of depository
libraries. The Council concurred, commenting
that revocation of depository privileges, except
in extreme cases, is premature without a set of
standards. The discussion ranged broadly,
covering inspection by visits, the biennial ques-
tionnaire, and the idea that the regional depos-
itory might inspect the depository libraries
within its area.

At its January, 1974, meeting, the Council
recommended that the results of the responses
to the biennial questionnaires be furnished to
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the appropriate regional depository; and at the
following meeting, Council appointed a com-
mittee to study alternative methods of inspec-
tion and to make recommendations for imme-
diate action. At the October, 1974, meeting of
the Council, the Committee report was given,
discussed, and amended. Council voted that the
Superintendent of Documents utilize several
items (numbers 2, 4, and 6 of the Addendum to
the October, 1974, report) in the inspection
program. Number 2 specifies the members of
the evaluation team—someone from a regional
depository or a designated representative, a
representative of GPO, and a representative
from the same type of library—and includes
special provisions for states without a regional
depository. Number 4 provides that regional
depositories should be subject to evaluation and
specifies the members of a team. Number 6 pro-
vides that “Planning and implementation of
this program, and the development of evalua-
tion forms, should be the responsibility of a
committee consisting of GPO staff, regional de-
positories, and depository libraries.”

At the October, 1975, meeting of the Counecil,
it was announced that a second inspector had
been hired at GPO, Daniel R: MacGilvray, who
would also be editor of Public Documents High-
lights. The first full-time inspector, Helen Holt,
had been working at GPO since July, 1974, and
had been visiting libraries since December,
1974.

At the October, 1975, meeting, Ms. Holt re-
ported that all regionals were being informed
of the inspection schedules, but that few were
able to send someone to accompany an inspec-
tor. The Committee report for that meeting com-
mended the GPO in hiring the additional in-
spector. The Council adopted a motion, after a
discussion of the difficulties libraries face in
providing statistics, and of the response of spe-
cial libraries to the requirements that service
be given to the general public, that the inspec-
tion forms used by the inspectors be utilized in
such a way as to determine the problems being
encountered in attempting to implement the
“Standards” and “Guidelines.”

At the April, 1976, meeting, the Government
Printing Office provided the Council with a com-
prehensive report commenting on depository
libraries today (published in Highlights, June,
1976, at request of Council). This noted that
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although recent years have witnessed a general
upgrading of depository libraries, depository
library inspectors are now observing the impact
of a drying up of funds. The report emphasizes
that depository libraries today are undergoing
considerable stress, and that all need every as-
sistance that the depository library inspection
program can provide. The report indicates the
positive attitude adopted by the inspectors and
says that suggestions are made in a spirit of
helpfulness, rather than fault-finding. Deposi-
tory inspection statistics showing 323 inspec-
tions in 1975 (regular inspections started in
January, 1975), and 246 in fiscal year 1976,
are tabulated by state.

MICROPUBLISHING

Micropublishing was not included as a sep-
arate item on the Council’s agenda until the
meeting of January, 1974. A micro-program
was proposed by Mr. Nick Spence, Public
Printer, in 1970, but was not implemented be-
fore his untimely death in January, 1972. Con-
sideration was deferred until the new Public
Printer could evaluate it. At the January, 1974,
meeting, the GPO made a report to the Council,
including the information that John D. Livsey
had been appointed to direct the program, that
a questionnaire was being sent to depository
librarians requesting specific information on
publications that they would like to receive in
microtext, and that a pilot project was being
planned with selected documents and selected
libraries. A Committee on Microforms was ap-
pointed, consisting of Charles G. LaHood,
Chairperson, Clifford P. Crowers, and Eileen
Cook.

At the following meeting, in July, 1974, Mr.
Livsey reported that the request for the pilot
program was with the Joint Committee on
Printing. A Committee to evaluate the technical
quality of the film (including Mr. LaHood from
the Council) had been appointed. Other mem-
bers of that Committee, also designated an Ad-
visory Council to the Public Printer, were from
industry and from federal libraries.

At the October, 1974, meeting, Council heard
a micropublishing presentation by Mr. Zur-
kowski, Executive Director of the Information
Industry Association. Council was advised that
the latest formal request to the Joint Committee

on Printing was waiting for the recommenda-
tion of the Advisory Council on Micro-publish-
ing before being forwarded to the Joint
Committee. Council recommended that its en-
dorsement of the micropublishing proposal be
conveyed to the Joint Committee on Printing.

Mr. Livsey reported to the Council, on behalf
of the Microforms Committee, that a letter
was signed January 9, 1975, giving GPO per-
mission to proceed with the micrographics
project. By April, 1976, the 30 libraries partici-
pating in the pilot program had received both
the silver halide and diazo copies of the Code of
Federal Regulations, the document selected for
the project. Early responses from the libraries
reported poor indexing (a problem inherent in
the hard-copy index), but GPO advised the
Council that additional indexing was being un-
dertaken.

Also at the April meeting, the Committee
proposed, and the Council adopted the sugges-
tion that Mr. Livsey prepare a fairly compre-
hensive users’ manual to include: microform
philosophy, use of key, technical differences be-
tween silver halide and diazo, recommended
methods for handling and storage of film, se-
lection of the right equipment and use of equip-
ment, and a bibliography. Council also adopted
a resolution encouraging the Superintendent of
Documents to proceed with the microform proj-
ect as planned, and to expand the program to
include non-GPO publications not available for
distribution in hard copy.

LAW

Although the laws governing the depository
libraries and the administration of the Depos-
itory Library Program were discussed at early
meetings of the Council, it was not until 1975
that specific proposals were made to the Public
Printer for amending the law.

In April, 1975, the Standards Committee
presented a report titled, “Proposed Changes to
the Minimum Standards and Guidelines for the
Depository Library System which Require Leg-
islative and Administrative Action,” which was
discussed, amended, and adopted. For its Com-
mittee meeting in October, 1975, the Depository
Law Committee reviewed this report, identified
those portions which required amendment of
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Title 44, USC, and requested a statement from
the Public Printer on his position.

These were: (1) amendment of Section 1912
of Title 44 to provide a second hard copy or
microform to regional depository libraries; (2)
amendment of Section 1905 to require notifica-
tion of the head of the library authority of the
state, and the head of the regional depository,
if any, when a new depository library designa-
tion is being sought; (3) amendment of Sec-
tion 1909 to change “number of books . . . ten
thousand” to “25,000 titles;” and, (4) amend-
ment of Section 1912 to provide financial sup-
port for regional libraries.

The Public Printer responded promptly, say-
ing, “The Superintendent of Documents and I
are in agreement that the proposed changes
would strengthen the Depository Library Pro-
gram.” Ballot by mail of the Council members
during the interval between the October, 1975,
and April, 1976, meetings, recommended a fifth
amendment to the Publie Printer. This, an
amendment of Section 1905, would eliminate the
optional endorsement by other depositories in
the Congressional district in favor of review
and approval by the state library authority and
by the regional depository. The Public Printer
reported to Council at the April, 1976, meeting
that the GPO legal counsel was considering the
proposed changes and that they would be sent to
the Joint Committee on Printing.

At the April, 1976, meeting, the Committee
on a National System was charged with prepar-
ing specifications for a pilot project on activ-
ities which a regional depository might under-
take to assist the Government Printing Office
in its inspections.

The Depository Law Committee, and later
the Committee on a National System, have
maintained a continuing interest in the work
of ALA’s Ad Hoe Committee on the Depository
Library Program.

10

CONCLUSION

The foregoing report has been assembled
from transeripts and minutes of the Council
meetings, reports and papers filed with the
Council, and recollections of the original mem-
bers. For historical purposes, the record of the
actions and activities includes many references
to specific meetings. An overview reveals cer-
tain highlights.

Most significant, perhaps, has been the crea-
tion and functioning of the Council itself. Pro-
viding an effective interface between the Gov-
ernment Printing Office and the library world,
its vitality has been due in no small measure to
the interest, support, and responsiveness of the
Public Printer. The policy of open meetings has
provided an added dimension to this inter-
change,

The improvements in the Monthly Catalog,
and the commitment of the Government Print-
ing Office to adhere to national bibliographic
standards, and to participate in a computerized
library network, are of major importance.

The new Instructions, with more detail, more
information, and a new format, the establish-
ment of a meaningful inspection program, the
development of the “Standards” and “Guide-
lines,” and the regional meetings of depository
librarians have also been highlights.

The beginnings of the micrographics pro-
gram, the proposed changes in the depository
law, the new Government Printing Office Pub-
lications Reference File, and the publication
Highlights have been significant steps forward.

The changes in the Depository Library Pro-
gram in the past four years can be credited to
many influences: the Public Printer and his
staff, the Council, the Government Documents
Round Table of the American Library Associa-
tion, and the documents committees of the pro-
fessional library associations. The Depository
Library Council is pleased to have had a part
in this effort.
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APPENDIX A

Membership of the Council, Officers, and Committees

MEMBERS

Mg. D. CLIFTON BROCK, JR.
Associate Librarian
University of North Carolina
Chapel Hill, North Carolina
January 1973-June 1976

MR. CARPER W. BUCKLEY
Superintendent of Documents
(1953-1970) Retired
January 1973-June 1976

Miss EILEEN D. COOKE
Director, Washington Office
American Library Association
Washington, D.C.

January 1973-December 1974

MR. CLIFFORD P. CROWERS

Assistant Head, Public Documents Department
Free Library of Philadelphia

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Janwary 1973-June 1976

MR. ALBERT M. DONLEY
Associate Director

University Libraries
Northeastern University
Boston, Massachusetts
January 1974—December 1974

Ms. Y. T. FENG

Assistant Director
Research Library Services
Boston Public Library
Boston, Massachusetts
April 1975-September 1978

Miss JANE HAMMOND
Librarian

Cornell Law Library
Ithaca, New York

April 1975-September 1978

Ms. BERNADINE E. HODUSKI

Librarian

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Region VII

Kansas City, Missouri

January 1973—-December 1975

MR. CHARLES G. LAHOOD
Chief, Photoduplication Service
The Library of Congress
Washington, D.C.

January 1975—June 1977

MRS. KATHERINE LAICHT

President, American Library Association
School of Library Science

University of Southern California

Los Angeles, California

January 1973—June 1973

MRS. MARGARET T. LANE

Recorder of Documents

Louisiana Secretary of State's Office
Baton Rouge, Louisiana

January 1973— June 1977

Miss JEAN E. LOWRIE}

President, American Library Association
Western Michigan University
Kalamazoo, Michigan

June 1973—June 197%

MR. JAMES C. MACCAMPBELL
Director of Libraries
University of Maine

Orono, Maine

April 1975-September 1978

Mr. RaLrH E. McCoy

Dean of Library Affairs

Southern Illinois University at Carbondale
Carbondale, Illinois

January 1973—-December 1974

+ Honorary member.
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MR. ANTHONY W. MIELE

Director

Alabama Public Library Services
Montgomery, Alabama

April 1975-September 1978

MR. PETER J. PAULSON

Director, New York State Library

The University of the State of New York
The State Education Department

Albany, New York

January 1973—-June 1977

Miss CATHARINE J. REYNOLDS

Head, Government Documents Department
University of Colorado Libraries

Boulder, Colorado

January 1973—June 1977

MRS. MARYAN E. REYNOLDS
State Librarian
Washington State Library
Olympia, Washington
Januwary 1973-June 1976

MR. JOSEPH F. SHUBERT
State Librarian

State Library of Ohio
Columbus, Ohio

July 1974—June 1977

MRs. RUTH S. SMITH

Manager, Technical Information Services
Institute for Defense Analyses
Arlington, Virginia

April 1975-September 1978

MS. MARYELLEN TRAUTMAN
Documents Librarian

Oklahoma Department of Libraries
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma
January 1973-June 1976

OFFICERS

PETER J. PAULSON
Chairperson
Elected April 14, 1974

MARGARET T. LANE
Vice-Chairperson
Elected April 14, 1974

Y. T. FENG
Secretary
Appointed April 14, 1974
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D. CLIFTON BROCK, JR.
Temporary Chairperson
February 2, 1973-June 28, 1978

RavrrH E. McCoy
Chairperson
June 28, 1973-April 14, 1974

COMMITTEES

COMMITTEE ON GPO OPERATIONS,
appointed December 1975

RuTH S. SMITH*

Y. T. FENG

MARGARET T. LANE

MARYAN E. REYNOLDS

Earlier committees include:
COMMITTEE ON SPACE NEEDS OF THE
DOCUMENTS OFFICE, appointed March 1973.

PETER J. PAULSON*

CARPER W. BUCKLEY

CHARLES G. LAHOOD

EILEEN D. COOKE, advisory capacity

COMMITTEE OF DOCUMENTS OFFICE INFORMA-
TION TOOLS, appointed March 1973
BERNADINE E. HODUSKI*

CLIFFORD P. CROWERS

CATHARINE J. REYNOLDS

MARYAN E. REYNOLDS

(Referred to in Council Minutes as Committee on
Bibliographic Control and Bibliographic Control
Committee)

COMMITTEE TO REVIEW THE BOOKLET OF IN-
STRUCTIONS TO DEPOSITORY LIBRARIES, ap-
pointed Janwary 25, 1974

BERNADINE E. HODUSKI*

MARYELLEN TRAUTMAN

COMMITTEE ON BIBLIOGRAPHIC CONTROL, ap-
pointed April 14, 1975

RUTH S. SMITH*

Y. T. FENG

MARYAN E. REYNOLDS

COMMITTEE ON DEPOSITORY LIBRAR-
IES, appointed December 1975

CATHERINE J. REYNOLDS*

CARPER W. BUCKLEY

CLIFFORD P. CROWERS

JANE HAMMOND

—l Cu R ™

* Indicates chairperson.
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Earlier committees include:

STANDARDS COMMITTEE, appointed January
25, 1974

CATHARINE J. REYNOLDS*

MARYELLEN TRAUTMAN

MARGARET T. LANE

INSPECTIONS COMMITTEE, to be appointed,
minutes July 6, 1974

PETER J. PAULSON* (served as chairperson
until April 14, 1975)

CLIFFORD P. CROWERS* (became chairperson
April 14, 1975)

ALBERT M. DONLEY

JAMES C. MACCAMPBELL (appointed April 14,
1975)

COMMITTEE ON A NATIONAL SYSTEM,
appointed December 1975

JaMes C. MACCAMPBELL*

JosEPH F. SHUBERT

MARYELLEN TRAUTMAN

Earlier committees include:

COMMITTEE ON PROPOSED LEGISLATION, ap-
pointed March 5, 1973

RALPH McCoy*

D. CLIFTON BROCK, JR.

MARYELLEN TRAUTMAN
JEAN LOWRIE
EILEEN D. Co0K, advisory capacity

DEPOSITORY LAW COMMITTEE, appointed April
14, 1975

JosepH F. SHUBERT*

Y. T. FENG

JANE HAMMOND

COMMITTEE ON MICROGRAPHICS, ap-

pointed December 1975

CHARLES G. LAHooD*

D. CLIFTON BROCK, JR.
ANTHONY W. MIELE

Earlier committees include:

COMMITTEE ON MICROFORMS, appointed Jan-
wary 25, 1974

CHARLES G. LAHooD*

EiLEEN D. COOKE

CLIFFORD P. CROWERS

MICROGRAPHICS COMMITTEE, appointed April
14, 1975

CHARLES G. LAHOoOD*

D. CLIFTON BROCK, JR.

ANTHONY W. MIELE

CATHARINE J. REYNOLDS
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APPENDIX B

Charter and Bylaws

CHARTER
Adopted October 29, 1974

ARTICLE I.—Name. The official designation of
the group established for depository library ad-
vice shall be called “The Depository Library
Council to the Public Printer.”

ARTICLE I1.—Objectives. The purpose of the
Depository Library Council to the Public
Printer is to provide advice on matters dealing
with the Depository Library Program as pro-
vided in Title 44, U.S.C. The Council will limit
its work and recommendations to support of
this Depository Library Program.

ARTICLE III.—Time. The Council will meet at
least twice a year to carry out its objectives.

ARTICLE IV.—Report. The Council will report
to the Public Printer of the United States.

ARTICLE V.—Support. The Government
Printing Office will provide the necessary finan-
cial support for the Library Council as deter-
mined by the Public Printer.

ARTICLE VI.—Duties. The Council will advise
the Publie Printer and the Superintendent of
Documents on matters relating to the Deposi-
tory Library Program which is outlined in
Chapter 19, Title 44, U.S.C. This will in-
clude but not be limited to classification, dis-
tribution, cataloging, indexing, storage, avail-
ability and utilization of depository material
and general administration of the Depository
Library Program.

ARTICLE VII.—Meeting. The estimated num-
ber of meetings of the Council is a minimum of
two each year, approximately six months apart.

ARTICLE VIIL.—Operation. The Council,
though not subject to the Federal Advisory
Committee Act, will generally operate in ac-
cordance with the Act but subject to modifica-
tions by the Public Printer. The Council will
expire on January 1, 1975, unless renewed in
writing by the Publiec Printer prior to that date.

ARTICLE IX.—Amendments. The Charter
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may be amended by majority vote of the Coun-
cil at a duly constituted meeting.

ARTICLE X.—This Charter is filed November
1974.

BYLAWS
Adopted October 29, 1974

ARTICLE I.—Name. The name of this organi-
zation shall be the Depository Library Council
to the Public Printer.

ARTICLE II.—Purpose. The purpose of the De-
pository Library Council to the Public Printer
shall be to advise the Public Printer and the
Assistant Public Printer (Superintendent of
Documents) on matters dealing with the Depos-
itory Library Program, specifically :

a. Needs of depository libraries relative to
Government publications.

b. Cataloging and indexing of documents

c¢. Shipping and handling publications.

d. Availability of publications to patrons
and the publiec.

e. General administration of the program.

ARTICLE III.—Membership.

Section 1.—General Membership. The Mem-
bership of the Depository Library Council shall
consist of not more than 15 members of the
Library community appointed by the Public
Printer. The Public Printer and the Assistant
Public Printer (Superintendent of Documents)
are ex officio members.

Section 2.—Membership Makeup. At least
five of the members of the Council shall be per-
sons who work full time with Government doc-
uments in a depository library.

Section 3.—Term of Office. The members
shall serve three years; five retiring each year
and five entering each year, and members may
be reappointed for a second term.

Section 4.—Vacancies. Vacancies on the
Council will be filled from persons recommended
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by the formal library associations and regional
librarians.

Section 5.—Alternates. A member of the
Council may designate a non-voting alternate
to serve as an observer in his absence.

ARTICLE IV.—Officers of the Council.

Section 1.—Officers. The Officers of the Coun-
cil shall be a Chairman, Vice Chairman and a
Secretary. Term of office of the Chairman, Vice
Chairman and Secretary shall be two years. The
incumbents of these offices may succeed them-
selves in office for no longer than two additional
terms.

Section 2.—Selection of Officers. The Chair-
man and Vice-Chairman will be nominated by
the Council and confirmed by the Public
Printer. The Secretary will be appointed by the
Chairman.

ARTICLE V.—Duties of the Officers.

Section 1.—Chairman. The Chairman shall
preside over meetings of the Council. He will
have the duty of organizing the Council. He
shall appoint such committees as necessary to
carry out the duties of the Council. He shall
serve ag direct liaison between the Council and
the Public Printer.

Section 2.—Vice Chairman. The Vice Chair-
man shall perform all acts and duties ordinarily
required of the Chairman in the absence of the
Chairman. Should the Chairman and Vice
Chairman be absent from any meeting, the
Council shall select from their number a person
to act as Chairman for that particular meeting.

Section 3.—The Secretary. The Secretary
shall arrange for preparation of records of
meetings and proceedings. The Secretary shall
further handle all official correspondence of the
Council and each notice of meetings and keep
all other records of the Council.

ARTICLE VI.—Meetings.

Section 1.—Regular meetings. There will be
at least two meetings, one during or just fol-

lowing a semi-annual meeting of the ALA and
the second when and where designated by the
Public Printer.

Section 2.—Additional meetings. The Chair-
man may call additional meetings upon the
written request of the Public Printer or a writ-
ten request of eight or more members of the
Council.

Section 3.—Notice of meetings. Notice of
meetings shall be mailed to the membership at
least 30 days before the date of each meeting,
and notice will be published in the Federal Reg-
ister.

Section 4.—Open meetings. Meetings of the
Council will be open to the public.

ARTICLE VII.—Reports.

Section 1.—Reports of meetings. The Secre-
tary will prepare a report of each meeting for
the signature of the Chairman and the Public
Printer. A synopsis of the action taken by the
Council at the meeting will be included.

Section 2.—Annual reports. The Chairman
shall present to the Public Printer an annual
written report of the activities of the Council.
Such reports shall be published and dissemi-
nated to the Council as soon as approved by the
Public Printer. A copy of such approved An-
nual Report shall be forwarded to all Deposi-
tory Libraries and be filed with the National
Archives and Records Service. This report will
be listed in the Monthly Catalog and will be
available for purchase.

ARTICLE VIII.—Rules of Order. The rules
contained in the latest edition of Robert’s Rules
of Order shall govern the meetings of the Coun-
cil in all cases to which they can be applied and
are not inconsistent with the charter or special
rules of the Public Printer.

ARTICLE IX.—Amendments. These Bylaws
may be amended by majority vote of the Coun-
cil at a duly constituted meeting.
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APPENDIX C

Proposed Standards and Guidelines

MINIMUM STANDARDS

The objective of the depository library sys-
tem is to make U.S. Government publications
readily accessible for use by the general public
and to insure their continued availability in the
future.

The Depository Library Program

1. The Superintendent of Documents will be
responsible for distribution of documents to de-
pository libraries in accordance with the provi-
sions of Title 44 of the United States Code.

2. The Superintendent of Documents will
provide a comprehensive system of catalogs,
bibliographies and indexes to U.S. Government
publications.

3. There should be at least one selective de-
pository accessible to the public in each Con-
gressional district. The designated library shall
have the interest, resources and ability to pro-
vide custody of the documents and public serv-
ice. The library must contain at least 10,000
books other than government publications.

4. BEach depository shall select and maintain
a collection responsive to the needs of the users
in the geographic area it serves and promote
their use by the general public.

The Depository Library

5. The collection in a depository library shall
be organized to insure quick and easy access
by library users. The library will promptly
open shipments and claim publications selected
but not received.

6. The collection shall be maintained in as
good physical condition as the other collections
in the library.

7. Each depository library will assign suffi-
cient staff to select, organize and provide refer-
ence service to the collection.
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8. Each depository will provide sufficient
space of a quality which conforms to ALA
standards for the type of library.

9. The depository will be open to the public
for free use of depository publications.

10. Each depository library will cooperate
with the instructions issued by the Superintend-
ent of Documents, respond promptly to the
Biennial Survey and to other communications
from the Public Documents Office.

Interlibrary Cooperation

11. All depository libraries shall be consid-
ered part of a national system to make Gov-
ernment documents available.

12. All selective depositories should be served
by a regional depository. The regional deposi-
tory libraries will retain at least one copy of
all Government publications either in printed
or microfacsimile form (except those author-
ized to be discarded by the Superintendent of
Documents) and within the region served will
provide interlibrary loan, reference service, and
assistance for depository libraries in the dis-
posal of unwanted Government publications.

Submitted by :
The Committee on Standards

Depository Library Council
to the Public Printer

PROPOSED GUIDELINES (10/23/75)

1. Objectives of the Depository Library
System.

1-1 The purpose of depository libraries is
to make U.S. Government publications easily
accessible to users and to insure their con-
tinued availability in the future.
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1-21
2. Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Gov-

ernment Printing Office.

2-1 Obtain new Federal publications and
forward free of expense to depository librar-
ies as expeditiously as possible.

2-22

2-3 Provide all numbers of series in the
List of Classes of United States Government
Publications Available for Selection by De-
pository Libraries, including those numbers
not printed at the Government Printing Of-
fice. (See also proposed changes 1.b.)

2-4 Actively gather and distribute in pa-
per or micro-format all unrestricted Federal
publications of reference value not printed at
the Government Printing Office.

2-5 Provide samples and/or annotations
for new titles offered to depositories, and re-
turn cards for selection purposes.

2-6 Subdivide item numbers as necessary
to insure that libraries need receive only
wanted documents.

2-7 Supply shipping lists containing item
numbers, titles of documents, classification
numbers and order information with each
day’s shipment of depository selections.

2-8 Supply forms for claiming.

2-9 Offer choice of format, paper, micro-
form or other format; however, the GPO
with consultation with the depository, should
have the option of providing only one format
when the nature of the material warrants it.

2-10 Provide a comprehensive system of
catalogs, bibliographies and indexes to Fed-
eral publications. (See Proposed Changes
2.b, 11/7/74)

2-11 Provide a standard classification sys-
tem for Federal documents and related aids
such as lists of subject headings.

2-12 Provide assistance to libraries on
problems of using the Sudocs system of clas-
sification.

2-13 Maintain a library to become the Na-
tional Depository Library.

2-14 Issue instructions for the selection,
claiming, retention, withdrawal and other ac-
tivities related to depository libraries.

2-15 Provide additional funds for the eval-
uation of depository libraries through ques-

* Reserved for new material.
* Deleted. See Proposed Changes 11/7/74 § 1 a.

tionnaires, surveys, and inspections at
intervals considered necessary by the Super-
intendent of Documents, to insure compliance
with the depository law.

2-16 After advance notice to the library
concerned, investigate unsatisfactory condi-
tions in depository libraries by personal
visits. (See Proposed Changes 1.c, 11/7/74)

2-17 Provide written notice to a library
about unsatisfactory conditions, and if not
corrected within six months, delete the li-
brary from the list of depositories.

2-18 Announce new policies and changes
on a regular basis to all depositories.

2-19 Cooperate with publication projects
which contribute to use of Federal docu-
ments.

2-20 Consult with an Advisory Council on
matters related to depository libraries, in-
cluding the development of standards.

2-21 Collect, compile, analyze and report
statistics on a regular basis.

8§ 2291
3. Designation of new depository libraries.

3-1 There may be up to two depositories
in each Congressional district, designated by
representatives, two at large designated by
Senators, and other depository libraries spe-
cifically provided for in the depository law.

3-2 The library shall be open for free use
of the general public, except as provided in
U.S. Code, Title 44,

3-3 The library shall have the interest,
resources and ability to provide custody of
the documents and public service.

3-4 Minimum size of library. The library
should possess at least 10,000 books other
than Government publications. (See Pro-
posed Changes 3.b, 11/7/74)

3-52

3-6 Hours of service. Documents collec-
tiong should be open the same hours as other
major parts of the library, when the library
is open for full range of services.

3-7T When there is a vacancy in a Con-
gressional district, the fact should be made
known to the state library authority, the state
professional associations and the depositories
within the region.

3-8 Eligible libraries shall apply to the

* Reserved for new material.
* Deleted.
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state library authority for evaluation and
recommendation. The library must be pre-
pared to offer statistics on the size and char-
acter of its collection, population served,
budget, and if an academie library, the size
of the student body, and need for research
materials.

3-9 The evaluation must relate to com-
munity interests and indicate staff, space
and budget to be allocated to the collection
and the number, scope and character of the
items to be selected. The State library author-
ity shall consult with the librarians of other
depositories in the Congressional distriet and
the regional depository, if any, representa-
tives from the professional association will
make a recommendation based on location in
relation to other depositories, the need for
an additional depository and the ability of the
library to provide custody and service. (See
Proposed Changes 3.a, 11/7/74)

3-10*

4. Collections.

4-1 Each depository library should main-
tain a basic reference collection available for
immediate use consisting of all titles in Ap-
pendiz A (attached).

4-2 Each library will acquire and main-
tain the basic catalogs, guides and indexes,
retrospective and current, considered essen-
tial to the reference use of the collection. This
should include selected non-governmental
reference tools. (Appendiz B, to be com-
piled).

4-3 Each depository will select frequently
used and potentially useful materials appro-
priate to the objectives of the library.

4-4 Each depository will select materials
responsive to the needs of the users in the
Congressional distriet it serves. (See Pro-
posed Changes 4.6, 11/7/74)

4-5 Selection of at least 25 % of the avail-
able items on the Classified List is suggested
as the minimum number necessary to under-
take the role of depository library. (See Pro-
posed Changes 4.a, 11/7/74)

4-6 Coordinate selections with other de-
positories in the district.

4-7
5. Organization of collection.

* Reserved for new material.
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5-1 The library will check all daily ship-
ping lists to insure that items selected are
received, and if not, promptly claimed.

5-2 Each publication in the shipment
should be marked with the word “depository”
and the date of the Shipping List according
to the Instructions to Depository Libraries,
Revised July 1974.

5-3 The library will record its accessions.

5-4 The minimum record for a depository
library should be a shelf list which shows the
library’s holdings and the call numbers or
locations where they may be found.

5-5 A standard classification system
should be adopted for precise identification
and location of materials requested by library
users.

5—6 The classification adopted shall be
optional with library; however, it is recom-
mended that libraries which integrate their
documents should maintain a shelf list by
Sudocs number showing disposition of the
publication.

5-7 Any document should be available for
public use within 10 days after receipt.

5-8 Maintain statistics of the collection,
needed for the Biennial Survey.

b-91
6. Maintenance of the collection.

6-1 Collections should be maintained in
good physical condition as other library
materials,

6-22

6—32

6-4 Lost materials should be replaced if
possible.

6-5 Unneeded publications should be
made available to other libraries.

6-6 All publications should be retained
for a period of at least five years before re-
questing permission from the regional library
for disposal.

6-T1
7. Staffing. g

T-1 One person shall be designated by the
library to coordinate activities and to act as
liaison with the Superintendent of Docu-
ments in all matters relating to depository
libraries. —

7-2 This person shall be responsible for:

! Reserved for new material.
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a) selection, receipt and claiming of de-
pository distributions

b) replies to correspondence and surveys
from the Public Documents Department

¢) interpret the Depository Program to
the administrator of the library

d) performance and/or supervision of
stated aspects of service, or in an integ-
rated collection, a knowledge of to whom
responsibilities are delegated.

(1) organization for use

(2) maintain records of the collection

(83) physical maintenance of the collection

(4) establish withdrawal procedures

(5) maintain reader services

(6) promote use of collection

(7) prepare budgets

(8) submit reports

7-3 The liaison person should be a pro-
fessionally qualified librarian with a mini-
mum of two years library experience.

7-4 The liaison person should be directly
responsible to the administrative level of the
library.

7-5 Additional professional staff should
be added depending on the size and scope of
the library and the methods of organization
of the collection.

7—6 Professional staff will be assisted by
support staff in a proportion of 1 to 3, and
no greater than 1 to 5.

7-7 Librarians and such support staff as
indicated by their responsibilities will keep
up to date on new developments through par-
ticipation in professional societies, atten-
dance at document workshops and profes-
sional readings.

7-8!

8. Space standards shall conform to ALA
standards for type of library.

8-1 Space for the depository operafion
should be of the same quality as other areas
of the library. It should be attractive, com-
fortable and have acceptable levels of light-
ing, temperature, ventilation and noise con-
trol. It should be functional, flexible and
expansible.

82 The space should contain well
planned areas for services provided, refer-
ence, circulation, loan and other public serv-

* Reserved for new material,

ice activities as well as adequate space for the
processing of new materials and housing of
the collection.

8-3 It should include private work areas
for staff members and the administrator.

84 All parts of the collection should be
readily accessible, preferably open shelf, but
in all circumstances, should be located so that
materials may be retrieved in a reasonable
period of time.

85 If documents are maintained in a
ceparate division of the library, the space
provided should be conveniently located to
encourage use of the materials.

86 The library should abide by the rec-
ommended standards for handicapped users.

87 Tables and/or carrels should be pro-
vided for in-library use of documents.

88 Microform readers and reader/
printers for the principal types of micro-
forms should be provided.

89 Microform storage should be located
in the documents area.

8-101
9. Services to users requiring Government

information is the main objective of
the depository system.

9-1 The depository will be open to the
public for free use of depository publications.

9-2 In each depository library, there
should be recognized focal points for in-
quiries about Government publications. At
this point it should be possible to find out:

a) Resources in the collection, including
specific titles.

b) Location of wanted publications in
the library.

c) Answers to reference questions or a
referral to a source or place where answers
can be found.

d) Guidance on the use of the collection,
including the principal available reference
sources, catalogs, abstracts, indexes and
other aids.

e) Availability of additional resources
in the region.

f) Assistance in borrowing documents
from a regional or other libraries.

¢) User privileges for other libraries,
educational agencies, culturally deprived,

! Reserved for new material.
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disadvantaged, handicapped, retired users

and the community at large.

9-3 The library will have the option of
establishing circulation policies for use of
materials outside the library.

9-4 The library will provide facilities for
using materials within the library, including
copying facilities and equipment for reading
microforms.

9-5 The library will publicize the deposi-
tory collection through displays and an-
nouncements of significant new titles.

9-6 The library will provide to all users
the same reference and research services of-
fered to its normal clientele.

9_T1
10. Cooperation with the GPO.

10-1 Staff will familiarize themselves with
the depository instructions and abide by their
conditions.

10-2 Claims will be submitted within
stated time limits.

10-3 Use correct address when corre-
sponding with the GPO.

10-4 Promptly return all questions, sur-
veys submitted by the Superintendent of Doc-
uments.

10-51
11. Interlibrary Cooperation.

11-1 All depository libraries will be con-
sidered as part of a network of libraries con-
sisting of selective, regional, and national.
(See Proposed Changes 11.a, 11/7/74)

11-2 Selective depositories will cooperate
in building up the collections of the regional
depositories.

11-3 Selective depositories will cooperate
with the redistribution of documents not
needed in their own organizations.

11-4 All depository libraries will cooperate
in reporting to the Superintendent of Docu-
ments new Federal documents not listed in
the Monthly Catalog.

11-56 All depository libraries will cooperate
in the development of tools for the identifica-
tion and location of documents in other
libraries

11-6 Depository libraries borrowing docu-
ments from other libraries will verify biblio-
graphic information as completely as possi-
ble.

! Reserved for new material.
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11-7 All depository libraries will provide
material on interlibrary loan at least for the
regional depository. (See Proposed Changes
11.b, 11/7/74)

11-8 All depository libraries will provide
a reasonable number of photocopies on re-
quest.

11-9?

12. Regional depository.

12-1 Eligibility to become a regional de-
pository library :

a) There may be not more than two re-
gional depositories in one state. A regional
library may serve two or more states, or
regional status may be shared by more
than one library. (See Proposed Changes
12.a-b, 11/7/74)

b) A regional library must be an exist-
ing depository.

¢) A regional depository should be con-
veniently located to serve the largest num-
ber of people possible.

d) The library selected for regional
status should have an adequate retrospec-
tive collection, space, personnel and a con-
tinuing basis of financial support sufficient
to fulfill the obligations of a regional de-
pository.

e) The selection of a regional depository
should be agreed upon by the state library
authority and all depository libraries
within the region.

12-2 Obligations of regional libraries:

a) Receive and maintain permanently
all Federal Government publications in
either printed or microform as provided
in the depository instructions.

b) Attempt to complete their retrospec-
tive collections of major serials, annuals
and other research materials by means of
gift, exchange or purchase, including mic-
roforms.

¢) Screen all lists of documents with-
drawn from selective depositories to insure
their future availability in the region.

d) Acquire additional copies where nec-
essary.

e) Assist selective depositories with ref-

erence questions, interlibrary loans and
photocopies.

* Reserved for new material.
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f) Grant permission to selective deposi-
tories to dispose of unwanted documents
according to the Instructions to Depository
Libraries.

¢) Provide guidelines to selective depos-
itories for preparing disposal lists of un-
wanted documents.

h) Contribute to the effectiveness of the
depository network through workshops,
training sessions and consultive services
within their region.

12-3?

Appendixz A

Budget of the United States

Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance

Census Bureau Catalog

Census of Housing (for State of Deposi-
tory only)

Census of Population (for State of Depos-
itory only)

Code of Federal Regulations

Congressional Directory

Congressional District Data Book

Congressional Record

County-City Data Book

Federal Register

Monthly Catalog

Numerical Lists and Schedule of Volumes

Slip Laws (public)

Statistical Abstract

Statutes at Large

Subject Bibliographies

Supreme Court Reports

United States Code

United States Government Manual

Weekly Compilation of Presidential Docu-
ments
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APPENDIX D

Committee Reports

Bibliographic Control Committee

October 23, 1975

To: Depository Library Council to the Public
Printer

From: Committee on Bibliographic Control

Subject: Bibliographic control

Members of the present Committee on Bib-
liographic control were appointed on April 15,
1975, at Storrs, Conn. We met briefly and se-
lected topics to be reviewed before the October
Council meeting, as follows:

(a) Scope of the committee (Smith)

(b) Previous committe recommendations
and GPO actions

Content of the Monthly Catalog (Rey-
nolds)

Production of the MC on MARC tape
(Reynolds)

Experiences of cthers regarding OCLC,
Bibnet, ete. (Feng)

Non-GPO announcement (Smith)

(c)
(d)
(e)
()

A report follows.

SCOPE

The purpose of this committee is to recom-
mend ways of improving bibliographic control
of documents which are sponsored, produced
and distributed by or for the United States Gov-
ernment.

Specifically, the committee will attempt to
identify and evaluate sources and means of an-
nouncement, methods of recording biblio-
graphic data, and ways in which GPO might
improve its bibliographic processing and
services.

The committee will coordinate its efforts
with other groups which are looking into prob-
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lems of bibliographic control, whenever feasi-
ble. These groups include the Advisory Group
on National Bibliographic Control, the Special
Libraries Association Government Information
Services Committee, and the American Library
Association Government Documents Round
Table.

PREVIOUS RECOMMENDATIONS AND
GPO RESPONSE

In February, 1974, the Subcommittee on Doc-
uments Informational Tools made recommenda-
tions on bibliographic control, as follows:

1. ISBN (numbers) be used instead of GPO
stock numbers. [

2. SuDoes numbers be printed on the verso of
the title page, or cover, or, in the case of micro-
form, in the header line.

3. A divided index be included in the Monthly
Catalog and improvements be made, as follows:

a. Author index: Include up to two per-
sonal authors, translators, etc. Have separate
listings for main agency and sub-agency.

b. Subject index: Acquire a cumulated
thesaurus of terms, keywords, subjects used in
past and present. Make it available to deposi-
tories. Include adequate cross references.

c. Title index: Cite titles consistently as
they appear on the title page or cover. For
monographs, include title and subtitle and pop-
ular names. For series, include title and sub-
title.

d. Accession numbers index (new) : List
SuDocs numbers with cross references to stock
numbers, and vice versa.

e. Separate the Monthly Catalog into two
sections: Listings (cumulated annually) and
Index (cumulated monthly).

The Sub-Committee also recommended that
the following header information be included
on microfiche: SuDoes number, main agency,
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sub-agency, title (series title and number), per-
sonal author, date, and item number. Also, that
Cataloging-in-Publication (CIP) information
be provided.

In October, 1974, in addition to the above,
the Sub-Committee on Documents Office Tools
recommended that all informational material
produced at the expense of the government
should be brought under bibliographic control.
In order to accomplish this and make it possible
for government publications to be part of the
international bibliographic control system, the
committee recommended that SuDocs do the
cataloging for all federal documents in the
MARC format and issue these MARC computer
tapes as part of the MARC program.

The Assistant Public Printer (Superintend-
ent of Documents) responded in March, 1975,
as follows:

MARC format: We are looking into the pos-
sibility of using MARC format and joining
FLECC (Federal Libraries Experimental Co-
operative Cataloging.)

ISBN (numbers): Once the order processing
function is mechanized, the use of ISBN num-
bers will be considered.

Imprinting SuDoecs number: The classifica-
tion number is being printed in reprinted pub-
lications and inside some new publications.

Author index: We will follow the guidelines
of the Federal Library Committee when we go
to MARC format and will include more per-
sonal authors. Consideration will be given to fu-
ture expansion. . . . We need to study the
costuam

Thesaurus: This is not on the computer,
but, if we ever put it in the computer, we will
consider printing it.

Subject index: We are revising the SuDocs
subject authority list to make subjects and
cross references more consistent.

Title index: We will continue to cite titles
and subtitles of series and monographs.

Accession number index: Additional indexes
will ‘be considered when we implement the
guidelines for MARC format.

CONTENT OF THE MONTHLY CATALOG

The Monthly Catalog should contain a listing
by SuDoes number.

Presently, the Monthly Catalog does not con-
tain corporate authors as defined by cataloging
rules.

The Washington State publications catalog,
which lists author, title and subject, might be
used as a good example.

PRODUCTION OF THE MC ON MARC
TAPE

Production of the Monthly Catalog using the
MARC format should be done in such a way
that networks or libraries can subscribe to and
use the tapes.

The Washington State library will be on-line
in October and it will be possible for a terminal
in the Depository Center to enter the data into
the computer from which the Monthly Catalog
can be printed. The information also can be
submitted on MTST tapes (as Alaska has done)
and thus entered into the computer. Full MARC
tagging is a requirement. This is the only way
the data can be manipulated to provide the kind
of catalog needed.

The Committee is concerned that the Public
Printer will utilize a data base that does not
provide full MARC tagging and a program that
is designed to provide no more than cataloging
data and/or cards.

Anything done for libraries in the way of
bibliographic information should:

a. Be useful to all.
b. Observe standards.
1) MARC format (not just “compati-
ble”).
2) Cataloging rules.
3) Filing rules.
¢. Have quality control (e.g., only one en-
try for the same item or, in the case
of retrospective data, identify as the
same with variations identified).

OCLC, BALLOTS AND BIBNET
FOR BIBLIOGRAPHIC CONTROL

OCLC (Ohio College Library Center): Ini-
tially, as its name implies, a centrally developed
service for college libraries in Ohio, it was and
basically remains an on-line catalog card and
union holding system. Presently, it has more
than 300 user-libraries, nearly four fifths of
which are outside Ohio.
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Like all major systems, it utilizes MARC
data, but also inputs a variety of so-called
MARC compatible catalog information from
participating member libraries. Consequently,
cataloging standards and quality control vary.
OCLC bibliographical data base contains ap-
proximately 450,000 LC MARC and 600,000 lo-
cal user input records. It has been further esti-
mated that approximately 50,000 LC MARC
records have not been included in the OCLC
data base. Primarily a catalog card system,
OCLC offers author and title and LC number
search keys but no additional reference search
access, although it is working towards ex-
panded subject access and searching.

BALLOTS (Bibliographic Automation of
Large Library Operations using a Time-sharing
System): This is an on-line interactive library
automation system that supports the acquisi-
tion, cataloging, on-line reference, union cata-
log search and management functions of large
university (Stanford University) libraries’
technical processing operations. Its data base
includes 280,000 LC MARC, 170,000 Stanford
input, and anticipated 700,000 local input from
9 libraries from the University of California,
plus another 270,000 LLC MARC records not
presently maintained by BALLOTS.

Present trends seem to indicate that BAL-
LOTS will develop to be a major ‘regional’
technical services network with far-reaching
national implications. It has wide-range refer-
ence access capacity and offers in-house tech-
nical services functions as order search, invoice
preparation, and acquisition fund allocation.
But some of these added features do not apply
to our present concern, 7.e., bibliographical con-
trol of government documents and a viable data
base for the Monthly Catalog. 3

BIBNET (Bibliographic Network): Devel-
oped by Information Dynamics Corp., BIBNET
has a data base of 500,000 LC MARC records,
full MARC or LC based, and has wide range
subject reference search capacities. It offers a
national service, although its clientele has been
limited to fairly modest-sized libraries. Pres-
ently it is working on special law library-based
index access, and produces information on
microfiche. Unlike OCLC and BALLOTS, this
is a private commercial enterprise.

Recommendation: As already stated, any-
thing contemplated for the Monthly Catalog
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should be useful to all, observe standards, and
maintain quality control. Therefore, whatever
network or system GPO ultimately decides to
join or develop, it must be readily accessible
nationally. But we need to ask ourselves first,
what do we want from this automated Monthly
Catalog? The first and foremost objective is
bibliographic control, and the ancillary function
would be subject reference access. Therefore,
its data base must be extensive and its search
access multiple. Quality control and standards
would indicate the need to adopt full MARC
rather than MARC compatible, and national ac-
cessibility precludes limited regional systems.

The Monthly Catalog, limited as it is, re-
mains the major bibliographical record of U.S.
government publications. As such, it is the
logical base upon which to build an automated
control system and reference network. It must,
therefore, seek the best possible vehicle to ful-
fill its role.

NON-GPO ANNOUNCEMENT

The Government Printing Office does not in-
dex and announce all Federal government pub-
lications. These publications also are announced
by (a) government information services, other
than GPO, (b) national libraries, (¢) issuing
agencies themselves, and (d) non-profit or
commercial sources. Some documents, such as
those issued through field offices of agencies,
often are not announced nationally at all. On
balance, it would appear that more documents
are announced outside GPO than are announced
by GPO. For example, the National Technical
Information Service claims to add 12 times as
many new titles as the GPO, each year. “Cus-
tomer Memo” in NTIS Will Improve Your Bot-
tom Line, Springfield, Va. NTIS, n.d. NTIS-
PR-231. Distributed September 1975.)

The announcement media of these various
sources differ in many ways. They range from
one-alphabet agency lists to complicated data
bases with multiple access points. Indexing is
done according to COSATI guidelines for tech-
nical reports, the Anglo-American cataloging
rules, and/or some other rules tailored to a
specific agency or mission. Both COSATI and
MARC formats for the interchange of biblio-
graphic information on magnetic tape are used.
Some of these announcement media are avail-
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able only to users with need-to-know. Most,
however, are available to the public, either
without charge or for a fee.

Various groups now are working to create
standards that will facilitate the orderly devel-
opment of a national network. The Committee
recommends that GPO follow the standards
adopted by these groups and study carefully
the results of current surveys being conducted
by staff members of the Joint Committee on
Printing, the Advisory Group on National Bib-
liographic Control (jointly supported by the
National Science Foundation, the National
Commission on Libraries and Information Sci-
ences, and the Council on Library Resources),
and the SLA Government Information Services
Committee (in conjunction with the Committee
on Information Hang-ups, Washington, D.C.).

In conclusion, the Committee would like to
emphasize that GPO must make sure its system
for bibliographic control is (a) designed to be
useful to libraries and (b) is completely com-
patible with the emerging national plan.

R. S. SMITH, Chairperson
Y. T. FENG
M. E. REYNOLDS

Committee on Documents Office
Informational Tools

February 6, 1974

To: Advisory Council to the Public Printer on
Depository Libraries

From: Subcommittee on Documents Office In-
formational Tools

Subject: Bibliographic control

All informational material produced at the
expense of the government should be brought
under bibliographic control. In order to ac-
complish this and make it possible for gov-
ernment publications to be part of the interna-
tional control system, we recommend that
ISBN’s (numbers) be used instead of GPO
stock numbers.

We further recommend that the Superin-
tendent of Documents number be printed on the
verso of the title page or on the cover (if there
is no title page). It should also be printed on
the microform copy of the publication in the
header line.

We commend the Superintendent of Docu-
ments on including a divided index in the
Monthly Catalog. But we would like to suggest
the following improvements:

INDEX

A. AUTHOR INDEX

1. Personal author. Expand this to include
up to two personal authors, translators, actual
authors of translated works, committee chair-
men, editors, directors and producers of
audio-visual material.

2. Corporate author. Have separate listing
for main agency and sub-agency (e.g. Library
of Congress and Copyright Office).

B. SUBJECT INDEX

1. Need a cumulated thesaurus of terms, key-
words, subjects used in the past and current
Monthly Catalogs. This has already been done
by Carrollton Press in its cumulation of the
Monthly Catalog Indexes. Every effort should
be made to acquire this cumulation and the
data base as the beginning of an automated
thesaurus.

2. Make the thesaurus available to the de-
positories.

3. Include adequate, consistent cross refer-
ences.

C. TITLE INDEX
(Cite titles consistently as they appear on
the title page or cover.)
1. Monographs include title and subtitle and
popular name.
2. Series include title and subtitle.

D. ACCESSION NUMBERS INDEX (NEW)

1. Superintendent of Documents classifica-
tion numbers (with cross reference to stock
number).

2. Stock numbers (with cross reference to
Superintendent of Documents number).

E. SEPARATE THE Monthly Catalog INTO TWO
SECTIONS

1. Listings (cumulate once a year).

2. Index (cumulate monthly).

BERNADINE HODUSKI
CATHARINE REYNOLDS
CLIFFORD CROWERS
MARYAN E. REYNOLDS

Submitted by:
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February 8, 1974

To: Advisory Council to the Public Printer on
Depository Libraries

FrRoM : Subcommittee on Documents Office In-
formational Tools

SUBJECT : Microforms

This committee hopes that the following rec-
ommendations will be incorporated into the re-
port of the Committee on Microforms:

1. Bibliographic control of the microforms is
very important. This includes physically iden-
tifying the microforms so they can be used in
conjunction with the paper collection. This
means including the following information in
the headers: Superintendent of Documents
classification number, U.S. main agency, sub-
agency, title, (series title and number), per-
sonal author, date, item number.

2. “Cataloging in Publication”
provided.

3. The integrity of the depository micro-
form collection should be maintained .There
should be assurance that no titles, parts of
series, issues of periodicals, etc., are left out of
the collection.

4. Transmittals, errata sheets, revised edi-
.tions should be filed with the main publication
or better yet revised fiche should be issued in-
cluding the new information.

5. There should be a consistent plan in as-
signing documents to a fiche. Wherever possible
there should be only one document to a fiche.
This is important for filing and retrieval ease.

6. Indexes to publications should be issued
in dual-media (paper and microfiche).

7. Replacement policies need to be estab-
lished.

8. How promptly will micropublications be
distributed? In those series where the time lag
will destroy the usefulness of the publication if
it isn’t available quickly, the publications
should be issued in dual-media.

9. Consideration should be given to filming
retrospective collections, especially certain
hard to obtain journals and series.

should be

Submitted by: BERNADINE HODUSKI
CATHARINE REYNOLDS
CLIFFORD CROWERS
MARYAN E. REYNOLDS
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October 30, 1974

To: Advisory Council to the Public Printer on
Depository Libraries

FroM: Subcommittee on Documents Office In-
formational Tools

SUBJECT: Bibliographic control

All informational material produced at the
expense of the government should be brought
under bibliographic control. In order to accom-
plish this and make it possible for government
publications to be part of the international bib-
liographic control system, we recommend that:

1. The Superintendent of Documents Office
do the cataloging for all federal documents in
the MARC format and issue these MARC com-
puter tapes as part of the MARC program. (In
order to implement this, a task force composed
of representatives of the Advisory Council to
the Public Printer on Depository Libraries, the
Government Printing Office and the Library of
Congress should be established to begin work
immediately.)

2. ISBN numbers should be assigned to all
federal documents. This number would replace
the present SuDoc stock number.

3. The SuDoc class number should be printed
on the verso of the title page or on the cover of
all federal publications. It should also be
printed on the microform copy of the publica-
tion in the header line.

We commend the Superintendent of Docu-
ment on including a divided index in the Month-
ly Catalog. We would like to suggest the fol-
lowing improvements:

INDEX
A. AUTHOR INDEX

1. Personal author. Expand this to include
up to two personal authors, translators, actual
authors of translated works, special committee
and commission chairman, editors, directors
and producers of audio-visual material.

2. Corporate author. Have separate listing
for main agency and sub-agency (e.g. Library
of Congress and Copyright Office).

B. SUBJECT INDEX

1. Include adequate, consistent cross refer-
ences.

9. Provide a thesarus of subject terms used
by the SuDoc Office in paper format and in
computer tape format.
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C. TITLE INDEX

(Cite titles consistently as they appear on

the title page or cover.)

1. Monographs—include title and subtitle
and popular name.

2. Series—include title and subtitle and
series number.

D. ACCESSION NUMBERS INDEX (NEW)

1. Superintendent of Documents classifica-
tion numbers (with cross reference to stock
number or ISBN number).

2. Stock numbers or ISBN number (with
cross reference to Superintendent of Documents
number).

E. SEPARATE THE Monthly Catalog INTO TWO
SECTIONS
1. Listings (cumulate once a year).
2. Index (cumulate monthly).

BERNADINE HODUSKI
CATHARINE REYNOLDS
CLIFFORD CROWERS
MARYAN E. REYNOLDS

Submitted by:

Depository Law Committee

Report of the Depository Law Committee of
the Depository Library Council to the Public
Printer

October 23, 1975

The Committee reviewed the ‘“Proposed
Changes to the Minimum Standards and Guide-
lines for the Depository Library System Which
Require Legislative and Administrative Ac-
tion” as it appeared in the draft Annual Re-
port of the Council, FY 1975. We draw at-
tention to corrections which are needed in
that document before it is published, based
upon our review of the Council Minutes of
April 14, 1975, and the copies of the Standards
Committee document furnished by Catharine
Reynolds and Jane Hammond.

The Committee identified an omission in p. 6
of the Council Minutes, 2nd session, April 14,
1975, by which Council discussion and action
on points 11b and 12a were not recorded.

Therefore the Committee recommends that the
Council confirm that the corrected document
“Proposed Changes . ..” as reviewed October
23, 1975, is that recommended by the Council
on April 14, 1975. A copy of the corrected docu-
ment is attached to this report.

The Committee further reviewed the “Pro-
posed Changes . . .” as approved April 14,
1975, and identified those recommendations
which we believe require amendment of Title
44, as opposed to those which require only ap-
propriations or administrative action. Those
which we believe require amendments are:

Amendment 1— (recommendation 1a)
“second copy—microform or paper”
.. .Sec. 1912 of Title 44. We also note this
has fiscal implications.

Amendment 2 (recommendation 3a)
insert “. . . head of the regional deposi-
tories”
... 5ec. 1906

Amendment 3 (recommendation 3b)
“minimum of 25,000 volumes”
... See. 1909, paragraph 2

Amendment 4 (recommendation 12b)
“financial support for regionals”
This requires appropriation but would
also require authorizing legislation.
. .. Sec. 1912

Amendment 5 (recommendation 11)
The Committee notes this recommendation
is still under discussion inasmuch as it is
an agenda item for October 24.

We believe the next step is for the Public
Printer to provide the Council with a state-
ment of his position on the amendments 1-4
as identified above.

In order for this Committee to complete this
phase of its work by January 1976, we trust
that the Public Printer can provide the Coun-
cil with such a statement by December 31, 1975,

The Committee believes that the work pres-
ently assigned to it could be handled by the
proposed “Committee on a National System” as
suggested by the Council Chairperson.

JANE HAMMOND
Y. T. FENG
JosEPH F. SHUBERT, Chairperson
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PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE

MINIMUM STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES FOR
THE DEPOSITORY LIBRARY SYSTEM WHICH
REQUIRE LEGISLATIVE AND ADMINISTRATIVE
ACTION.

(Numbers correspond to standards numbers.)

1. Distribution of Documents

a) The number of copies of GPO imprints
purchased for distribution to depository li-
braries is equal to the number of libraries
which select that item from the List of Classes
... (44 U.S. Code 1903). Most regional de-
positories are large libraries serving large
numbers of library users on-site as well as pro-
viding interlibrary loan service to selective de-
positories within the region. It is recommended
that regional depositories be entitled to a sec-
ond copy, either in microform or paper copy, if
desired.

b) The cost of printing and binding of non-
GPO publications is borne by the components
responsible for their issuance (44 U.S Code
1903). The Committee feels this restricts their
availability to the depository program. It s
recommended that appropriations be provided
to enable the Superintendent of Documents to
obtain non-GPO Government publications.

¢) The Superintendent of Documents is
charged with the responsibility of investigat-
ing depositories (44 U.S. Code 1909). It is re-
ommended that the Superintendent of Docu-
ments should receive adequate funding to con-
duet an inspection program of depository Ui-
braries biennially.

2. Catalogs, Bibliographies and Indexes
to U.S. Government Publications

a) Bibliographic tools cited in Title 44 in-
clude a Comprehensive Index (44 U.S. Code
1710), a Catalog of Government Publications
(44 U.S. Code 1711), and a Classified List (44
U.S. Code 1904).

b) The comprehensive index referred to in
section 1710 was the Documents Catalog which
ceased with the 1940 coverage, and to some
extent was replaced by the reorganized Month-
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ly Catalog. It is recommended that financial
support be given to the Superintendent of
Documents to increase the coverage in the
Monthly Catalog, improve the indexing, pro-
vide periodic cumulations and speed up pub-
lication, thereof.

3. Designation of Depository Libraries

a) It is possible for a new depository to be
designated by a Congressman or Senator with-
out the knowledge of the regional depository,
which may be in the best position to know if
there is a need for an additional depository and
where it should be located. It is recommended
that 44 U.S. Code 1905 include the words: “and
head of the library authority of the State and
the heads of regional depositories, if any.”

b) The law specifies that a library must con-
tain 10,000 books other than Government pub-
lications to be a depository library. The Com-
mittee considers a library of this size to have
insufficient resources to support a depository
library. The term ‘book’ is misleading, since
it could indicate multiple copies of the same
book. The Committee recommends 25,000 titles
other than Government publications as the
basic minimum size to be eligible to become @
depository library.

4. Collections

a) Appropriations may not be used to sup-
ply depository libraries documents, books, or
other items not requested by them (44 U.S.
Code 1913). This restriction tends to nullify
the intent of the depository law which is to
make Government publications available to the
public. The law implies needs beyond those of
the individual institution which serves as the
depository. For example, a law library occupy-
ing a depository designation may be interested
in acquiring only legal materials. Library users
in the area may need access to other materials,
such as the Census.

b) The present law makes no requirements
as to number or type of document selected by
the individual depository. While recognizing
that to receive all depository items would place
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an undue burden on the small library, the Com-
mittee believes that it is reasonable to require
a depository to accept a minimum of the selec-
tions available to depositories. This would in-
clude a basic list, revised annually, recom-
mended by the committee of depository librar-
ians and additional titles selected by the de-
pository to satisfy the needs of the community.

5-10. These standards refer to custody and
serve for depository materials. They are cov-
ered in general terms in 44 U.S. Code 1909 and
specifically in Instuctions to Depositories (July
1,1974).

11. National System

At present this system consists of selective
depositories and regional depositories. It 1s
recommended that provision should be made for
a National Depository Library at the head of
the system. In the January 22, 1974, report of
the ALA Ad Hoec Committee on the Depository
Library System. 8 of 9 recommendations refer
to a National Depository Library.

12. Regional Depositories

a) Only 38 states are served by one or more
regional depositories. Regional status is volun-
tary. Selective depositories not served by a
regional depository are unable to discard un-
wanted documents or to depend on a regional
for reference questions, interlibrary loan,
photoduplication or assistance in the organiza-
tion of their collections. The Superintendent of
Documents lacks the assistance of the regional
librarians for information about conditions of
local depositories or for participating in inspec-
tions and their follow-up.

b) To assure the regional depositories are
better able to serve selective depositories, it is
recommended that limited financial support be
sought to defray direct costs incurred by @
regional depository for responsibilities beyond
those of a selective depository.

Recommended by the
Depository Library Council
to the Public Printer

April 14, 1975

GPO Operations Committee

Depository Library Council to the Public
Printer
Committee on GPO Operations Report

April 23,1976

The Committee on GPO Operations, estab-
lished by the Council at its October 1975 meet-
ing in Washington, began work in January.
As part of its charge to look into bibliographic
control and GPO performance, it took over the
work of the former Committee on Bibliographic
Control.

The Committee established the following
goals:

(1) Maintain an awareness of GPO’s activi-
ties, compile a list of continuing operational
concerns, and evaluate GPO’s performance on
specific items through interviews with the GPO
staff and GPO reports at Council meetings.

(2) Provide opportunities, whenever feasi-
ble, for an interchange between GPO staff and
users of GPO services, in order to determine
user needs for Federal government document
services.

(3) Review activities of other groups work-
ing on related projects, especially bibliographic
control.

(4) Prepare reports to the Council, and to
the community at large when the potential ef-
fect of the latter will be to further the work of
the committee.

Progress toward achieving these goals was
as follows:

GPO Performance. A list of continuing op-
erational concerns will be compiled, after GPO
reports at the April Council meeting.

User Feedback. The Committee sponsored a
one-day “Ad hoc meeting on the Monthly Cata-
log”, December 9, 1975, at the Institute for
Defense Analyses, Arlington, Va. The purpose
was to discuss the potential for reformatting
the bibliographic citation as it appears in the
Monthly Catalog of U.S. Government Publica-
tions, in view of the input of cataloging infor-
mation to OCLC in MARC format.

Thirty-one attendees included three staff
members from GPO, three people from the Fed-
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eral Library Committee, two from the Advisory
Group on National Bibliographic Control, and
representative librarians from academic, public
and special libraries, some of which were de-
positories. The attendees, all from the greater
Washington area, also represented associations
such as The American Association of Law Li-
braries, American Library Association, Ameri-
can Society for Information Science, Federa-
tion of Information Users, and Special Li-
braries Association. Specific recommendations
were made in regard to essential elements re-
quired in the Monthly Catalog by various types
of users.

A “Follow-up on the New Monthly Catalog”
meeting was held at the same place in April
1976. Invited to attend were the attendees of
the first meeting, members of the Committee on
Information Hang-ups (Washington, D.C.) and
representatives of selected large Federal li-
braries. They provided feedback on the new
MC format, as deseribed by GPO staff.

Other Group Activities. The Committee con-
tinued communication with groups looking into
the problems associated with national bibli-
ographic control and/or GPO operations, such
as The Advisory Group on National Bibli-
ographic Control, the SLA Government Infor-
mation Services Committee, and the ALA Gov-
ernment Documents Round Table Task Force
on Federal Documents. Such groups have been
holding meetings, conducting surveys and com-
piling reports. In general, they have been coop-
erative in exchanging information about these
activities with this Committee.

Reports. An article, “About GPO and The
Depogitory Library Council,” which describes
recent meetings of the Council and the Bibli-
ographic Control Committee, was submitted fo
Special Libraries magazine. The article is
scheduled for publication in July.

A discussion paper, “Bibliographic Control—
A National Conecern,” was prepared for presen-
tation on April 23, 1976, at the Council meeting
in Columbus, Ohio. This discussion paper is en-
closed.

RutH S. SMITH, Chairman
Y. T. FENG

M. LANE

M. E. REYNOLDS
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Inspection Committee

Advisory Council to the Public Printer
Inspection Committee Report

October 30, 1974

Purpose: To recommend to the Council cri-
teria for evaluation of depositories that are
based upon Title 44 and the regulations of the
GPO to insure proper selection and manage-
ment of depository libraries.

Objective: To develop a standard procedure
for assessing the effectiveness of the selection
process and the depository libraries; and to cor-
relate these procedures with recognized existing
evaluation criteria for other institutions, i.e.,
regional accrediting associations for Schools
and Colleges, the Standards of the Association
of College and Reference Libraries, HEW—
OE statisties (revised), and those of the Coun-
cil’s Standards Committee.

EVALUATION CRITERIA

1. The Council in cooperation with the GPO
should bring into being an Association of Re-
gional and Depository Libraries that is self-
governing to maintain the necessary standards
for the selection, and evaluation of depository
libraries.

a. Membership signifies compliance with
standards and procedures of the Association.

(1) A member is recommended to the

Public Printer after a self evaluation is

made and an on-site appraisal is made of

staff, facilities, collection and services.

b. Membership is open to publie, college,
university, governmental and special deposi-
tories.

e. An evaluation committee shall be com-
posed of the Regional Depository librarian
(or a designated representative), a deposi-
tory librarian from the same type of library
(e.g, public, school, or academic), and a de-
pository librarian to evaluate the community
served.

2. Qualitative Criteria Standards

a. Objectives of the depository within the
institution, community, or facility.

(1) Effectiveness of the support for the
depository.
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(2) Professional Staff

(8) Clientele served

(4) Services

(5) Physical Plant

(6) Relationship to Regional and other
depositories
b. Collections

(1) Holdings, particularly those rele-
vant to proposed or available depository
items )

(2) Microform equivalents

(a) Equipment availability

(8) Current acquisitions
¢. Classification/cataloging

(1) The use of standard DC, LC or
SUDOCS organization to insure ready ac-
cess to the depository collection (s).

d. Personnel

(1) The availability of a qualified li-
brarian, supportive staff, and part-time as-
sistants.

(2) The community structure should in-
dicate the personnel needs of the deposi-
tory library.

e. Service

(1) The availability of depository col-
lections should be made known to the cli-
entele by community involvement, instruc-
tion, mass media, hours of service, circu-
lation.

(2) Photocopying services

(3) ILL services

(4) Reference services
f. Physical Plant

(1) Adequate square feet, lighting and
ventilation

(2) Appropriate shelving for bound and
unbound, and cabinets for microform

(3) Seating

(4) Staff facilities
g. Administration/Management

(1) Policy

(2) Procedural manuals

(a) Flow charts

(b) Position descriptions
(3) Cost analysis

(a) Cost benefit analysis

(4) Self evaluation
h. Financing

(1) Expenditures for direct and indi-
rect support services.

(2) A total of 5 percent of the total fa-
cility budget.
i. Statistics
(1) Holdings
(a) Monographs
(b) Separates
(c¢) Serials
(d) Microform
1.) Film 35,16 MM
2.) Film Cartridge 16 M
3.) Fiche (size)
(2) Reference use
(3) Circulation
(4) Photo duplication
(5) Fiche duplication
(6) ILL
(7) Bibliographic searches
(8) Claims
(9) Cooperative acquisitions
j. Standards for type of depository
(1) Public Libraries—size
(2) College Libraries
(8) University Libraries
(4) Governmental depositories
(5) Special depositories
3. The Inspection
a. Notification
(1) Self evaluation—statistics
(2) Letter of intent six months in ad-
vance
b. Previous evaluation study
c. Staff interviews
(1) Objective
(2) Constructive
(3) Evaluate .
(4) Problem—Recommendations
d. Community interviews
(1) Service
(2) Availability of staff
(3) Availability of collection
(4) Problems—Recommendations
4. Report
a. Statistical
b. Interpretations—conclusions
c. Approval—Disapproval with alterna-
tives
d. Confidentiality
e. Written report
(1) Copies to all concerned
5. Submit to GPO within 10 days
a. Evaluation—appraisal by Inspection
Team Approval—Disapproval

31



b. Review—GPO Inspection Staff

¢. Appeal—Hearing

d. GPO Determination

e. Re-evaluation for five years

. Provision to drop depository status

. Summary

The final draft of criteria for inspection/
evaluation should include the work of the
Standards Committee of the Council; the
necessary changes in Title 44; the inclu-
sion of Standard Statistical Methodology
of HEW-0OE; and the procedures used by
regional accrediting associations for
schools, colleges and universities and the
Association of Colleges and Research Li-
braries Standards.

-1 M

Respectfully submitted,
CLIFFORD CROWERS

ALBERT DONLEY

PETER PAULSON, Chairperson

Advisory Council to the Public Printer
Inspection Committee
Addendum to October 1974 Report

1. The committee recommends evaluation at
least every five years.

2. The evaluation team should consist of
someone from a regional depository or a desig-
nated representative, a representative of GPO,
and a representative from the same type of li-
brary. In states which do not have a regional
depository GPO will ask the state library au-
thority to designate a representative, and GPO
will select the third member from another de-
pository library.

3. Initial implementation by GPO should be
through the regional depositories. Regional de-
positories should be encouraged by GPO to
utilize formal or informal associations, exist-
ing or new, to provide assistance and guidance
to the depository libraries between evaluations.

4. Regional depositories should be subject to
evaluation. The team should consist of one rep-
resentative of GPO, someone from another
regional depository, and someone from a de-
pository library within the region.

5. The Joint Committee on Printing should
be asked to make funding available for travel
expenses, and to support the regional deposi-
tory aspects of this program.
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6. Planning for implementation of this pro-
gram, and the development of evaluation forms,
should be the responsibility of a committee con-
sisting of GPO staff, regional depositories, and
depository libraries.

Committee on Inspection
Report to the Depository Library Council to
the Public Printer

October 24,1975

The full committee met at 1 PM, October 24,
1975: Carper W. Buckley, James C. MacCamp-
bell, Clifford P. Crowers (Chair). Also present
from the Government Printing Office staff:
Helen Holt, Dan MacGilvray.

1. Since lack of inspection of depository li-
braries was one of the first matters to which
the council addressed itself upon its activation,
the committee express to the council its great
satisfaction with the progress made by GPO
in hiring an additional staff member and in
having made 386 inspections this year. The
committee also expresses its pleasure with the
quality of the inspectors, Ms. Holt and Mr.
MacGilvray.

2. The committee noted that some of the sta-
tistics asked to be kept by depository libraries
are impossible for some to comply with. These
suggested statistics are being used on a trial
basis during 1975. The committee recommends
that the Committee on Standards review this
matter in order to develop recommendations
for keeping statistics that are useful but possi-
ble, keeping in mind the statistics required by
the Office of Education.

3. The committee recommends that Regional
Depositories should be informed that they may
obtain copies of the inspection reports made of
selective depositories under their jurisdiction
but that they be not automatically furnished.
It is desirable to keep the reports confidential
but Mr. MacCampbell, for instance, did not
know he was entitled to see reports on libraries
in his area.

4. The committee recommends that the Su-
perintendent of Documents notify depositories
by letter those standards now required and of
those proposed by the council for adoption.
While these were published in the January 1975
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issue of Documents to the People, this is not
official notification.

5. Since inspection will be made upon the
basis of the proposed standards, when finally
adopted or authorized by changes in the deposi-
tory law, as appropriate, the committee recom-
mends that the Committee on Standards con-
gider carefully whether all of the proposed
standards or recommendations for changes in
the depository law fit all depository libraries.
An example of this is the possible designation
of law libraries as depositories and whether
it is the intent of Congress that the same stipu-
lations apply equally to them as do to other
depositories with a more general, public fune-
tion. The question is not about law libraries
per se but the concern that we do not develop
standards which cannot be complied with prac-
tically.

6. Since the quality and performance of the
selective depositories could be improved by
greater assistance from the regionals in the
form of visits, workshops, and the like, the com-
mittee recommends that the Government Print-
ing Office explore whether it is possible to
provide some funding for this purpose for re-
gionals under the existing law as stated in 44
USC 1909.

Respectfully submitted:
CLIFFORD P. CROWERS, Chairman

Micrographics Committee

Report of the Micrographics Committee
Depository Library Council to the Public
Printer

October 23, 1975

Temporary Chairman—J. D. Livsey
Members Present—Mr. Anthony W. Miele and
Mr. Clifton Brock
A progress report on the status of the Gov-
ernment Printing Office Microform Pilot Proj-
ect was provided Committee members. First
shipments of film from the contractor are ex-
cellent in quality with all technical specification
requirements being met. Shipments to partici-
pating libraries expected to begin in November.

A discussion on the microform activities of
other Federal agencies in Washington was also
provided.

Reasons for shipment of the 8th Edition of
the Library of Congress Subject Headings
were also discussed.

There being no further business before the
Committee the meeting was adjourned at 1:45
p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
J. D. LivsEY

Standards Committee

June 7, 1974

To: Advisory Council to the Public Printer on
Depository Libraries

From: Subcommittee on Standards

Subject: Depository library standards

The need for more stringent standards for de-
pository libraries has been frequently ex-
pressed. Standards are necessary to determine
if a library is able to fulfill its commitment as
a depository library, inform the would-be de-
pository on the responsibilities involved, and
serve as guidelines for improved performance
by existing depositories.

The Subcommittee on Standards has ap-
proached the problem in the following ways:

1. Sought suggestions from other libraries
through letters of inquiry and news notes in
professional literature.

2. Surveyed literature on library stand-
ards.

3. Drawn up lists of topics for standards
based on suggestions submitted.

4. Drafted standards.

5. Reviewed standards with other mem-
bers of the Subcommittee prior to discussion
by the Advisory Council.

The drafting of standards for depository li-
braries is a complex task since a depository li-
brary may be a public, college, university, state
or special library or the library of a govern-
ment agency. Depositories vary in size, gover-
ance and financial support. Standards must be
high enough to stimulate needed improvements
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in the Depository system but not so rigid that
some areas, where no library is strong enough
to undertake the responsibility, would be un-
served.

The working draft accompanying this report
is intended only as a beginning step. It requires
evaluation by librarians of diversified back-
grounds. Some recommendations will require
further amplification and additional subjects
should be proposed. The draft begins with a
statement of goals to dispel the notion that the
purpose of a depository is to get documents
free. Space has been left at the end of each sec-
tion for additions. X

Acceptance of standards would necessarily be
voluntary because the depository law is some-
times highly specific albeit unrealistic, i.e. the
requirement of only 10,000 volumes other than
government publications, and sometimes too
general, i.e. the statement ‘making documents
available’ When acceptable standards have
been developed, the logical step will be to seek
revision of the depository law to insure that
future designations are awarded only to well
qualified libraries.

Once conferred, depository status cannot be
taken away without gross negligence by the li-
brary or voluntary relinquishment. It is essen-
tial for libraries to have protection from arbi-
trary removal of the designation from one li-
brary to another ag political fortunes change.
It is unlikely, however, that present small de-
positories, i.e. those selecting fewer than 25%
of available items, would be willing to forego
their status unless there would be an alterna-
tive method of acquiring free publications. An
earlier proposal would create a third class of
depositories, libraries which would receive an
annual, no-strings credit at the GPO for pur-
chase of wanted government publications. This
proposal should be considered with studies
preparatory to new legislation.

Submitted by:
CATHARINE J. REYNOLDS
MARGARET LANE
MARYELLEN TRAUTMAN
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Draft Proposal
Basic List of U.S. Publications
Required for Depository Libraries

Monthly Catalog

Price Lists

Numeriecal Lists and Schedule of Volumes

U.8. Code

Statutes at Large

Slip Laws (public)

Code of Federal Regulations

Federal Register

Congressional Record

Congressional Directory

U.S. Government Organization Manual

Statistical Abstract

Congressional District Data Book

County-City Data Book

Census of Population (for state of depository
only)

Census of Housing (for state of depository
only)

Census Bureau Catalog

Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents

Budget of the U.S.

Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance

Supreme Court Reports

& * * # b *

Reluctantly left off list . . . to be added??

State Department Bulletin

Monthly Checklist of State Publications

TU.S. Treaties and International Agreement
Series

Vital Statisties

Consumer Price Index

Digest of Public General Bills

Government Reports Announcements

October 1, 1974
To: Depository Library Council to the Public
Printer
FroM : CATHARINE J. REYNOLDS, Chairman
Committee on Standards
SUBJECT : Depository Library Standards

Enclosed are the following:

1. Working draft [no. 1] of the Proposed
Standards for the Depository Library System,
June 1, 1974, as amended by the Council July
6, 1974. Paragraph numbering of the original
draft has been retained for the present to fa-
cilitate comparison.
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2. Working draft no. 2, to be discussed dur-
ing the meeting of October 29-30, 1974. Please
read and be prepared to comment.

It is the personal opinion of your Standards
Committee chairman, that a stripped down ver-
sion will not provide the weight nor incentive
for depositories to upgrade their operations.
One possible solution is to accept the more gen-
eral version and to attach the original draft
standards, renamed Guidelines for Depository
Libraries. Though voluntary, the guidelines
would be of assistance to librarians, who must
spell out to their administrators and/or finan-
cial support agencies what is needed for ade-
quate performance as a depository library. An-
other possibility is a third version of the Stand-
ards midway between the two drafts.

It is my understanding that time is to be
scheduled at the October meeting for both Com-
mittee and Council work on the Standards.

Please bring both drafts and your comments
to Washington.

PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE

MINIMUM STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES FOR
THE DEPOSITORY LIBRARY SYSTEM WHICH
REQUIRE LEGISLATIVE AND ADMINISTRATIVE
ACTION

(Numbers correspond to standards numbers).

1. Distribution of Documents

a) The number of copies of GPO imprints
purchased for distribution to depository librar-
ies is equal to the number of libraries which
select that Item from the List of Classes .
(44 U.S. Code 1903). Most regional deposi-
tories are large libraries serving large num-
bers of library users on-site as well as provid-
ing interlibrary loan service to selective deposi-
tories within the region. It is recommended
that regional depositories be entitled to a sec-
ond copy if desired.

b) The cost of printing and binding of non-
GPO publications is borne by the components
responsible for their issuance (44 U.S. Code
1903). The Committee feels this restricts their
availability to the depository program. If is
recommended that appropriations be provided
to the Superintendent of Documents for pur-
chase of non-GPO government publications.

¢) The Superintendent of Documents is
charged with the responsibility of investigating
depositories (44 U.S. Code 1909). It is recom-
mended that the Superintendent of Documents
should receive adequate funding to conduct an
inspection program of depository libraries
biennially.

2. Catalogs, Bibliographies and Indexes
to U.S. Government Publications

a) Bibliographic tools cited in Title 44 in-
clude a Comprehensive Index (44 U.S. Code
1710), a Consolidated index to congressional
publications and a Classified List (44 U.S.
Code 1904).

b) The comprehensive index referred to in
section 1710 was the Document Catalog which
ceased with the 1940 coverage, and to some ex-
tent was replaced by the reorganized Monthly
Catalog. It is recommended that financial sup-
port be given to the Superintendent of Docu-
ments to increase the coverage in the Monthly
Catalog, improve the indexing, provide periodic
cumulations and speed up publication.

3. Designation of Depository Libraries

a) It is possible for a new depository to be
designated by a Congressman or Senator with-
out the knowledge of the regional depository,
which may be in the best position to know if
there is a need for an additional depository and
where it should be located. It is recommended
that 44 U.S. Code 1905 include the words ‘head
of the library authority of the state and region-
al depository.’

b) The law specifies that a library must con-
tain 10,000 books other than government pub-
lications to be a depository library. The Com-
mittee considers a library of this size to have
insufficient resources to support a depository
library. The term ‘book’ is misleading, since it
could indicate multiple copies of the same book.
The Committee recommends 25,000 titles other
than government publications as the basic
minimum size to be eligible to become or re-
main a depository library.

4. Collections

a) Appropriations may not be used to sup-
ply depository libraries documents, books, or
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other items not requested by them (44 U.S.
Code 1913). This restriction tends to nullify
the intent of the depository law which is to
make government publications available to the
public. The law implies needs beyond those of
the individual institution which serves as the
depository. For example, a law library occupy-
ing a depository designation may be interested
in acquiring only legal materials. Library users
in the area may need access to other materials,
such as the Census.

b) The present law makes no requirements
as to number or type of document selected by
the individual depository. While recognizing
that to receive all depository items would place
an undue burden on the small library, the Com-
mittee believes that it is reasonable to require
a depository to accept a minimum of the selec-
tions available to depositories. This would in-
clude a basie list, revised annually, recom-
mended by a committee of depository librarians
and additional titles selected by the depository
to satisfy the needs of the community.

5-10. These standards refer to custody and
service for depository materials. They are cov-
ered in general terms in 44 U.S. Code 1909 and
specifically in Instructions to Depository Li-
baries (July 1, 1974).

11. National System

a) At present this system consists of selec-
tive depositories and regional depositories.
Provision should be made for a National De-
pository Library at the head of the system. In
the January 22, 1974 report of the ALA Ad
Hoc Committee on the Depository Library Sys-
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tem, 8 of 9 recommendations refer to a Na-
tional Depository Library.

b) Documents distributed to depository li-
braries remain the property of the U.S. Gov-
ernment, and should be freely shared among
members of the depository library system, at
least for on-site use. Regional libraries have the
responsibility of serving selective depositories.

12. Regional Depositories

a) Only 38 states are served by one or more
regional depositories. Regional status is volun-
tary. Selective depositories in states not served
by a regional depository are unable to discard
unwanted documents, or to depend on a region-
al for reference questions, interlibrary loan,
photoduplication or assistance in the organiza-
tion of their collections. The Superintendent of
Documents lacks the assistance of the regional
librarian for information about conditions of
local depositories or for participating in in-
spections and their followup.

b) To encourage the establishment of re-
gional depositories to serve each state, it s
recommended that limited financial support be
sought to defray direct costs incurred by a re-
gional depository for responsibilities beyond
those of a selected depository. Anticipated costs
would be for duplication and postage for dis-
posal lists, and travel expenses to visit selec-
tive depositories in the region.

CATHERINE J. REYNOLDS
Chairman, Standards Committee
November 7, 1974

Slightly revised Dec. 30, 1974
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APPENDIX E

Reports from GPO to Council
& Related Communications

November 7, 1974
Mr. Wellington H. Lewis
Superintendent of Documents
U.S. Government Printing Office
P.O. Box 1533
Washington, D.C. 20402

Dear Mr. Lewis,

Enclosed are the standards and recommended
changes which require legislative or adminis-
trative change. The Standards Committee
would appreciate the comments of the GPO
Counsel.

Also enclosed is a copy of the proposed vol-
untary Guidelines with a few changes added at
the meeting. Section 2 is concerned with the of-
fice of the Superintendent of Documents. You
will recall that Ms. Cribbens of the JCP was
interested in the inclusion of standards for it.
With one main exception, the guidelines are es-
sentially what you are doing now, and the in-
tent is that you will keep on doing it.

Mr. McCormick expressed concern about
statement 2-13, the provision for a National
Depository Library. The former Library of the
Superintendent of Documents, now at the Na-
tional Archives, was considered by most deposi-
tory librarians to be the National Depository
Library, the most complete of all depositories.
The concern of librarians is revealed by the re-
port of the ALA Ad Hoc Committee on the De-
pository Library System (attached),® the report
of a special committee to inquire into the trans-
fer of the SuDocs library to the National
Archives, and the comments of individuals.
Whether this library occupies space at the GPO
or the National Archives is less important than
that such a library be maintained. The GPO
would be expected to cooperate with the li-

*See Appendix F.

brary’s administration as to operations and
collections for the benefit of the depository
library system.

It would be helpful to have the GPO legal
Counsel look at this material, The Inspection
Committee cannot go ahead with its work until
minimum standards and guidelines for evalua-
tion have been agreed upon. The draft Inspee-
tion Committee report presented on October
30th was concerned more with eligibility for de-
pository status than measuring the perfor-
mance of an existing depository.

Work on the standards has been very slow
and uphill all the way. My feeling is that stand-
ards should be a practical, working tool to de-
fine responsibilities and measure results. One
of the observers at the Standards Committee
meeting was Sarah Wallace, Publications Of-
fice at the Library of Congress. It was the first
time I had met her and I was impressed by her
unobtrusive yet helpful suggestions for work-
ing standards. This is the kind of contribution
the Depository Council can use to achieve some
reasonable, intermediate goals.

Sincerely,

CATHARINE J. REYNOLDS

Head, Government Documents Division
University of Colorado

November 14, 1974

Chairman, Joint Committee on Printing
United States Senate Post Office
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The Government Printing Office has com-
pleted planning and investigative efforts neces-
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sary to undertake a microform pilot program in
support of the Depository Library community.
It is requested authority be granted to under-
take such a pilot program to explore the ad-
visability and practicality of further Govern-
ment Printing Office microform activity. It is
estimated the program will cost $25,000 and is
to be funded through the Depository Library
Program of the Superintendent of Documents
Salaries and Expenses Appropriation.

As the test vehicle in the pilot project, it is
planned to convert the Code of Federal Regula-
tions to a standard 98 frame nominal 24:1
reduction ratio microfiche format for distribu-
tion to some twenty Depository Libraries for a
period of four months.

Purpose of the pilot program will be to ex-
plore the adequacy of indexing and biblio-
graphic controls, quality of film manufacture
through commercial procurement sources,
speed of production and distribution, and the
advisability of continued film conversion ef-
forts. The program will include an economic
analysis which will be provided the Joint Com-
mittee on Printing with the overall results of
the project.

The preliminary planning for this program
has been reviewed and concurred in by a diver-
sified group of librarians, industry representa-
tives and Federal authorities. The Depository
Library Advisory Council to this Office has
unanimously endorsed the proposed pilot pro-
gram, finding the technical and bibliographic
content of the summary correct.

The legitimate concerns of the Information
Industry Association about certain aspects of
the proposed pilot program have been recog-
nized by this Office through several meetings
with Information Industry representatives.
They have been assured that we do not intend
to develop an in-house capability, but will con-
tract for the services needed in the program.
Though the Information Industry does regard
the conversion of the Code of Federal Regula-
tions as a viable test vehicle, they have advised
me that the successful conversion of that single
series of publications should not be regarded as
the sole measurement for possible future con-
version efforts. Every consideration and cour-
tesy will be afforded Information Industry rep-
resentatives both in the evaluation of the pilot
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project and the possible conversion of future
titles.

Full details of the requested pilot project
have been included as an enclosure to this letter
request.

Sincerely yours,
T. F. McCORMICK
Public Printer

Proposed Government Printing Office
Microform Pilot Project

By: ASSISTANT PUBLIC PRINTER
(SUPERINTENDENT OF DOCUMENTS)

Background Information

The entry of the Government Printing Office
into the field of micropublishing was first pro-
posed by the late Public Printer, A. N. Spence,
on August 6, 1970, when he requested ‘“‘ap-
proval for the Government Printing Office to
enter the field of micropublishing and to offer
filmed documents to customers either in addi-
tion to or in lieu of printing.” Following that
letter the Public Printer was given authority
to establish a Government Printing Office
Micropublishing Advisory Committee. The
Committee was composed of ten experts in the
field from Government and Industry. The
Committee identified specific areas requiring
resolution, obtained industry cooperation in
conducting physical tests involving filming of
Government Printing Office documents, and in-
vestigated techniques using single and two-step
reduction ratios at 24, 32 and 48:1. The Com-
mittee then drew statistical analyses, developed
cost figures, and developed and directed a ques-
tionnaire to all Federal Depository Libraries.
Based upon its study and on positive results
from the survey of the depository libraries (76
percent replying indicated an interest in re-
ceiving some documents in microform), the
Committee recommended that the basic concept
of the Government Printing Office entering the
micropublishing field was clearly warranted.
On October 12, 1971, the report of the Advisory
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Committee was submitted to the Joint Commit-
tee on Printing and in his letter of transmittal
the Public Printer expressed his concurrence
with the Committee’s findings and accordingly
requested approval of the Joint Committee on
Printing “to proceed with plans for the Govern-
ment Printing Office to implement the planned
micropublishing program.”

On August 17, 1973, Public Printer McCor-
mick proposed four additional steps in the de-
velopment of an implementation plan:

a. Screen the depository libraries for in-
terest/utility for specific categories of pub-
lications in microform.

b. Evaluate the returns from the deposi-
tory libraries to determine if there is a suf-
ficient requirement for microform produc-
tion.

c. After this evaluation, request permis-
sion of the Joint Committee on Printing for
a small sample of publications to be produced
in microform by commercial contract for dis-
tribution by the Government Printing Office.

d. After this pilot procedure, and if it
proves satisfactory, plan for the expansion
of the program to other depository categories.

1974 Depository Library
Microform Preference Survey

In late February 1974, 1,138 survey ques-
tionnaires were mailed to Depository Libraries.
The forms consisted of 102 pages providing
line entries of 2,812 individual categories of
documentation shipped to depository libraries
by the Superintendent of Documents. The
forms contained two non-photo blue boxes in
front of each publication category. The indi-
vidual boxes were marked “P” and “F” indi-
cating film or paper. Librarians were asked to
mark one of the two boxes for each category of
publication they are currently receiving. Two
complete copies of the survey were mailed to
each depository library. One copy was to be
marked and returned to the Superintendent of
Documents while the second copy was to be re-
tained by the Library for their own reference.
A completed response from a Regional Deposi-
tory Library was provided the Joint Committee
on Printing for information purposes in late
June, 1974.

Each individual set of reports contained a
unique serial number so that when the optical
character recognition run was undertaken the
individual depository library number would be
matched against the serial number of the
report.

On March 6, 1974, 18 responses had been
received. An early analysis of those responses
indicated the following: Eight of the 18 li-
braries indicated no film preferences or 44 %
response for microfilm. The early pattern of
preferences indicated the following most popu-
lar items: (1) Congressional Record, (2) Fed-
eral Register, (3) Watergate Hearings, (4)
Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents,
(5) agricultural information, and (6) educa-
tional material.

By March 19, 202 responses were on hand
with the earlier trends holding. Thirty-one per-
cent response was achieved by March 25 with
354 responses received. The original 30 day re-
porting deadline established in the covering
letter was extended since many libraries re-
quested additional time. This was granted in all
cases with the reporting deadline extended to a
full 90 days. By April 8, 60.2% response had
been recorded with 686 questionnaires received.
On June 17, 949 responses were received for a
percentage factor of 82.8.

In mid-April a 100% sampling on the on-
hand responses from the Regional Depositories
and a 10% sampling of the Selected Depository
Library responses was undertaken manually.
Of the 32 responses from the Regional Librar-
ies it was indicated 87.5 percent or 29 of the
reporting libraries desired a microform in
about 256% of the material shipped. The 80
Selected Depository responses indicated 27 % of
all their material would be preferred in a mi-
croformat.

Programming necessary to complete the
computer manipulation of the final data was
undertaken by Data Systems Service. Super-
intendent of Documents memorandum to Data
Systems dated May 16, 1974, asked that final
reports be made available by June 17. This date
was later delayed to August 1.

Physical processing of the OCR question-
naires was begun in late July. A full 138 man-
hours of scan time was scheduled to complete
the run at the Treasury Department during
third shift operations. More than 20 million
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characters were ultimately computer processed
resulting in the final statistical reports.

Final reports indicate a high degree of pref-
erence for microforms by the various categories
of depository libraries:

Governmenbon U oo c ot 19%
ReoiounrliLivoed. 0 oy 35%
Selected Suln onuatmalies 22 32%
Averageisttes anlo ot oo 29.6 %

The earlier preferences for specific cate-
gories cited have held true through the com-
pleted reports. Congressional, educational, agri-
cultural and bound documentation of all kinds
lead in mieroform preference by the depository
library community.

The findings of this second survey has sub-
stantiated the results of the first survey under-
taken two years ago and clearly demonstrates
the desires of the depository libraries for some
distribution in microform.

Pilot Project Vehicle—
Code of Federal Regulations

The third step in the plan submitted by the
Public Printer to the Joint Committee on
Printing on August 17, 1973, called for the
conversion of a small sample of documentation
to be produced in microform. That sample
would be used as a pilot project vehicle. In at-
tempting to identify a category of publication
most suitable for conversion telephone contact
was made with depository libraries seeking
their advice and guidance in selecting such ma-
terial. It was determined the Code of Federal
Regulations would be an ideal test vehicle.

The Code of Federal Regulations consists of
119 volumes, contains 63,000 pages, weighs 144
pounds and is more than 814 feet long. Twenty-
five percent of the file is updated and reprinted
on a quarterly basis resulting in a complete
new issue each year.

Contact with the Office of the Federal
Register was made regarding the potential con-
version of the file to a microfiche format. The
proposed pilot project met with enthusiasm.
Mr. Fred Emery, Director of the Office of the
Federal Register; Mr. Ernie Galdi, Deputy Di-
rector of the Office of the Federal Register;
and Mr. Robert E. Lewis, Director of the Ex-
ecutive Agency Office of the Federal Register
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offered every assistance in conversion of the
Code to a microfiche format to provide a qual-
ity product for the Depository Library system.

With the support and concurrence of the
Office of the Federal Register a major step was
completed in advancing the proposed micropub-
lishing pilot project.

Film Format and Film Classes

As found in the Biennial Depository Library
Survey of 1972 the preponderence of equipment

and librarian preference for film products is

the standard 98 frame nominal 24:1 reduction
ratio microfiche format. This is an adopted na-
tional industry standard which superseded the
format COASTI 20:1 60 frame format. This
requirement for 24 :1 reduction ratio microfiche
product was further borne out in an indepen-
dent survey conducted by the American Li-
brary Association Government Documents
Roundtable Task Force. That report, compiled
by Mr. G. W. Stanbery, found that only 6% of
the entire library community could handle re-
duction ratios in a microfiche format over 30:1.

The film format used for the pilot project
will be the standard 98 frame 24 :1 nominal re-
duction ratio microfiche format. Two types of
films will be generated and distributed to those
libraries taking part in the test.

The first material is called the camera master
or first generation silver halide original. From
that original intermediate production copies
will be made. This is called the second genera-
tion intermediate. It will also be silver halide
material. Third generation silver halide distri-
bution copies will be generated from the inter-
mediates for distribution to the library com-
munity. The library receiving such material
has the option of generating additional distri-
bution duplicates from that material or can
maintain the silver in permanent archival stor-
age. The second group of material to be shipped
will be third generation patron use copies.
They will not be of archival quality. They will
further have a color strip on the back of the
eye-legible header area to increase the contrast
of the material normally placed there.

Upon completion of the intermediate film
generation the original camera masters will be
transferred to the National Archives and Rec-
ords Service for permanent record storage.
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It is not intended that the unit record film
format (microfiche) be the sole format gen-
erated should future expansion of the program
be undertaken. It is highly likely that some
documentation, like the soil survey series,
would be far more efficiently used in a 35mm
roll format.

Indexing Techniques

One of the earliest questions regarding the
proposed program from the library community
was the degree and type of indexing system
which was to be used. Since the conventional
microfiche is ideally suited for x/y coordinate
image placement such images also allow for
identifying data within each image by speci-
fically citing fiche/frame coordinates in an in-
dex or table of contents.

It is intended existing tables of contents and
index pages of documents will be converted
from conventional chapter/page numbering to
a specific fiche/frame locator system. A sam-
ple of such indexing follows:

CONTENTS

- . , Page Fische/Frame
Highlights of Trends in

Output Per Man-Hour ____________ 1 1/A11
Methods and Data . ___________ b 1/B1
Tables:

1. Selected industries, SIC Codes,

1972 employment, and average

annual rates of change in output

per man-hour, 1947-72 and 1960-

76%) Ll Ry e, s L 3 1/A13

MINING INDUSTRIES

2. Iron mining, erude ore (SIC 101):

output per man-hour and output

periemployee - oo oL ator oo v 1/B3
3. Iron mining, erude ore (SIC 101):

output, man-hours, and employ-

0 1 e e A S e S e 8 1/B4
4, Iron mining, crude ore (SIC 101):

output per man-hour and output

peremployee - oo ioloioiiis 9 1/Bb
5. Iron mining, erude ore (SIC 101):

output, man-hours, and employ-

ment s e el 10 1/B6
6. Copper mining, crude ore (SIC

102) : output per man-hour and

output per employee ____________ 11 1/B7
7. Copper mining, crude ore (SIC

102) : output, man-hours, and em-

ploymenti e _eoiabomaliges =2 12 1/B8

The first number in the fiche/frame indexing
system refers to the fiche number within a

set. The following letter and number refers to
the specific frame within the fiche. The fiche/
frame numbering will in all cases be an addi-
tional system. No attempt will be made to re-
move the conventional page/chapter numbers
from the publication. This will assure that
when hardcopy blowbacks are made from the
fiche, a logical sequence of indexing will re-
main intact.

The indexing system cited above has been
presented to members of the American Library
Association Micropublishing Committee, the
Government Documents Roundtable Micropub-
lishing Task Force, the Depository Library
Council of the Public Printer, the Regional De-
pository Library Workshop, and the National
Commission on Libraries and Information
Science.

Massive data base material converted to a
film format will be accompanied by a primary
hard copy lookup system consisting of tables
of contents and index pages which have been
reprinted.

Bibliographic Control

The primary bibliographic control element
will be the Monthly Catalog published by the
Superintendent of Documents. A code line
entry will be appended those items converted
to a microformat. Use of such coding will not
be undertaken during the Pilot Program. Sam-
ple entries will be forwarded librarians of such
coding for review and comment. A sample en-
try follows:

04767 Combined statement of receipts, expenditures
and balances of United States Government,
fiscal year, 1973. [1973]. iv 4 [1] 4 614 p.
4°. ([Fiscal Service, Document 3826.1])
*Paper, $10.50 S/N 4808-00006. Item 928.
*Microfiche, $2.80 (S/N 4808-00006-MF')

The General Information pages of the
Monthly Catalog will carry a paragraph spe-
cifically indicating the availability and format
of the microfiche offered by the Superintendent
of Documents. Ordering information will also
be provided.

A second bibliographic control element will
be established by reporting in the National
Register of Microform Masters. Each micro-
fiche title will be registered as a Master Pre-
servation Mieroform with reports addressed to
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the NATIONAL REGISTER OF MICRO-
FORM MASTERS, Catalog Publications Divi-
sion, Library of Congress, Washington, D. C.
20540. The master microforms will be perma-
nently stored in the National Archives and Rec-
ords Service with intermediate copies retained
by the Superintendent of Documents.

A third bibliographic control element will
ultimately be exercised through publication of
Superintendent of Documents Selected Lists
emphasizing the availability of titles specifical-
ly formatted in a mierofiche mode.

Use of the Superintendent of Documents
Monthly Catalog as the primary bibliographic
control element will eventually provide for
computer manipulation of microfiche titles re-
sulting in annual or semi-annual compilation
for library use.

Microfiche Header Area Presentation

Further bibliographic control will be estab-
lished by utilizing the American National
Standards Institute Z39 Sub-Committee 33
proposed standard for eye-readable biblio-
graphic information in the header area of the
microfiche. The Sub-Committee is chaired by
Mr. Joseph H. Howard, Serial Records Divi-
sion, Library of Congress. Other members in-
clude Henry C. Frey, Bell Laboratories; Walter
A. Kee, Atomic Energy Commission; Hubert
E. Sauter, Defense Documentation Center;
Elizabeth L. Tate, Library of Congress; and
John D. Livsey, Mieroform Program Manager,
Government Printing Office.

The Superintendent of Documents expects
to use a machine readable type font in the
header area of all microfiche (OCR “B”). This
font will provide the potential for direct data
entry by librarians as well as the potential for
future automated retrieval means. This con-
cept has been discussed and concurred in by
authorities at Bell Laboratories (Mr. Hank
Frey), the 3M Company (Mr. Robert Rob-
bins), Zytron Incorporated (Mr. Al Tauber),
Eastman-Kodak (Mr. John Luke), Microfilm-
ing Corporation of America (Mr. Maynard
Short), and Information Handling Service (Mr.
Paul Slattery).

Government Documents librarians have long
expressed a desire that the Government Print-
ing Office include the Superintendent of Docu-
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ments classfication number on all documenta-
tion. Such action has not been undertaken since
classification is normally completed after basic
printing has been accomplished. Conversion to
a microfiche format will provide for this capa-
bility thereby satisfying the desires of the li-
brary community.

The eye-legible information carried in the
header area of each microfiche will contain the
Superintendent of Documents classification
number in the upper left-hand corner. Direct-
ly below that will appear the nine digit unique
Government Printing Office stock number and
below that the abbreviation GPO/SUPTDOCS.
The center portion of the fiche header will be
dedicated to the long title of the publication,
personal author if appropriate and the agency
responsible for the intellectual content of the
publication. Serial publications would also
carry appropriate volume and issue numbers in
consonance with the provisions of the proposed
ANSI standard. The right hand corner of the
header area will contain the fiche number with-
in the set and directly below that the recom-
mended blowback ratio. In the case of the pro-
posed GPO pilot program the figure will be
24x,

A sample microfiche header entry follows:
(not to scale and does not include the proposed
ANSI standard punctuation)

GS 4.108:5/974 Title 5, Administrative Per- 1of6
2203-90131/MF sonnel, Code of Federal 24x
GPO/SUPTDOCS Regulations, Revised Jan. 1,
1974/Office of the Federal
Register, National Archives
and Records Service, Gen-

eral Services Administra-
tion

Pilot Project Test Objectives

Use of a microform for the storage and re-
trieval of information has long been recognized
as an efficient and economical medium. The
primary purposes of the requested pilot pro-
gram is to explore and document the following:

a. Determine the adequacy of biblio-
graphic controls.

b. Determine the adequacy of indexing.

¢. Determine Depository librarian/user
acceptance of the microform product.

d. Examine production quality procured
through commercial sources.
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e. Examine the adequacy of packaging.

f. Examine and compare the speed of film
production and distribution to that of con-
ventional hardcopy documentation.

g. Examine the adviseability and practi-
cality of continued Government Printing
Office activity in the field of micropublishing.

h. Develop an economic analysis.

i. Seek depository librarian inputs to im-
prove system.

j. Analysis of all inputs to develop final
recommendation and report to the Joint Com-
mittee on Printing.

Test Objective Evaluation and Review Participants

In addition to the active participation of
those librarians listed in this summary report
the following agencies, commercial firms, or-
ganizations and individuals will provide input
evaluation of the pilot project material:

Joint Committee on Printing

American Library Association Micropub-
lishing Committee

Government Documents Roundtable Mi-
cropublishing Task Force

National Commission on Libraries and In-
formation Science

TFederal Government Micrographics Coun-
cil

Depository Library Council of the Pub-
lic Printer

Office of the Federal Register

Microfilming Corporation of America

Information Handling Service

Eastman-Kodak Company

Members of the Public Printer’s Micropub-
lishing Advisory Council

National Bureau of Standards

National Microfilm Association Technical
Director

Mr. Allen B. Veaner, Assistant Director
of University Libraries, Stanford Uni-
versity, Editor-in-Chief, Microform Re-
view

Mr. Bill Powers, Director, Cook County
Law Library, Chicago

Government Printing Office Testing Lab-
oratories

Xerox University Microfilms

Kalvar Corporation

Scott-Graphies Incorporated

Commercial Procurement Intentions

The Government Printing Office does not in-
tend to establish in-house microform production
capabilities. All such activities shall be directed
toward experienced commercial procurement
sources. Development of the procurement spe-
cification shall be undertaken by members of
the Public Printer’s Micropublishing Advisory
Council with full review before publication by
those individuals and organizations competent
to judge the content of such commercial
procurement specifications for a microform
product.

Such specifications will incorporate existing
industry, military and national standards with
respect to filming, processing, packaging and
shipment of the film product.

Contractual activity will be conducted
through the facilities of the Government Print-
ing Office on a competitive bid basis.

Micropublishing Advisory Council

In early March, 1974, it was deemed advise-
able to reconstitute the Public Printer’s Micro-
form Advisory Council. A review of previous
membership of the Council was undertaken.
Since this phase of the proposed micropublish-
ing program would involve discussion of com-
mercial procurement of the film product it was
necessary to change the composition of the
Council to embrace only Government represen-
tation. Commercial representation would have
placed those individuals in a position of “con-
flict of interest.” Membership of the Council is
now composed of the following:

Dr. Lee Burchinal, Head, Office of Science
Information Service, National Science
Foundation

Mr. George Bernstein, Naval Supply Sys-
tems Command

Mr. Peter Urbach, Deputy Director, Na-
tional Technical Information Service

Mr. Charles LaHood, Chief, Photoduplica-
tion Service, Library of Congress.

System Benefits

The majority of the economic benefits of con-
version of Government Printing Office docu-
mentation to a mieroformat will accrue to the
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Government Printing Office. The primary hard
dollar savings across the wide spectrum of ac-
tivity will be the estimated 309% reduction in
production costs, the 85% reduction in mailing
costs, and the decrease in iotal storage area re-
quired to house distribution stocks. Depository
libraries would also achieve some cost reduction
in not having to independently film older col-
lections to maintain shelf space and guarantee
availability of research documentation. As an
example of the production cost reductions ex-
pected from the proposed pilot program it is
estimated that if one-sixth of the total dis-
tribution list of the entire Code of Federal
Regulations would accept the microfiche prod-
uct more than $300,000 would be saved the
first year.

Conversion of documentation to a film for-
mat will provide that the Superintendent of
Documents would never again be in an “out-of-
print” condition on any title converted to film.
By maintaining second generation film the Gov-
ernment Printing Office would have the op-
tion of generating additional distribution film
duplicates on demand, producing short-run off-
set projection plates and reprinting or going
directly to a microfilm enlarger-printer to pro-
duce limited paper copy requirements.

Of all the systems benefits expected in the
program the two most important are response
to the desires of the depository library system
and the expected increase in availability of gov-
ernment documentation to the general public.

At the conclusion of the pilot program a full
economic analysis will be developed and for-
warded the Joint Committee on Printing.

Test Libraries

MR. DENNIS RICHARDS
Documents Librarian
University of Montana Library
Missoula, Montana 59801

MRs. JuDITH TOLCHIN

Government Documents Librarian
University of California, Los Angeles
University Library

405 Hilgard Avenue

Los Angeles, California 90024
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Ms. CATHARINE REYNOLDS
Government Documents Librarian
University of Colorado Libraries
Norlin Library

Boulder, Colorado 80302

MR. DEREK MILSON

Government Documents Librarian
University of Alabama Libraries
Amelia Gayle Gorgas Library

Box S

University, Alabama 35486

MRs. NANCY CLINE

Government Documents Librarian
Pennsylvania State University

Fred Lewis Pattee Library
University Park, Pennsylvania 16802

MR. RIDLEY KESSLER

BASS-Div Documents

University of North Carolina Libraries
Louis Round Wilson Library

. Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27514

MRS. MARY DALE PALSSON
Government Documents Librarian
University of Arizona Library
Tucson, Arizona 85721

Ms. SUE SHULZE ;
Government Documents Librarian
University of Northern Colorado
Greeley, Colorado 80631

MRS, CAROLE BODINE

Government Documents Librarian
North Dakota State University Library
Fargo, North Dakota 58102

MRs. Jupy VIOLETTE

Government Documents Librarian
Indiana-Purdue Regional Campus Library
2101 Coliseum Blvd., East

Fort Wayne, Indiana 46805

MR. ALBERT M. DONLEY
Associate Librarian
Northeastern University
Robert G. Dodge Library
360 Huntington Avenue
Boston, Massachusetts 02115

MRs. MARTHA EGER
Documents Librarian
Michigan State Library
735 East Michigan Avenue
Lansing, Michigan 48913
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Ms. LiLy WAY

Government Documents Librarian
University of Idaho Library
Moscow, Idaho 83843

MR. WALTER NEWSOME
Government Documents Librarian
University of Virginia

Alderman Library

Charlottesville, Virginia 22901

MR. BiLL LABISSONIERE
Government Documents Librarian
University of Minnesota

0. Meredith Wilson Library
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

MR. BILL STANBERY

Director

Geauga County Public Library
Chardon, Ohio 44024

MRS. SANDRA KORN

Chief, Government Documents Department
The Stanford University Libraries
Stanford, California 94305

MR. CLYDE HORDUSKY
Government Documents Librarian
State Library of Ohio
65 South Front Street
Columbus, Ohio 43215

MR. JOHN GESCHWINDT

Government Documents Librarian
State Library of Pennsylvania
Department of Education

Walnut Street & Commonwealth Ave.
Box 1601

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17126

MRs. CAROLYN W. KOHLER
Government Documents Libririan
University of Iowa Libraries
Towa City, Iowa 52240

MR. ANTHONY W. MIELE
Assistant Director for
Technical Services

Office of the Secretary of State
Illinois State Library
Springfield, Illinois 62756

MR. MicHAEL GABRIEL

Government Publications and Serials
Mankato State College

Mankato, Minnesota 56001

Industry and Library Community Activities

A review of work accomplished in the micro-
form program in the past four years indicated
strong concern by the Information Industry
Association about the Government Printing Of-
fice entry into the microform field. The primary
source of criticism appeared to come from Mr.
Paul Zurkowski, President, Information Indus-
try Association, and Mr. James Adler of Con-
gressional Information Service.

Three visits were made to Mr. Adler’s office
by the Program Manager in May and June of
1974. A complete review of the proposed pro-
gram was presented to Mr. Adler to determine
his specific concerns about GPO’s entry into
microform conversion. The disagreement ap-
pears to come from the potential competition
GPO may offer in the conversion of public
domain documentation to a film format. Al-
though GPO material would be commercially
procured, Mr. Zurkowski and Mr. Adler still
expressed concern that GPO entry into this field
would in some instances be contrary to the pub-
lic interest. This concern stems from the pos-
sibility that with GPO offering microform doc-
umentation already offered by private firms, the
Government might be construed as competing
with the private sector thus harming the rela-
tively new Information Industry. Obviously this
is not the intent of the Government Printing
Office.

In the past, these gentlemen have expressed
concern about the Government Printing Office
entry into the microform field on the basis that
the then proposed project did not include ade-
quate bibliographic control elements and com-
petent indexing techniques, that sufficient li-
brary community participation was lacking,
that the proposed project would infringe on
the commercial microform markets and that
members of the industry would be forced out of
business. The current proposal takes cognizance
of these matters. The products will be commer-
cially procured, extensive bibliographic control
and indexing considerations have been made
and the widest and fullest participation of the
library community is expected.

Comments, ideas, suggestions and guidance
in the development of this program have been
actively solicited by the Government Printing
Office from as wide a group of sources as pos-



sible. The scope and direction of the program
has been presented to the American Library
Association Micropublishing Committee, to the
Government Documents Roundtable members,
to the Depository Library Advisory Council to
the Public Printer, to Federal organizations, to
library workshops and other interested parties.
There has been only encouragement and a de-
sire to assist from all these organizations. No
objections have been raised.

In an attempt to resolve some of the previous
misunderstandings, the following briefings and
addresses were given :

Briefed industry representatives, at their
request, on the proposed program. These in-
cluded: Xerox, Kodak, Stromberg-Datagra-
phix, Gould, 3M, Scott-Graphics, IBM,
National Capitol Systems, Computer Micro-
graphics International, and Xerox University
Mierofilm (March—-June 1974).

Addressed the American Library Associa-
tion Micropublishing Committee, the Govern-
ment Documents Roundtable Micropublish-
ing Task Force, the Advisory Council to the
Public Printer (Library), and the Regional
Depository Librarian’s Workshop (July
1974).

Provided internal GPO microform pro-
gram briefings to the Public Printer’s ex-
panded staff and to the Procurement, Plan-
ning and Purchase Divisions (March 1974).

Arranged Microform training seminar for
senior GPO executives. Provided by Kodak
(August 1974),

Participated as micrographics seminar
leader at the Southeastern Library Associa-
tion meeting in Richmond (October 1974).

Briefed members of the Electonic/Micro-
publishing Committee of the Joint Commit-
tee on Printing (September 1974).

Scheduled to provide similar briefing and
seminars at five locations in the next five
months.

In addition to the meetings with the Program
Manager and Messrs. Zurkowski and Adler, the
Public Printer and the Assistant Public Printer
(Superintendent of Documents) have subse-
quently met on three occasions with these gen-
tlemen in order to work out areas of possible
conflict. As a result of these meetings, the fol-
lowing broad eriteria have been agreed upon
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with respect to future GPO microform conver-
sions assuming a successful pilot program:

1. The basic objectives of the proposed
Government Printing Office microform pro-
gram are to provide microform documenta-
tion in an effective, efficient and economical
manner to the Depository Libraries and to
the general public. The Government Print-
ing Office cannot pursue any microform pro-
ject which is contrary to the public interest
or contrary to Title 44, U.S.C., or the regula-
tions issued thereunder.

2. Items considered for microform con-
version would be based upon the accepted
principle that materials generally best suited
to a microform are collections of a certain
size range, reference value and degree of
similarity. It must be borne in mind that
agency decisions on the conversion of docu-
mentation to a microformat must be taken
into consideration by the Government Print-
ing Office as required by law.

3. Because of the need for appropriate
bibliographic control, particularly where
microforms are concerned, conversion efforts
would be limited to those collections for
which adequate external control is provided
by means of an existing Government-pro-
duced index in hard copy.

4. It is the intention of the Government
Printing Office to provide microform docu-
mentation in an orderly phased manner
spanning an undetermined length of time.
Collections to be considered for conversion
would be subjected to a technical review
process. Early notification of the intentions
of the Government Printing Office would
be provided to the Information Industry As-
sociation and other interested parties to per-
mit the raising of potential objections should
the view of public interest be in conflict. Such
objections would be submitted to the Micro-
publishing Advisory Council for review and
recommendations. Final decision on matters
involving apparent conflict of public interest
and a proposed GPO microform project not
resolved through this review process would,
of course, rest with the Joint Committee on
Printing. In developing specifics to imple-
ment these broad criteria, it is the Govern-
ment Printing Office plan to expand the
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Micropublishing Advisory Council to include
appropriate membership from the Depository
Library Community and the Information In-
dustry Association.

A copy of this letter request and program
summary have been mailed to the President of
the Information Industry Association for his in-
formation.

Depository Library Program Comments

The following information provides selected
comments from Depository Libraries in letters
enclosed in the preference survey returns.

KANSAS CITY PUBLIC LIBRARY

“We plan to receive a great many documents
in microform, and are happy that it will solve
pressing problems, such as storage, for us.”

UNITED STATES MILITARY ACADEMY (WEST

POINT)
“QOur miecrofiche/microfilm collection is ex-
tensive and growing, and we have no prob-
lem with student acceptance of microforms.
As with other libraries, our problem is insuf-
ficient space. We look forward to the imple-
menting of a GPO microform program.”

CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGE, HAYWARD
“We have surveyed various units of the li-
brary and, in a general way, we are able to
report a receptive response to receipt of se-
lect depository material in a microfiche for-
mat.”

SAINT LOUIS PUBLIC LIBRARY
“We are faced with a space problem and con-
sequently we have not been able to shelve
most of our depository collection in a public
area. Microcopy could greatly improve our
service by allowing us to do this.”

THE FREE PUBLIC LIBRARY OF ELIZABETH,

NEW JERSEY
“As you will be able to tell from our com-
pleted survey, we feel that the choice of
microform or paper copy would improve the
depository system. We would take many of
the documents in microform.”

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA CRUZ
“We are very enthused about the microfiche
project and since it is a relatively new trend

we are therefore carefully considering all as-
pects of your proposal.”

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
“If the publications were available from the
Government Printing Office we would select
one form as depository and purchase the
second copy.”

EASTERN MONTANA COLLEGE
“I feel that there are many documents which
could well be retained in microform, thus
producing a great saving in space require-
ments. The opportunity given us to express
our opinion in each case is appreciated.”

BOATWRIGHT MEMORIAL LIBRARY
“It is our belief that the microform mode will
meet most of our user requirements and will
serve to forstall pressing space problems.”

NORTH DAKOTA STATE LIBRARY
“We believe that the cost factor in the selec-
tion, organization and preservation of federal
documents requires libraries to utilize micro-
fiche whenever possible.”

PUBLIC LIBRARY OF CHARLOTTE AND
MECKLENBURG COUNTY
“T hope that the results of the report will be
decisive enough to encourage you to move
into the field of microform.”

UNIVERSITY OF NORTH COLORADO
“This library hopes to become a complete
United States depository library.”

EAST STROUDSBURG STATE COLLEGE
“I hope that depository libraries will soon
have the option of receiving microfiche copy.
Your work toward that goal is greatly appre-
ciated.”

NORTH DAKOTA STATE UNIVERSITY
“We are pleased to see the Government Print-
ing Office moving forward in this field.”

ILLINOIS WESLEYAN UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES
“My library is very much interested in re-
ceiving a majority of its depository docu-
ments in microfiche since this will expedite
handling and lead to more efficient use of
available shelf space without jeopardizing
patron use or convenience.”

THE ARTHUR A. HOUGHTON, JR. LIBRARY
“We are absolutely in favor of bringing in
documents in microform.”
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THE FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY
“Delighted as we are with the possibility of
receiving depository items in mierofiche, the
decision in many instances is extremely dif-
ficult. This, indeed, is a space saver, an in-
surance against mutilation, a tremendous
sayings in bindings.”

TRINITY UNIVERSITY
“We are also interested in the possibility of
receiving current journals in hard copy
during the year and then buying the entire
volume in fiche at the end of the year.”

SACRAMENTO CITY-COUNTY LIBRARY
“We are looking forward to the day when
documents on microfiche will be available.”

OKLAHOMA CITY UNIVERSITY
“I am delighted that the Government Print-
ing Office is exploring the possibility of offer-
ing documents to depository libraries both in
microfiche and paper copies.”

STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK AT BUFFALO
“We are thoroughly in favor of the proposal
to make these distributions in microfiche to
the maximum extent possible. It should not
only be a large saving for the Government,
but should make it possible for service to the
public by depository libraries to be much
better than has been the case in the past.”

SHREVE MEMORIAL LIBRARY

“However, we do feel that making documents
available in either hard copy or microfiche is
an excellent idea especially in view of the
space problem which documents often create.
We would be interested in receiving several
other classes of documents in microfiche form
should this program be undertaken.”

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS,

ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI
“This library is in favor of putting the Con-
gressional Record, the Code of Federal Reg-
ulations and the quasi-judicial agencies’ de-
cisions on microform for distribution to the
depository libraries.”

48

REGIONAL DEPOSITORY LIBRARY
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES

Film Paper
Library Selections Selections
University of Alabama (12) 373 2439
Arizona Department of

Library and Archives(22) 1080 1732
University of Arizona Library (23) 1010 1802
California State Library (40) 328 2484
Denver Public Library (71) 718 2094
Connecticut State Library (75) 60 2752
University of Florida Libraries (103) 192 2620
University of Idaho Library (135) 1849 963
Illinois State Library (140) 26 2786
Indiana State Library (170) 0 2812
University of Iowa Library (189A) 1311 1501
University of Kentucky

(King) Library (208) 661 2151
Louisiana State University

Library (222) 222 2590
Louisiana Technical University

Library (230) 0 2812
University of Maryland,

MeKeldin Library (242) 88 2724
Boston Public Library (268A) 0 2812
Michigan State Library (273) 1273 1539
Detroit Publie Library (275) 26 2786
University of Minnesota,

Wilson Library (295) 1246 1566
University of Montana

Library (341) 1124 1688
University of Nevada Library (353) 9 2803
Newark Publiec Library (376) 936 1876
University of New Mexico (383) 1176 1636
New Mexico State Library (386) 682 2130
University of North Carolina

Library (447) 1036 1776
North Dakota State University

Library (455) 1591 1221
Ohio State Librar; (460) 734 2078
State Library of Pennsylvania (508) 1182 1630
Texas State Library (591) 233 2579
Texas Tech University Library (614) 646 2166
University of Virginia,

Alderman Library (640) 1486 1326
Wisconsin State Historieal

Library (668) 67 2745
Milwaukee Public Library (670) 0 0*

* Non-responsive,
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November 20, 1974

To: General Counsel

From: Assistant Public Printer (Superintend-
ent of Documents)

Subject: Proposed Guidelines for the Deposi-
tory Library System

The Depository Library Council to the Pub-
lic Printer adopted four recommendations of
their subcommittees to be forwarded to the
Public Printer. I propose to send each of these
to you for review and assistance in further
developing the recommendation or to assist in
the development of necessary legislation.

The standards, later changed to Guidelines,
was adopted to help to set up some minimum
standards to be observed by the depository
libraries. Attached hereto is a copy of the re-
port of the Standards Committee. Please re-
view and advise me what our next step should
be such as develop legislation or the like. -

W. H. LEWIS

Mareh 17, 1975

To: Depository Library Council to the Public
Printer

From: Assistant Public Printer (Superinten-
dent of Documents)

Subject: Bibliographic Control

The purpose of this committee is to recom-
mend ways of improving bibliographic control
for all government publications.

We are looking into the possibility of using
MARC Format and joining FLECC (Federal
Libraries Experimental Cooperative Catalog-
ing).

We are using stock numbers which relate to
the activities of Departments and Bureaus be-
cause of the necessity to provide sales informa-
tion in various departments and bureaus. Once
the order processing function is mechanized the
use of ISBN numbers will be considered.

The classification number is being printed in
reprinted publications and inside of some new
publications.

INDEX

EXPAND AUTHOR INDEX TO INCLUDE TWO PER-
SONAL AUTHORS :

We will follow the guidelines of the Federal
Library Committee when we go to MARC
Format and will include more personal authors.
The Monthly Catalog is not completely elec-
tronically prepared. Consideration will be
given to future expansion, however we need to
study the cost of expanding the catalog before
implementing the proposal of the Depository
Library Council to the Public Printer.

INCLUDE ADEQUATE CROSS REFERENCES IN SUB-
JECT INDEX :

We are revising the Superintendent of Docu-
ments subject authority list to make subjects
and cross references more consistent.

PROVIDE A THESARUS OF SUBJECT TERMS!:

This is not on the computer, but, if we ever
put it in the computer, we will consider print-
ing it.

TITLE INDEX :

We will continue to cite titles and subtitles of
series and monographs.

ACCESSION NUMBER INDEX :

Additional indexes will be considered when
we implement the guidelines for MARC
Format.

March 17, 1975

To: Depository Library Council to the Public
Printer

From: Assistant Public Printer
(Superintendent of Documents)

Subject : Inspections

We have implemented the guidelines of the
inspection committee and have revised the form
accordingly.

The period July 1, 1974 through March 12,
1975, a total of 87 libraries were inspected
through out the country. Others are being
scheduled.

Prior to visiting an area, we notify the state
librarian or library official in that state and the
regional depository librarian serving the area.
One regional librarian has accepted the invita-
tion to accompany the inspection team.
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Name of Library Library Number
City and State
Name and Title of Persons Interviewed:
1.

2.
3.

5. How long after receiving publications does it usually require to have them ready for use?
6. Except for the current day’s mail delivery are there unopened parcels from GPO?
yes: () no ()
7. What acquisition records and/or catalogs are kept for locating depository documents?
8. What classification system do you use for depository documents?
9. If you use classification other than SuDocs are publications identifiable as depository publications?
yes () no ()
Are SuDocs numbers in the publications so they can be listed on discard lists?
ves () no ( )
10. Are depository publications kept in open stacks , closed stacks ?
11. Is adequate space available for shelving depository publications?
yes ( ) no ( )
12. Are all documents shelved in one document area? With exceptions noted below.
ves () no ()
13. Are any depository documents in storage? ves () no ()
How are they located?
14. Does documents section have adequate lighting? ves () no ( )
Air Conditioning? yves () no ()
15. Are all depository documents available on interlibrary loan?
ves () no ( )
16. Are depository materials photo-duplicated for other libraries?
yes S (SN) HOG{IEE)
If yes, is there a charge for this? yes ( ) no ( )
17. Does your library currently own microfilm reading equipment?
If yes, what kind. yes () no ( )
18. What staff is involved in processing and giving patrons service and information related to documents and
what are required qualifications for these positions?
19. What services are performed by documents staff other than reference and readers advisory functions: Library
use orientations
Preparation of bibliographies other
20. What does your library do to promote community awareness of documents depository services and publica-
tions?
Statisties: Monthly : Depository documents in library
Items on your selection
Claims sent in past month
Reference questions answered
Documents circulated
ILL Requests received
Publications sent on ILL
Your ILL requests to regional
Publications received from regional on ILL
Annual: Discard lists sent to regional
Number of depository publications discarded to other
libraries
50

INSPECTION OF DEPOSITORY LIBRARY

Are all depository publications available for use by the general public?

ves () no ()
Are depository publications ecirculated? ves ( ) no ( )
How is depository material used by persons not registered patrons of your library?
Library use only ( ) Regular circulation ( )
Interlibrary loan ( ) By special arrangement ( )

Are there restrictions on the use of depository documents such as hours of access and availabile staff assist-

ance that are different from the regular library hours of operations?
ves () no ()
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March 17, 1975

To: Depository Library Council to the Public
Printer

From: Assistant Public Printer
(Superintendent of Documents)

Subject : Micropublishing

The Chairman of the Joint Committee on
Printing, Congressman Wayne Hayes, ap-
proved the Government Printing Office pro-
posal to undertake a Microform Pilot Project
on January 9, 1975.

A draft procurement specification and con-
tractural document is being prepared by the
Government Printing Office. The specification
will be fully coordinated with all interested
parties before procurement activity is under-
taken. It is expected film will be in distribution
to the Project Depository Libraries by mid-
June or early July.

March 17, 1975

To: Depository Library Council to the Public
Printer

From: Assistant Public Printer
(Superintendent of Documents)

Subject: Standards

We have used the proposed minimum stand-
ards as guidelines when we inspect depository
libraries as noted on the newly revised inspec-
tion check sheet.

Mareh 26, 1975

To: Assistant Public Printer (Superintendent
of Documents)

From: General Counsel

Subject: Depository Library Council—Pro-
posed Guidelines

This is in reply to your request that we re-
view the attached material relative to the cap-
tioned matter. We have reviewed this material
and in subsequent discussions with Paul R:
Boucher, Assistant Counsel, you were advised
that the recommendations made by the library
council, if suitable for adoption, would neces-
sarily entail considerable amendment to Title
44,

In order to effectively undertake the drafting
of legislation to provide for these changes, it
would be important to determine what sections

of the proposed changes meet with the Public
Printer’s and your approval. Inasmuch as the
drafting of such legislation would entail a con-
siderable time expenditure by this office, much
of which may not be utilized because for policy
or operational reasons amendment is not de-
sired, it was agreed that you would first review
and evaluate the committee recommendations.
Thereafter, you would provide your views to
the Public Printer as to which recommenda-
tions, if any, should be adopted. At such time as
the GPO’s position on these recommendations
is establigshed, the General Counsel would un-
dertake the drafting of amending legislation in-
tended to accomplish these purposes.

Accordingly, the attached material is being
returned as agreed.

VINCENT T. MCCARTHY

October 23, 1975

Report on Depository Distribution Activities
Made to the Chairman and Members of the
Depository Library Counecil to the Public
Printer.

From January 1, 1975 to date 30,679 titles
have been shipped to the Depository Libraries
with an average 1,200,000 individual piece
shipped each month from the Alexandria, Vir-
ginia site of the Library and Statutory Distrib-
ution Service. Shipments are currently being
made from the primary distribution line (about
four lists each day) in the Alexandria ware-
house. A secondary depository distribution
line is shipping about one list each day contain-
ing only backlogged Congressional Hearings.
About 600 Hearings have been shipped from
that line since startup in early August. Sep-
arate shipments of pre-cartoned publications
are also being mailed at the rate of 2,200 items
each day. A fourth line is concentrating on
Congressional Bills and Reports averaging
about two shipments each week.

The backlog of Depository titles was 6,836
on February 1, 1975 and is now below 4,400
with full elimination of the backlog expected
before the end of February 1976.

Fulltime quality assurance checks are being
made at all levels of depository distribution to
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identify errors. Such corrective action as is
necessary is being made to reduce error rates.
A general Accounting Office audit of Deposi-
tory distribution has confirmed an average 3.3
working day turnaround on 95 percent of all
new receipts coming into the warehouse for
distribution. At the request of Depository li-
brarians slip laws are now being mailed as
separates under a first class mail indicia to as-
sure earlier receipt for patron use. Government
Printing Office Production representatives are
striving for four day delivery to the warehouse
after a Public Law has been released. Biblio-
graphic control of non-Government Printing
Office material is improving :

FY ’74—710 non-GPO titles were shipped
to Depositories

FY ’75—2,100 non-GPO titles were ship-
ped to Depositories

FY "76—4,000 non-GPO titles are expected
to be shipped

A meeting with the Government Printing Of-
fice Regional Printing Procurement officials
was conducted to secure copies of those publica-
tions being printed outside the Washington
area for inclusion in the Monthly Catalog as
well as to identify those titles which should be
in normal Depository distribution. Priorities
within the Library have been set as follows:

(1) Acquisition of at least one copy for use
in Monthly Catalog.

(2) Acquisition of sufficient copies for Re-
gional Library Depository distribu-
tion.

(8) Acquisition of sufficient copies for full
Depository distribution.

The Library staff has complied with the fol-
lowing Council requests: Shipment to Deposi-
tories of an Inspection Sheet, Cataloging Work-
sheet, Shipment of Subject Bibliographies and
the 8th Edition of the Library of Congress Sub-
ject Headings in hardcopy.

It is expected 19 Survey Shipments will have
been made from the Library on new titles com-
ing into the system during calendar year 1975.
The first Ohio College Library Center terminal
has been installed in the Library for training
purposes. Mr, Milton MeGee, Head of the Cat-
aloging Branch of the Library, is conducting
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extensive MARC formatting training to the
catalogers. It is expected four additional termi-
nals will be installed before February 1976 to
further provide for networking of the Govern-
ment documents entering the Depository dis-
tribution program.

Respectfully submitted,

J. D. LIVSEY

Director, Library and Statutory
Distribution Service

DEPOSITORY LIBRARY
DISTRIBUTION STATISTICS

Titles
1974 Shipped
M Syt — il s |y ot § 1374
June oo 854
D e e e 2494
August —___________ 1131
September __________ 532
Cetober . oo o 215
November . ___.____.__ 1468
December ___________ 2506 Title
TJaANARYE o et Tl 2138 Hacklog
February . _______ 2131 6836
Marelro - Nl 3664 6946
A e e 3962 6775
May o 3217 65615
e e 4055 6231
AR et o M| Lo 3213 6018
Anguste o= =" - 2743 5840
September __________ 2444 5093
Oetober® . e 3012 4486

TOTAL TITLES SHIPPED TO DATE 1975 30,579

* As of October 20th,

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE'S
OCLC PARTICIPATION:
A PROGRESS REPORT

GPO joined the Ohio College Library Cen-
ter’s cooperative cataloging network in order to
fulfill its commitment to produce the Monthly
Catalog in a MARC format and to become part
of a national network.

After much ground work by Norman Barbee
and study by other GPO personnel, a terminal
was delivered to the Library Division on Oct.
29, 1975. Instruction in Anglo-American Cat-
aloging Rules and MARC tagging was begun in

98 ZOoBs W

o O W= e

=

[T T - T o )

et ek e e S



Lo o S = D |

-

|~

September 1975. Catalogers spent approxi-
mately one hour per day on AACR. The first
GPO cataloging was entered into OCLC on
Nov. 20, 1975. On Feb. 25, 1976 two more ter-
minals arrived and GPO catalogers began to in-
put more bibliographic records.

In October the Federal Library Committee
expressed its interest in and willingness to help
GPO implement its OCLC proj ect. James Riley,
Lillian Washington and John Daniels of the
FLC guided the interaction of GPO with OCLC.
Through the efforts of the FLC the acquisition
of more terminals was expedited and MARC
tags for GPO stock number and item number
were obtained from the Library of Congress
MARC Development Office.

In December, Ruth Smith chaired a meeting
of the Library community to discuss the format
and contents of the “new” Monthly Catalog. A
complete concensus was not obtained, but GPO
received much valuable input.

The Committee on Information Hangups re-
quested the cooperation of GPO in construct-
ing a questionnaire on GPO to be sent to
numerous libraries. The Library Division plans
to study the results of this survey to determine
how it can improve the Monthly Catalog.

On March 15, 1976 the Monthly Catalog Sec-
tion completed enough cataloging in the “old”
style to produce catalogs through June. All ef-
forts are now directed toward AACR and input
into OCLC.

In order to complete the conversion to 2
MARC format, computer programs are neces-
sary to create the Monthly Catalog from the
OCLC tapes. Information & Publishing Sys-
tems, Inc. of Bethesda, Md. was selected to de-
sign the system and write the programs to
manipulate the OCLC tapes.

On April 8 GPO personnel will again meet
with the library community via a meeting or-
ganized by Ruth Smith of the Depository
Library Council. The accent will be on refer-
ence librarians and what types of indexes
should be provided by the Monthly Cuatalog.

These meetings, plans, and programs should
be completed by early July 76, in time to pro-
duce the first “new” Monthly Catalog as the
July edition.

Report on the
Depository Library Inspection Program
1975-1976

DEPOSITORY LIBRARIES TODAY

Recent years have witnessed a general up-
grading of depository libraries. A major factor
in this was the availability of funds which pro-
vided a necessary ingredient for change. How-
ever, other factors should not be overlooked.
The last ten years have seen a steadily growing
volume of useful Government publications. The
public’s level of documents awareness has risen,
due to media messages and librarians’ efforts,
resulting in a greater patron demand for in-
formation from documents. Lastly, library ad-
ministrators have responded by upgrading
documents librarian positions, providing better
work areas, and assigning needed clerical sup-
port.

What depository library inspectors are ob-
serving today is the impact of a drying up of
funds. In large urban public libraries job
freezes are all too common. Retiring, or other-
wise outgoing, depository librarians are not
being replaced. Their duties are being added to
those of remaining librarians. In academic li-
braries the same impact is being felt. At its
worst, where college presidents weigh faculty
cuts versus library cuts, it is librarians who are
being terminated. In less severe cases, cutbacks
are in clerical and student assistance to librar-
jans. Unfortunately, these hit documents librar-
ians especially hard. Their area heavily depends
on good support personnel. In too many in-
stances, depository librarians are being de-
prived of pages, typists, and told to continue
gerving an ever-growing public as usual.

All this is bad enough for those libraries
which did manage to upgrade service during
the last decade. But for those which didn’t—
and the documents area was often the last to be
considered for upgrading—the gituation en-
countered by inspectors is bleak. The person
charged with looking after the depository col-
lection is frequently in a near state of despair
at trying to manage so much material and also
attempting to provide service for demanding
patrons.
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In summation, depository libraries today are
undergoing considerable stress. A very few are
advancing in terms of personnel and services;
many are holding their own; some are slipping
behind ; and a few are being decimated. All can
use every bit of assistance that the depository
library program can provide.

EFFECTIVENESS OF THE
DEPOSITORY LIBRARY INSPECTION PROGRAM

Just the awareness of the existence of a de-
pository library inspection program prompts
many librarians to have their collections under
good control. It also provides them with some
leverage when speaking with their administra-
tors and presenting the need for adequate sup-
port of the documents area. It serves to
encourage mutual aid and cooperation among
documents librarians within a state.

The effectiveness of the inspection visit has
many aspects. For some depository librarians,
the physical presence of a human being em-
bodying the interest of the Superintendent of
Documents in the wellbeing of the program is
profound. Their concerns are listened to, many
questions are immediately answered, and spe-
cial problems needing attention back in Alex-
andria are noted. Also brought to the notice of
librarians are those phases of documents care
which they may be overlooking. Suggestions are
made to them in a spirit of helpfulness, rather
than fault-finding.

In those special circumstances where the de-
pository librarian lacks support from the li-
brary administration, inspectors make every
effort to communicate with the library director.
The nature and importance of the depository
program are stressed, as well as its monetary
value to the library, and the concern of the Su-
perintendent of Documents that adequate ad-
ministrative support be provided for carrying
on effective depository service.

During the period prior to the regular in-
spection program, depository library collec-
tions were frequently Cinderella areas. Librar-
ians tried to avoid being assigned to them. The
opposite is true today. Enthusiastic young li-
brarians are seeking out the documents field as
a place “where the action is.” The inspection
program is directly helping them, enabling
them to provide ever-better service, and thereby
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aiding the tax-paying public in obtaining ready
access to documents.

Former Superintendent of Documents, Car-
per W. Buckley, insisted years ago that a reg-
ular inspection program was a guarantee of
the good health of the depository library pro-
gram. The soundness of his observation is borne
out by depository library inspectors now meet-
ing with documents librarians across America.

DEPOSITORY INSPECTION STATISTICS
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* Re-inspection.

Response to the Request
for Comments on the
Proposed Standards and Guidelines

RESPONSE

Copies of the “Proposed Standards & Guide-
lines” went out to depository libraries during
January 1976 with a request for their com-
ments and criticisms. The first batch of replies
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is being turned over to the Advisory Council at
their April meeting in Ohio by the editor of
Public Documents Highlights.

The comments have been organized in the
following way. The original versions have been
grouped and copied. The copies have been
broken down into specific points of the “Guide-
lines” addressed. A system of labeled manila
envelopes then groups the comments. This will
assist the Committee on Standards by facilitat-
ing their examination of comments on any
single point, and thereby aid the revision proc-
ess.

To date, twenty-eight responses have been
received. They range from comment on only
one point to an eight-page in-depth analysis of
the legal basis of depository requirements. Of
some one hundred and sixty-two possible points
which should be considered, seventy-four have
been commented upon.

The greatest number of comments has fo-

cused on three points: (1) the suggestion that
at least twenty-five percent of the available
items on the Classified List be selected as a
necessary minimum for depository status; (2)
that all depositories provide a reasonable num-
ber of photocopies on request; (3) that deposi-
tories receive the twenty-one titles on the rec-
ommended list.

A general consensus of all commentators is
that the drafting of the “Guidelines” marks a
significant step in the documents field. The op-
portunity for participation by depository li-
brarians is much appreciated. They feel they
have a genuine role to play in the shaping of
«Standards & Guidelines” which will affect
them in future years.

It is the present intention of GPO not to re-
draft its official requirements for depository
libraries until the Advisory Council has pre-
pared and submitted the final version of the
“Guidelines” to the Public Printer.
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APPENDIX F

Reports and Papers by Council Members

THE PUBLIC DOCUMENTS DEPARTMENT
MICROFICHE INFORMATION RETRIEVAL
SYSTEM

Prominent among the needs of documents
librarians is a way of providing immediate ac-
cess to current Federal publications without the
necessity of searching myriad issues of the
Monthly Catalog, Selected List, Price Lists,
Shipping Lists, Previews and other possible
aids.

The Public Documents Department Micro-
fiche Information Retrieval System is a sig-
nificant new finger-tip tool for the speedy iden-
tification of current sales publications of the
U.S. Government Printing Office. The Retrieval
System, commonly referred to as the Reference
File, consists of approximately 500 microfiche
which provide a single alphanumerie access to
the records of new publications by stock num-
ber, Sudocs classification number, title, personal
author and keywords. Since each microfiche
contains an average of 345 records, the entire
file is equivalent to a catalog of more than
172,000 cards. The file is regenerated every six
weeks, with supplements at two week intervals.
The supplements, which are cumulative, are
filed at the end of the Reference File and are
color coded by date.

To use the file it is essential to have a micro-
fiche reader at arm’s length together with the
complete file and its supplement. Depending
on the data element known, the appropriate
microfiche is selected by an eye-readable line
across the top of the microfiche which is used
as the filing word. This is the first word or
number of the first entry on the microfiche.
The microfiche is then placed on the reader to
view the wanted record. Records are arranged
in column order, 10 columns across, each entry
headed by a key phrase, followed by the biblio-
graphic data necessary to purchase the publica-
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tion or to locate it in a library. The last frame
on each microfiche is an index key which lists
the access term for each frame of approxi-
mately five entries. The index key shows at a
glance the relative position of a record on the

- microfiche. The complete entry can then be

consulted to obtain the information needed and
the microfiche replaced in the file.

The Reference File is kept in order by the
card number in the upper right hand corner of
each microfiche, an essential feature since the
eye-readable line shows only the first entry.

All records for a single publication contain
the same bibliographic data, including a note
on availability at the GPO. Descriptive infor-
mation includes size, paging, and other data as
in the Monthly Catalog. Inclusion of the depos-
itory item number is helpful to libraries. Once
a record is located it is not usually necessary to
refer to another entry. Records of items for
which stock is not available are retained in the
File for an unspecified time as a reference aid.

As with all new reference tools, some fea-
tures must be known and understood at the
outset before the tool can be used successfully.
In the Reference File the principal hurdle to
surmount is that classification numbers, when
used as filing terms, are keypunched without
punctuation symbols and shilling marks, so that
two numbers may be listed in reverse of shelf-
list order, e.g. AlL104: is listed before
Al.10:965. Fortunately classification numbers
within the text of a record are punctuated in
the customary way. The absence of punctuation
is not too much of a problem for departmental
publications, but less experienced users will
find classification numbers for Congressional
publications difficult to interpret, e.g. Y3 W58
322 ST8, especially if there is an error in
spacing or keypunching. Consulting a sequence
of numbers is further complicated by the fact
that the computer reads the numbers as deci-
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mals, so that successive parts of a series are not
listed in the expected order. The entry Congres-
sional Record parts 10, 15, 2, 24 and 3 is easy
enough to scan, but multi-part titles such as
the Code of Federal Regulations are unwieldy.

In addition, the characters in a computer
typeface are not easy to read, e.g. the letter G
may be mistaken for a C. Aside from this prob-
lem, the printing of Cutter numbers as all Cap-
itals or the converting of Roman numerals to
Arabic numerals is satisfactory.

In a library where many prospective users of
the Reference File will not have frequent op-
portunities to become accustomed to its ar-
rangement, it would be preferable to use the
same punctuation and number order as in the
Monthly Catalog.

The arrangement of the Reference File con-
sists of a list of stock numbers, titles which
begin with numbers and a merged list of titles,
keywords, personal authors and classification
numbers in one alphabet.

The list of stock numbers which preceeds the
alphabetical portion of the file is an approach
which at first appears less useful for a library
than a sales outlet, however when the stock
number of a publication is known, it is the fast-
est way to find the Sudocs classification number
needed to locate a document within a library
collection, to verify its availability at the GPO
and to find the up-to-date price when ordering
an additional copy. The stock number is useful
for tracking down publications announced in
some GPO flyers which include stock numbers
but not the Sudocs number. It is the first place
to look to obtain the classification number of a
Federal publication with a stock number re-
ceived by the library other than as a depository.
The stock number approach is much easier than
a subject search of the indexes to the Monthly
Catalog, partly because a number is a precise,
unique identification, and also because it may
prove necessary to consult only one entry to ob-
tain the necessary information.

Stock numbers are a comparatively recent in-
novation at the GPO, but eventually all sales
publications will be identified by these numbers.

The list of stock numbers is followed by the
titles of publications which begin with dates or
numbers, such as 1970 Census of Population or
200 million Americans. In using this approach,
it must be kept in mind that related titles which

omit the date will be found under other head-
ings. Senate and House reports and documents
are included in this section under the number of
the Congress and session, series, document num-
ber and part, if applicable.

Next after this section is the merged alpha-
betical file which is the largest part of the Ref-
erence File.

When the stock number is not known, the
merged alphabetical section is consulted by
whatever term of reference is known about the
publications, Sudocs number, title, personal
author or keyword. The file word (or number)
being alphabetized is called the key phrase and
is super-imposed at the top of each record.
Entries in this section are alphabetized word by
word rather than letter by letter, e.g. “water
supply” before “watershed.” The key phrase is
not always repeated if there are successive en-
tries under a single file word. Since key words
are not fully equivalent to subject indexing,
terms such as bibliography or maps, which in
the Monthly Catalog are used as subject head-
ings, are included only when part of a title.
Fortunately many titles contain a clue to the
contents of a publication, a characteristic which
makes the Reference File usable for locating
subject materials. The merging of titles and
keywords is particularly useful when the title
or subject of a publication is imperfectly re-
called, since similar words are brought to-
gether in one location.

Because of the time lag in compiling and
publishing the Monthly Catalog, sometimes the
only way a new publication is successfully re-
trieved is through the memory of a staff mem-
ber working with incoming documents. The
Reference File and its supplement now serve
as a means of bibliographic access prior to the
receipt of the Monthly Catalog.

Entries by the Sudocs classification numbers
are found at the beginning of each letter of the
alphabet. The advantage of merging classifica-
tion numbers with titles and keywords is not
apparent. Since a numerical list is usually con-
sulted deliberately, it would be much easier and
faster to use a list of classification numbers
printed separately in shelf list order. This is a
feature needed also in the Monthly Catalog.
Numbers as access terms should be entered
consistently to eliminate the necessity of refer-
ring to more than one entry, e.g. OE7311106 or
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DHEW publ. OE7311106, when it is not known
which form of entry was used.

The Reference File provides a convenient
way to check if there has been a recent addition
to an irregular series such as the USGS Water
Supply Papers. This is particularly important
since the Government Printing Office does not
accept standing orders to irregular serials, and
recent changes in price regulations makes this
service less attractive to dealers.

There are no entries for corporate bodies ex-
cept as part of a title, e.g.: Department of State
Bulletin ; but an acceptable substitute is to con-
sult the Agency’s Sudocs classification number,
a device which brings together the available
publications of that agency.

Periodicals are listed with their current sub-
seription rates. These were previously listed
only once a year in the February issue of the
Monthly Catalog, or in Price List 26, Govern-
ment Periodicals and Subseription Service.
Price increases for other publications can be
verified in the Reference File, including older
publications in stock which have been repriced.

Since the Reference File has been produced
successfully in a merged sequence it is perplex-
ing to note that the new computer produced
index to the Monthly Catalog has three sep-
arate indexes, and no numerical list of any kind.

The most serious difficulty encountered in
using the Reference File is the exclusion of
publications. Inclusion is determined largely on
the basis of availability and some items remain
in stock much longer than more recent publica-
tions, so that date of publication is not a guide.
When a publication is not found it is not always
possible to predict whether it is an out-of-print
GPO sales item or one available only from an-
other source. This is particularly frustrating
for Congressional publications printed at the
GPO, some of which are priced as sales publica-
tions, and others available only from the Con-
gressional Committee responsible for their
publication. Although it would not be feasible
to include all Federal publications in the Ref-
erence File, it would be helpful to include all
those printed at the GPO. For other publica-
tions, it would be assumed necessary to search
the Monthly Catalog, which the Reference File
is intended to augment rather than supplant.

From a subject point of view, the fact that
the coverage of the Reference File is more
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limited than the Monthly Catalog is less dis-
turbing than would be predicted. Most major or
popular publications referred to in the mass
media are sales publications, and it is easier to
pick out the key reports from a smaller range
of titles. Many library users are satisfied with
the selection available from the GPO, and the
researcher requiring exhaustive information
from all sources can be directed first to the
Monthly Catalog.

Naturally the librarian would like as many
publications as feasible included in the Refer-
ence File.

The problem of out-of-print publications can
best be resolved by retaining the record in the
Reference File for a specified length of time, at
least until the next annual cumulative index to
the Monthly Catalog is published. The notation
“exhausted” should stipulate whether the pub-
lication is temporarily or permanently out-of-
stock. Since the library using the Reference
File primarily as a reference tool has probably
already acquired the publication, the note is
needed only when ordering an additional or re-
placement copy.

Aside from the problem of non-inclusion, the
most failures in searching were caused by care-
less and inconsistent keypunching. In manual
filing, a mispelled word or inverted letters
might pass unnoticed. In a machine sorted file,
the addition or omission of a single letter at the
beginning or ending of a word, or an uninten-
tional space in the middle of a classification
number will result in more than one sequence,
e.g. “soils survey” instead of “soil survey” pro-
duces a second file apart from the principal one.
Words such as series which are abbreviated in
one enfry and spelled out in another, alter the
sequence in which two issues of the same title
are listed. Occasionally an unexplained group
of publications is found listed apart from the
expected location. Sometimes two entries have
been incorrectly merged. Title entries vary,
depending of whether the title page or cover
title is used. Contrary to usual library practice,
the article “The” is sometimes keypunched as
the first word of a title. Worst of all are care-
less mistakes. The title WEIGHT BROTHERS
NATIONAL MEMORIAL can be successfully
interpreted by anyone knowing a little history,
but is such keypunching excusable?
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In criticizing the excessive rate of error, it
should be kept in mind that the Reference File
evaluated is an experimental edition intended
for internal use, each generation of the File to
be totally replaced after six weeks. The cost of
creating a letter perfect file must be weighed
against a less than perfect but usable and
quickly available tool. It is assumed that errors
will be reduced as the document management
system is perfected and before the Reference
File would be offered on a subscription basis to
other libraries.

The Reference File is a useful adjunct to the
Monthly Catalog for the critical period prior to
publication of the annual cumulative index.
There is no similar tool. Staff members of all
levels of experience found it a great time saver,
since it is frequently possible to locate a specific
title by consulting a single cumulative source
rather than successive issues of the Monthly
Catalog. If the wanted publication is not found,
little time has been lost in the search. Biblio-
graphic information for new publications is
available at an earlier date. The Reference File
also provides a numerical approach not pres-
ently available. The microfiche format is not
a barrier. The staff soon found out that using
a catalog on microfiche is actually faster than
fumbling with a card catalog, since the screen
shows a number of entries simultaneously, and
a slight push on the film carrier makes the next
group visable. Some initial awkwardness in ex-
tracting the microfiche from the File was re-
lieved by adding alphabetical guide cards.

As a potential subscription item in depository
libraries, several facts about the Reference File
must be considered.

1. It must be generated frequently. Without
the input of new data, its value deteriorates
rapidly. The present schedule of six weeks, with
biweekly cumulative supplements is probably
adequate.

2. Prompt delivery to the library is a neces-
sity. Questions begin the moment a publication
is mentioned in the news media, and a library
is more receptive to and more willing to pay for
a new tool which increases its efficiency.

3. Costs must be within reason. The Refer-
ence File is a temporary working tool, hence
must be regarded as a service which replaces
staff time. The cost of production and delivery
of approximately 5000 microfiche each year

may discourage potential buyers. An additional
cost is incurred by the necessity of committing
a microfiche reader for the exclusive use of the
File. It is essential that a microfiche reader be
kept in the Reference area available for imme-
diate use.

4. The File has been developed for a partic-
ular purpose, the control of current, in-stock
sales publications. It extends but does not re-
place existing tools. It is still necessary to con-
tinue and improve the Monthly Catalog, and to
encourage the development of long term in-
dexes such as the Cumulative Subject Index to
the Monthly Catalog of United States Govern-
ment Publications, 1900-1971.

A final decision for purchase must rest with
the individual library based on its need for
rapid retrieval of current GPO sales publica-
tions. There is no question that a polished ver-
sion of the Reference File would serve this
need. Libraries with limited funding, where use
of the collection is largely retrospective, would
probably save their dollars to buy reference
tools for long term needs.

CATHARINE J. REYNOLDS
University of Colorado
May 16, 1974

To: Depository Library Council to the Public
Printer

From : CATHARINE J. REYNoOLDS, Chairman,
Standards Committee

Date: June 13, 1975.

The Council adopted the Proposed Changes to
the Minimum Standards (12/30/74 as amended
4/15/75) with exception of Section 11, para-
graph b which related to a national network.

This paragraph was intended to support a
policy of resource sharing throughout the en-
tire depository system. It is also the most dif-
ficult section of the proposed changes to
explain. The present depository law has the
concept of movement up the ladder, i.e. the
selective depository goes to the regional deposi-
tory for assistance. But what happens when
the regional cannot satisfy the borrowing needs
of the selective depositories within its area?
Some relatively new regionals, for example,
Nebraska State Library Commission (RE-
GIONAL 1972) have not yet had time to ac-
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quire substantial retrospective holdings. To
whom should the regional refer a selective de-
pository for borrowing the wanted publication
not in its own collection ?

Possible alternatives are a continued upward
movement through the system by creation of
additional steps on the ladder, e.g. establish-
ment of super-regionals and/or a national de-
pository ; the other, a lateral movement through
creation of a lending network among all exist-
ing depository libraries.

At present there is no national or super-re-
gional system of depository libraries; establish-
ment of one or the other would take time. An
existing foundation for a national library is the
former Library of the Superintendent of Doc-
uments, recently transferred to the National
Archives. This is probably the most compre-
hensive collection of U.S. government publica-
tions in existance. However, it consists mainly
of single copies of each publication, and prob-
ably should remain archival in character rather
than become a national lending library for Fed-
eral documents. A possible solution would be to
microfilm the most useful segments of this col-
lection for loan and/or sale. Unfortunately this
solution would be in conflict with the announced
GPO policy not to film retrospective collections.
Some form of national depository should be
considered as part of the long range plan.

Establishment of super-regional depositories
presents other serious problems, beginning
with the choice of libraries to undertake the
more extensive responsibilities. One considera-
tion would undoubtedly be methods of financ-
ing. Most regionals are supported by state
funds, a few by local funds, and their governing
authorities would not necessarily feel any
strong committment to serve libraries beyond
their legal jurisdiction. To extend these bound-
aries would require interstate agreements with
or without Federal funding. These difficulties
are surmountable, for example, the tri-state re-
gional group served by the University of Maine,
but an even more critical requirement exists:
the library so selected must have a truly su-
perior retrospective collection to function ef-
fectively as a super-regional responsible for
lending. Libraries best suited to serve as super-
regionals because of their extensive collections
may have heavy local and institutional needs,
consequently be reluctant to spare materials for
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lending to a remote location. Reliance on volun-
teer libraries is not always satisfactory. Fund-
ing by the Federal government might stimulate
a library to step forward, but could also result
in competition for designation based on greed
rather than capacity to serve as a super-
regional.

Creation of super-regionals would also con-
fuse the role of the present regionals. What
would be their role? Would the present re-
gionals forgo the responsibility of building
their own retrospective collections? What about
the advisory or inspection role? Would the
value of the closer-to-home regional with its
more intimate knowledge of the local situation
be lost? Would the regional resent possible
Federal support of a super-regional, while re-
ceiving no funds for their own costly efforts
assisting the selective depositories in the dis-
card of unwanted documents?

Disposal of documents, reference and the in-
spection roles are potentially the activities of
regionals requiring the largest expenditures of
staff time and funds in contrast to inter-library
loan which can usually be absorbed into exist-
ing services. To whom should these responsibil-
ities be assigned?

The most feasible alternative for providing
a larger lending base would be the creation of
a lending network among all existing deposi-
tories regardless of location or type of deposi-
tory. This is a perfectly reasonable solution,
since all documents distributed to depositories
remain the property of the U.S. Government.
The present law neither provides for nor for-
bids such a network. The depository law pro-
vides for interlibrary loan by regional deposi-
tories with the region served (44 USC 1912).
The July 1974 Instructions to Depository Li-
braries specifies that regionals lend to both de-
pository and non-depository libraries (p. 8 sec.
2 par. 4), a suggestion without the force of law,
and already questioned by individual regionals.

A lending network would not necessarily in-
volve a central collection. It could be a location
file, utilizing the holdings of all depository li-
braries. Some of this information is already
available in Public Documents Department files.
A commercial publisher has produced a union
catalog of selections.

Essential features of a national lending net-
work would be:
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1. An ongoing source of support.

2. A permanent headquarters.

3. A source of input, principally by de-
pository libraries.

4. A data base of both depository and non-
depository Federal publications.

5. A method of communication.

6. Standard forms for reporting, borrow-
ing, ete.

7. A keypunch operation to convert infor-
mation into data base.

8. Computer time.

9. Plans for preparation and publication
of a national union catalog of Federal gov-
ernment publications. This catalog could be
based on the shelflist of the Library of the
Superintendent of Documents expanded to
include publications not previously included.

A NATIONAL DEPOSITORY SYSTEM

When one thinks of a national depository for
United States Government publications, he
visualizes a vast monolithic entity which has a
copy of everything ever published by the United
States Government. Surely such a library has
great possibilities for archival security of these
materials as well as for a sure source of diffi-
cult-to-find publications for users of these mate-
rials all over the Country. Such a library, how-
ever, does not seem to this writer to be an
essential factor of the Depository System when
other considerations are evaluated.

At the present time there are forty-four re-
gional depositories in the United States. The
law provides for many more whenever the li-
brary community of a state or its patrons wish
to establish them. Therefore, the spread of re-
gional depositories is, or can be, very broad,
encompassing satisfactorily the needs of the
population of the Country. Unfortunately, these
existing regional depositories are compara-
tively new since most of them were established
in the early 1960s. It is for this reason that
there is no assurance of the completeness of the
retrospective holdings of any of these deposi-
tories. Many of them were established in librar-
ries which had maintained strong holdings in
government publications for many years.
Others had wholly inadequate retrospective
holdings. One approach for archival security

would be to make a concerted effort both locally
and nationally to make each of the regional de-
positories as complete as possible. This can be
done by pooling the holdings of the present
selective depositories in each region thus de-
veloping the completeness of the regional li-
brary. An alternative to pooling the holdings
of hard-copy materials is the development of a
wide-ranging microfilm effort so that each re-
gional depository can be assured of complete
holdings on film. One phase of this effort al-
ready has been launched by the National Agri-
cultural Library in its project for filming all
the Agricultural Extension Station publications
over the next few years. New England Agricul-
tural Extension Stations through their libraries
already are embarked on this effort. Thus, it
will be possible, eventually, for every regional
depository in the country to have these pub-
lications available to their patrons on film.
Microfilming, while extremely expensive, must
be viewed in the light of saving space which
is far greater in terms of cost than is the miero-
filming process. For old, little-used materials,
their use is likely to be more convenient and
certainly the film medium is more durable.
Maintaining these publications in their original
form is expensive and in some cases impossible.

The objective of complete holdings, both re-
trospective and current, of the publications of
the United States Government so that equal
access is available to all citizens can best be
achieved by expanding the concept which al-
ready is in operation. That concept is, of
course, the regional library system. A larger
utilization of regions crossing state boundaries
is essential to this effort. There is really no-
thing sacred about two regional depositories in
each state. In most states two such collections
are entirely unnecessary. Other kinds of bound-
aries may have considerably greater relevance
than state boundaries, in spite of the fact that
traditional reliance on these political divisions
is very hard to overcome. Such areas may well
be developed by population requirements.
Heavy concentrations of population need more
complex means of service than do sparsely-
settled areas.

Already in operation for nearly ten years is
the Tri-State Regional Depository in northern
New England. This depository serves the states
of Maine, New Hampshire, and Vermont and
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is located at the University of Maine. These
three rural states have a population of less
than three million people in a vast, sparsely-
populated geographical area. None of the three
states alone has the financial capability for
handling a regional depository library nor is
such a library necessary in each state. This
kind of arrangement can be worked out by
other states or can be designed with other
geographical boundaries less well-defined than
state boundaries.

The Tri-State Regional Depository is ap-
proaching completeness since major selective
depository libraries in the region for years have
been weeding their collections and transferring
great quantities of material to the Regional.
This is the phase of the Regional operation
which should receive financial aid. Absorbing
these collections and housing them is an over-
whelming drain on any library.

Some motivation must be provided, however
to achieve a truly “national” system of deposi-
tory libraries. The present regional depository
is a very expensive institution, indeed. The
costs of personnel and space in these inflation-
ary days are highly vulnerable commodities
when academic or municipal administrators
begin to scrutinize budgets. It is very hard to
justify extensive services outside the area
where tax funds originate. The answer must
be some additional financial support from the
federal government for what is, after all, a
federal institution: the regional depository.
This additional financial support ought to be
shared in some way with the region. It need
not be totally supported by federal funds. Al-
ready, of course, the federal government pro-
vides the materials. This is a major cost of the
regional depository. A solution may be that the
area served by the regional depository should
pay, in some manner, for the service it re-
ceives. In any event, the federal government
must mandate the financial support which these
depositories must have in order to develop and
to improve the service they are intended to
provide.

If the existing regional depositories were en-
couraged to develop complete holdings and new
depositories were established where they are
needed, the objectives of a true “national de-
pository” could be achieved. Every selective
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depository should have access to, and assistance
from, a regional. This can be achieved by the
multi-state or larger-region concept. The Con-
gress, through the agency of the Government
Printing Office, must take the initiative for this
development. This approach to national service
will be far more effective than a great cen-
tralized national depository for federal govern-
ment publications.

JAMES C. MACCAMPBELL
October 24, 1975

STANDARDS FOR DEPOSITORY LIBRARIES,
GOALS AND ROADBLOCKS

By CATHARINE J. REYNOLDS

The objectives of the Federal depository sys-
tem are to make government publications freely
accessible to the general public and to insure
their continued availability in the future. How
well these goals have been achieved by individ-
ual depositories is a matter for conjecture, be-
cause until recently there were few attempts
to evaluate performance, to censure the delin-
quent library or to institute criteria for the
guidance of the individual depository library.
What is certain is that there have been many
complaints about the depository system, com-
plaints which cannot be satisfied simply by
increasing the number of depositories. The an-
swer is the development of standards to in-
crease the effectiveness of the present deposi-
tory libraries. ,

What can standards do for us? They can:

1. Clearly state the objectives of the de-
pository law.

2. Inform the would-be depository on the
responsibilities involved.

3. Determine if a prospective depository
has the resources to become a de-
pository library.

4. Insure that depository status is con-
ferred only on libraries able to pro-
vide continuing support for their
committment.

5. Serve as guidelines for administration
of the individual depository library.

6. Provide an incentive to upgrade the
performance of existing depository
libraries.
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7. Spell out to the administrative au-
thority of the library the obligations
of a depository including an ade-
quate budget allocation for its sup-
port.

8. Provide an inspection tool for the
Government Printing Office.

9. Provide clout to enforce the law and
to eliminate the undeserving depos-
itory.

10. Provide for continuing performance
evaluation of depository libraries.

11. Remind the GPO of its own obliga-
tions to carry out the provisions of
the depository law.

In response to the suggestions of organiza-
tions such as the ALA Ad Hoc Committee on
the Depository Library System, a Standards
Committee has been established by the Deposi-
tory Library Council to the Public Printer to
draft standards for depository libraries.

The task of formulating standards has
turned out to be both complex and lengthy,
since a depository library may be a publie, col-
lege, university, state, special library or the li-
brary of a government agency, each answer-
able to its own type of library standards.
Depositories vary in size, governance and finan-
cial support. Standards must be high enough
to stimulate needed improvements in the depos-
itory system, yet not so rigid that some areas
of the country, where no library would be
strong enough to undertake the responsibility,
would be unserved.

The Standards Committee first sought sug-
gestions from document librarians, surveyed
the existing literature on library standards,
compiled a list of proposed standards, and after
reviewing them in the Committee, presented a
first draft to the Depository Council for its con-
sideration.

The first draft was received with a considera-
ble lack of harmony. Members of the Council
come from varied backgrounds, each with a dif-
ferent viewpoint. Directors of libraries do not
like to be told how to run their libraries. Li-
brarians responsible for managing a depository
want reinforcement of their claim to adequate
support for their operations. The GPO is in-
terested in enforceable standards which can be
used as a yardstick for inspection of depository

libraries. The biggest roadblock of all is the de-
pository act itself, which though sometimes
vague also contains highly specific statements
such as the size a library must be to become
eligible.

The problem has been resolved by dividing
the proposed standards into two separate docu-
ments, a brief list of standards enforceable un-
der present law, and a set of guidelines which
spell out desirable goals. The first group would
be mandatory, the second voluntary. Both doc-
uments are printed in full in the January 1975
issue of Documents to the People.

It is obvious to everyone that the mandatory
group is essentially a restatement of the pres-
ent law, and can do little to upgrade the depos-
itory system. It is now necessary to identify
elements within both groups which can be re-
fashioned through legislative or administrative
action. A third document containing some of
these suggestions was discussed at the April
14, 1975 meeting of the Depository Council.

Briefly, the document stresses changes in
eligibility requirements and collection respon-
sibilities, encourages the establishment of re-
gional depositories and provides for a national
depository. It recommends funds for biennial
inspections, the purchase of non-GPO Federal
government publications for distribution to de-
positories, an increase in the coverage of the
Monthly Catalog and improvement of its in-
dexing.

The first step for improving any system is to
recognize the need for change. The next steps
are to identify desirable changes and finally to
seek the assistance of concerned groups with
the power to initiate change. Strong standards
will help, not hinder the future of the deposi-
tory system.

BIBLIOGRAPHIC CONTROL
OF GOVERNMENT DOCUMENTS—
A NATIONAL CONCERN

More and more in the Washington area one
hears about bibliographic control—the art of
deseribing publications so they can be identi-
fied, located and obtained. It commands major
attention as an important element in national
planning. Interest further has been stimulated
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by the revision of the Freedom of Information
Act, which requires that all agencies of the
Federal Government make available to the pub-
lic an index of their publications. Without firm
standards and guidelines for bibliographic con-
trol in this fluidly emerging situation, the
springing-up of more and more “incompatible”
systems is real cause for concern.

Within the Federal Government itself, there
are shared-cataloging experiments, report lit-
erature networks, and numerous individual in-
dexing systems. We find the “overkill” of dup-

-licate cataloging, on one hand, and documents
“lost” through the holes in bibliographic con-
trol, on the other.

The National Commission on Libraries and
Information Science declares that “. . . . unless
common bibliographic standards are agreed
upon . . . the nation will face a form of informa-
tion chaos within the next few years.” (1)

Clearly, the challenge to the Federal Gov-
ernment is to get its own house in order, to
account for all Federal publications produced
by or for the Government, and be the solid
cornerstone of the national plan for libraries
and information services. This will require a
gathering together of the strung-out parts into
a cohesive, interactive, cost-effective network
of bibliographic control.

Getting a Handle on the Problem

The diversity of bibliographic systems within
the Federal Government, and the duplication
of cataloging, still captures only the “main
stream” documents. ‘“Non-mainstream” docu-
ments often elude national announcement.

Diversity of Systems. The Government Print-
ing Office (GPO) is one of the major indexers
and distributors of Federal Government docu-
ments. In the past, they have maintained up to
six bibliographic control systems simultan-
eously, one of which produced the Monthly Cat-
alog of U.S. Government Publications. Re-
cently, GPO began inputting bibliographic
information to the Ohio College Library Cen-
ter (OCLC) using the MARC II format for
bibliographic content, with the intent of pro-
ducing the Monthly Catalog (and perhaps other
lists) from the MARC tapes.

OCLC serves well over 600 terminals around
the country, including at least 41 Federal
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agency libraries through the Federal Library
Experimental Cooperative Cataloging (FL-
ECC) program. Although complaints have
been heard about the deterioration of its serv-
ices due to rapid growth, OCLC now claims that
with the recent installation of a new dual com-
puter system such service shortcomings as
lagging response time and the temporary shut-
down of terminals have been overcome. (2)
Whether, indeed, this facility will be able to
handle the truly enormous bibliographic record
of GPO (to say nothing of the Federal Govern-
ment as a whole) is yet to be tested.

Similar other shared-cataloging networks
also receive bibligraphic data on some Govern-
ment documents—through the input of par-
ticipating libraries.

In addition to shared-cataloging networks,
there are bibliographic networks of Govern-
ment technical reports. For example, the Na-
tional Technical Information Service (NTIS)
has over 140 “source clients’ : Federal Depart-
ment, Executive and Congressional agencies,
commissions, offices, services, bureaus and ad-
ministrations. These source clients have con-
tractual arrangements with NTIS to distribute
their documents. NTIS maintains a biblio-
graphic data base of all these publications.

NTIS and a number of other report literature
sources, such as the National Aeronautics &
Space Administration (NASA) and the De-
fense Documentation Center (DDC), use the
COSATI format (or a variation of it) for re-
port literature in cataloging documents. This
differs from the MARC II format, mainly in
the name authority (the way corporate authors
are described) and in the subject entries (spe-
cific descriptors or key words rather than gen-
eral subject headings.)

Some report literature data bases are avail-
able only to authorized users, through Govern-
ment-owned networks such as NASA’s RECON
and DDC’s Defense DRT&E On-line System.
Others, such as the National Oceanographic and
Atmospheric Administration’s ENDEX (En-
vironmental Data Index) and OASIS (Oceanic
and Atmospheric Scientific Information Sys-
tem) are available through Government refer-
ral centers and libraries. Still others can be
reached through commercial regional dissemi-
nation centers, such as the Knowledge
Availability Systems Center at the University
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of Pittsburgh, which processes NASA tapes
and others to perform searches on demand (for
a fee, of course).

Some Government data bases are available
to the public through commercial services, to
be searched on-line from a remote terminal by
the user. For example, the NTIS data base can
be searched through Lockheed’s DIALOG Serv-
ice or the System Development Corporation’s
ORBIT Service.

It is possible for a specific Government docu-
ment to find its way into several of these data
bases. Within the Government itself, there is an
overlap in coverage between DDC and NTIS,
between NTIS and GPO, between GPO and LC,
and so on.

Duplication of Cataloging. “Main stream”
Publications—those which are announced at
least once nationally—often are cataloged and
announced a number of times: by the agency
itself (in a publications list and in the library
catalog), by GPO (or DDC in the case of secu-
rity classified documents), by NTIS, by a na-
tional library and other Government libraries,
by depositories, and in some cases, by Govern-
ment-supported information analysis centers.
A growing number of these same documents
are processed by LC in the Cataloging-in-Pub-
lication (CIP) program and in the MARC
tapes. All this is at Government expense.

As with duplication of effort elsewhere, in-
consistencies and errors creep in. The intellec-
tual effort spent in duplicate cataloging, and in
verifying the conflicting bibliographic data, is
costly.

Non-Mainstream Documents. A conservative
estimate is that 50% of the Federal documents
published are not main stream publications. In
one way or another they manage to elude na-
tional announcement. They are not sent to GPO
or NTIS and are not widely advertised. Yet,
these publications generally are available to
anyone who knows how to ask for them. Such
documents include:

a) Documents considered to be of limited
general interest, such as publications of the
Cancer Institute;

b) Documents printed in-house because
they are needed quickly. A conservative esti-
mate is that this accounts for 10 to 15% of
an agency’s output;

¢) Additions to a series, new revisions or

updates, which are not announced. These
often are just published and distributed to an
established list;

d) Publications of a contractor or grantee
published by private publishers. Sometimes
(but not always) a manuscript is furnished
the sponsoring agency, who decides whether
or not to list it. There is no way of knowing
how many of these do or do not get into the
system;

e) Publications of an agency’s regional
offices actively engaged in running programs
and producing information. These may be
printed through GPO, or GSA plants, or
private publishers. Many by-pass the usual
channels which control announcement and
distribution;

f) Publications originally intended for in-
house distribution only; and

g) Promotional brochures, leaflets, ete.
and publications such as press releases or
summary minutes of open meetings of ad-
visory groups.

Small wonder there is growing conecern over
bibliographic control.

User Feedback. User groups have been pro-
viding feedback to Government sources in an
effort to clarify their needs for bibliographic
access.

The Special Libraries Association Govern-
ment Information Services Committee (SLA/
GISC), working with the Committee on Infor-
mation Hang-ups (Washington, D.C.), pre-
pared a questionnaire, “GPO Users Survey.”
It was mailed to a random sample of librarians:
Members of SLA, ALA and the American As-
sociation of Law Libraries. Among other
things, the survey asked for information on
uses of bibliographic sources for Government
documents, including the Monthly Catalog. Re-
sponses will be tabulated in May and a sum-
mary published in Special Libraries, probably
in the Fall. (3)

The American Library Association Govern-
ment Documents Round Table (ALA/GO-
DORT) Federal Documents Task Force Work
Group on Bibliographic Control discussed the
proposed revision of the Monthly Catalog at
the January ALA MidWinter Conference in
Chicago. The proceedings of this meeting is
scheduled for publication in Documents to the
People (DttP) in May; A five-year summary
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of this Work Group’s activities is to appear in
June. This group also is concerned about non-
GPO publications which escape depository dis-
tribution (and/or the “bibliographic net of the
Monthly Catalog”) and the availability to de-
pository libraries of the Reference File (“a use-
ful bibliographic tool”) used primarily in the
sales program. (4)

The GPO Operations Committee (and its
predecessor, Bibliographic Control Committee)
of the Depository Library Council to the Public
Printer sponsored two meetings in Arlington,
VA, to obtain user feedback on the proposed
new format for the Monthly Catalog produced
from MARC tapes. The first, an “Ad Hoc
Meeting on the Monthly Catalog,” held Decem-
ber 9, 1975, brought together thirty one at-
tendees: from GPO, the Federal Library
Committee, the Advisory Group on National
Bibliographic Control, and representative
librarians from both large and small academie,
public, and special libraries. They pinpointed
the basic uses of the Monthly Catalog as (a)
an acquisitions tool and (b) a search tool. They
also compiled a list of specific items that each
entry must include. (5) The second meeting,
“Follow-up on the New Monthly Catalog,” held
April 8, 1976, assembled the same group, plus
members of the Committee on Information
Hang-ups and representatives from a number
of large Federal libraries in the Washington
area. Milton MeGee, Chief of GPO’s Classifica-
tion and Cataloging Branch, introduced “The
New Monthly Catalog: Draft Sample No. 2”
(Library Division, GPO, April 8, 1976.) It
incorporated many of the suggestions made at
the first meeting and was generally well re-
ceived.

National Concern. Lawrence G. Livingston
(Council on Library Resources) talked about
“Developments in National Bibliographic Con-
trols” at an open meeting of the Federal Lib-
rary Committee, held in Washington in
November. He said the NCLIS planning docu-
ment calls for the building of a network on the
basis of existing facilities. He pointed out that
uniformity cannot be dictated, so it is necessary
to plan in terms of compatibility and take into
consideration the individual differences of
diverse systems. He also said the achievement
of a national network will involve the biblio-
graphic format, and thus both national and
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international standards. He added that an es-
sential requirement for planning national
bibliographic control is guidance from those in-
volved at the national level, and the Library of
Congress is playing a key role. (6)

The National Commission Libraries and In-
formation Science (NCLIS) in its report says:

“Unless a coordinated program is estab-
lished on a nationwide level, expenditures,
facilities, and efforts will be unnecessarily
duplicated, and interconnection will become
increasingly difficult as local, state and mul-
tistate systems develop without benefit of a
common purpose and a common approach.”

(7)

Working Toward Solutions

Quality Control. Various groups are working
to establish standards for bibliographic control.
Among these are the following:

The Advisory Group on National Biblio-
graphic Control (sponsored by the National
Science Foundation, NCLIS, and the Council
on Library Resources) has two working parties
of its own and, recently, established a sub-
committee on serials holdings statements under
the aegis of the ANSI Z-39 (American Na-
tional Standards Institute.) The latter effort is
expected to result in a standard. (8) The two
working parties have met. The Working Party
on Bibliographic Name Authority Files has
nothing to report as vet. (9) The Working
Party on Journal Articles and Technical Re-
ports completed a first draft of data element
definitions and representations, based on the
UNISIST Reference Manual, the MARC for-
mat for serials, the ANSI X39.2 standard, the
International Standard Bibliographic Descrip-
tions for Serials, the CONSER Project, a draft
of ANSI Z39.4, and others. A matrix of data
elements was developed to determine those in
common, as a working tool. They hope to have
a draft suitable for review by the Advisory
Group and others within the next few months.
(10)

The Federal Information Processing Stand-
ards (FIPS) program at the National Bureau
of Standards sets standards for automation for-
mats rather than bibliographic content. They
deal with quality and dimensions of punched
cards or tape, recording of dates, country codes,
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ways to express time, etc. Approximately thirty
such standards have been generated so far.
When a FIPS is adopted, it becomes mandatory
for Government agencies to use it, or seek a
waiver. At the present time, FIPS is consider-
ing adopting the ANSI Z39.2, Bibliographic
Information Interchange on Magnetic Tape.
This already is being uséd by most Federal
agencies that disseminate data bases via mag-
netic tape. LC (with the MARC format) uses
it for books. DDC and NTIS (with the COS-
ATI-type format) use it for technical reports.
The use of this standard merely requires pro-
vision of additional routines (computer pro-
grams) to convert to and from the internal
tape formats. (11)

Capturing the Data. Gradually, more non-
GPO items are finding their way into the
Monthly Catalog. Members of the Joint Com-
mittee on Printing staff have been visiting
various agencies and reminding the publica-
tions staffs of the need to comply with the De-
pository Library Act. The Library of Congress
Exchange and Gift Division has been channel-
ing more non-GPO items to the GPO for listing.

As more libraries participate in shared-cat-
aloging activities, and input information on
Federal documents to connecting networks, one
can assume that more “out of the mainstream”
Federal documents will be identified.

However, there should be a more systematic
way of gathering bibliographic data on Fed-
eral Government documents.

Looking to the Future

Federal Government publications are an im-
portant national resource. As a part of the na-
tional plan, they must be made available to
information users through an easily accessible
system of identification and delivery.

Federal Documents Network. The framework
of a unique Federal Documents Network exists:
National libraries (including LC’s MARC De-
velopment Office), National issuing sources
(publications sections and libraries), National
information services (GPO et al), depository
libraries, and Government contractors.

What is needed is a Government shared-cat-
aloging system (FEDNET)—an OCLC-type
operation—which would provide a vehicle for
connecting all the disparate parts of the Fed-

eral Government documents system into an in-
teractive and cost-effective network. Each unit
could maintain its individuality and still benefit
from the cooperative effort.

Input at Source. The first recording of biblio-
graphic data would be done early in the pub-
lication cycle, preferably at the time of publica-
tion is first conceived. This data would be input
by the issuing agency’s publications section.
Some agencies do this now: The Department of
Health, Education and Welfare has an on-line
Departmental Publication Management Infor-
mation System (DPMIS); Information is in-
put and searches are made from a remote ter-
minal in DPMIS; The data base itself is stored
in a commercial computer in the Midwest.

Quality Control. The basic bibliographic en-
try would be revised at time of publication. In
order to control the quality of this input, re-
sponsibility for final cataloging would be de-
gignated to one of the following: the agency
itself (library), a national library (such as
LC), an information service (such as GPO),
or other (such as commercial services). For
corporate author and subject entries, both the
MARC format and the alternative COSATI
format would be indicated. Then, once the basic
bibliographic information is on-line, unique in-
formation required by participants in the net-
work can be added.

Benefits. A Federal Documents Network,
with an on-line bibliographic data base, would
have many benefits.

It would be available to the entire Govern-
ment community, as a working tool. In this
way, it would help to capture the data, develop
procedures for quality control, and establish
national standards. It also would be cost-effec-
tive for the Government, because it would re-
duce the present duplication of Federally sup-
ported cataloging and could eliminate the need
for elaborate management information systems
now in operation within various agencies. Fur-
ther, printed indexes could be produced from
the data base tapes for the various Government
agencies and services.

It would be available to all libraries and in-
dividual users, as a referral or search service.
In this way it would benefit the general publie.
As a one-stop source of information, it would
be a clearinghouse of information about Fed-
eral Government publications which would save




uncounted hours on the part of reference librar-
ians all over the country. It also would serve as
a union list of depository library items.

It would be an important resource in the na-
tional plan. Further, and at long last, it would
achieve that ultimate goal : better bibliographic
control of our Federal Government documents.

RurH S. SMITH
April 23, 1976
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and should appear in an annual printed cumula-
tion.

(6) “Summary of Federal Library Committee Meet-
ing No. 102, November 19, 1975” FLC Newsletter (Fed-
eral Library Committee), No. 91, p. 1-2, February 1976.

(7) TOWARD A NATIONAL PROGRAM FOR
LIBRARY AND INFORMATION SERVICES:
GOALS FOR ACTION. Prepared by the National Com-
mission on Libraries and Information Science. Wash-
ington, D.C., U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1975. p. ix.

(8) Letter from Paul B. Lagueux (Council on
Library Resources, Washington, D.C.), Executive Sec-
retary, Advisory Group on National Bibliographic Con-
trol, dated March 8, 1976.

(9) Letter from Ann T. Curran (Boston Public
Library, Boston, MA), Chairperson, Working Party
on Bibliographic Name Authority Files, dated March
10, 1976.

(10) Letter from Margaret K. Park (University of
Georgia, Athens, GA), Chairman, Working Party on
Formats for Journal Articles and Technical Reports,
dated March 8, 1976. Also, discussions with Paul
Lagueux.

(11) Discussions with Madeline Henderson, Chief,
Computer Information Section, National Bureau of
Standards, Washington, D.C.
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APPENDIX G

Press releases, Memoranda, etc.

FEDERAL DEPOSITORY LIBRARY
ADVISORY GROUP MEETS AT GPO

The U.S. Government Printing Office has an-
nounced the formation of a Federal Depository
Library Advisory Group. The group, composed
of 14 highly qualified members of the library
profession, has been established to advise and
assist the Public Printer of the United States
and the Superintendent of Documents in their
administration of the nationwide Federal De-
pository Library program. Meeting for the first
time on February 2, 1973, at the Government
Printing Office in Washington, D.C., the group
wag given a briefing on the purpose and opera-
tion of the program and received an insight into
some of the areas where their expertise as users
could be most helpful.

The Federal Depository Library Program is
established to make Government publications
available for free use by the general public.
Over 1,100 libraries across the United States
have been designated by Members of Congress
or by special provisions of law as Federal De-
pository Libraries. Of these, 39 Regional De-
positories receive copies of all publications
printed through the U.S. Government Printing
Office and the remainder take titles selected for
their particular needs. Over 12 million publica-
tions are distributed to these libraries annually,
and by this means, the public is offered access
to the results of Federal research and study
contained in Government publications.

The newly formed Advisory Group met with
GPO officials for over two hours and visited
the Depository Library Mailing Section which
makes distribution to the system. Discussion
centered around the areas of: instructions to
Depository Libraries; proposed legislation ; the
Monthly Catalog inecluding improvements in
delivery, indexing, and automation plans; and
plans for Depository Library inspection visits.

Members will now organize to study particular
areas where they can provide assistance. An-
other meeting of the full group with repre-
sentatives of the Superintendent of Documents
is tentatively planned to coincide with the an-
nual American Library Association Conference
in Las Vegas in June.

Welcoming the group to the GPO and ex-
pressing his appreciation for their attendance,
Mr. Leonard T. Golden, Acting Deputy Public
Printer of the United States said, “This pro-
gram is very important to us and there is leg-
islation pending that could greatly increase the
number of Federal Depository Libraries during
fiscal year 1974. With this expansion of the
program in view, we determined that it would
be in our best interest, and we hope in yours
also, to establish a professional Advisory Group u

to the Public Printer on the Depository Library
program. We certainly appreciate the enthu-
siastic and helpful response received from each
of you. I believe that with this spirit of coop- J
eration, and through the interchange of infor-

mation, we can do much to improve our Depos- ‘

itory program.”
Serving as members of the Advisory Group I
are:

Mr. D. Clifton Brock, Jr., Librarian
University of North Carolina

Mr. Clifford P. Crowers, Assistant Head
Public Documents Department
The Free Library of Philadelphia

Ms. Bernadine E. Hoduski

Kansas City, Missouri

Mr. Charles G. LaHood, Chief
Photoduplication Service

The Library of Congress
Washington, D.C.
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Librarian
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency




Miss Jean E. Lowrie, Director
Western Michigan University
Kalamazoo, Michigan
Honorary Member

Mr. Ralph E. McCoy
Dean of Library Affairs
Southern Illinois University at Carbondale

Mr. Peter J. Paulson, Director
The University of the State of New York
Albany, New York

Miss Catharine J. Reynolds, Head
Government Documents Department
University of Colorado Libraries
Boulder, Colorado

Mrs. Carolyn Else,* Director
Pierce County Library System
Takoma, Washington

Miss Katherine Laich, President

American Library Association

School of Library Science

University of Southern California
Honorary Member

Mrs. Maryellen T. Trautman

Regional Depository Librarian

U.S. Government Documents

The Oklahoma Department of Libraries

Mr. Carper W. Buckley
Superintendent of Documents
(1953-1970) RETIRED

Miss Eileen D. Cooke, Director
Washington Office
American Library Association

Miss Maryan E. Reynolds
State Librarian
Washington State Library
Olympia, Washington

Mrs. Margaret T. Lane
Recorder of Documents
Secretary of State’s Office
Baton Rouge, Louisiana

* Mrs. Else represented Miss Maryan E. Reynolds
at the meeting,
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June 28, 1973

To: Thomas F. McCormick
From: The Advisory Council to the Public
Printer for Depository Libraries

It is always a gamble trying to get over-
scheduled people together, but be assured that
those missing today had prior commitments
and are not at the tables! Thank you for ar-
ranging this meeting and providing us this op-
portunity to discuss our mutual concerns.

Although this is our first meeting with you,
we feel that we “know” you; we’'ve seen your
picture and read your words. We are pleased
that you “have a great empathy for the library
community”—we have great empathy for the
Government Printing Office and the Depository
Library Program.

We have been gratified by the response to the
suggestions of the February 1973 Advisory
Council meeting. We were especially pleased
with Public Document Highlights, the work
on the Instricctions to Depository Libraries and
and the helpful attendance of Government
Printing Office personnel (Barbee, McFarlane,
Tonner, True, and others) at U.S. documents
workshops and meetings. It's exciting for us,
as librarians in the boondocks (defined as any
place outside of D.C.) to discover that GPO
really exists and that someone cares.

The efforts of Norman Barbee in answering
the questions of both this Council and the
library community are greatly appreciated. He
is an effective spokesman and representative
of the Government Printing Office. It is great
to find a person in responsibility who not only
has enthusiasm, dedication and interest but
who also cares about the depository libraries.

We would like to present the following sug-
gestions for your consideration:

1. Expanded space and facilities for the
Depository Library program in the proposed
building and planning study.

2. A permanent, full time, professional
librarian (with authority to act on requests
for asgistance) to serve as liason between the
Government Printing Office and the Deposi-
tory Libraries.

3. Reestablishment of a permanent his-
torical documents colleetion within the Docu-
ments Department Library for the use of
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both librarians and researchers.

4, Compilation and publication of the sub-
ject heading list used in the preparation of
the Monthly Catalog.

5. Implementation of a comprehensive
Cataloging In Publication program.

6. A scheduled meeting at least once a
year, in D.C., of the Advisory Council prior
to ALA.

THOMAS F. McCORMICK

The Honorable Thomas Francis McCormick,
16th Public Printer of the United States, was
born in Gardner, Massachusetts, on February
20, 1929. He attended elementary and high
schools in his home town. He graduated from
Holy Cross College, Worcester, Massachusetts,
in 1950, receiving a B.S. in Business Adminis-
tration “cum laude.”

In June 1950, Mr. McCormick entered the
U.S. Navy as a commissioned officer and served
until July 1953, being released from active duty
as a Lieutenant (j.g.).

Mr. McCormick's career in private business
has all been with the General Electric Company
which he joined in October 1953 as a Financial
Management trainee. He was successively
promoted to Manager, Accounting Operation,
Advertising and Sales Promotion Department;
Traveling Auditor; Manager, Business Analy-

sis and Budgets, Corporate Staff; Manager,
Appropriations Analysis Operation; and Fi-
nancial Analysis, Industrial and Information
Group. In this latter position, he served as Ad-
ministrative Assistanrt to the Group Vice
President. :

In December 1967, General Electric pro-
moted Mr. McCormick to the position of Gen-
eral Manager of the Maqua Company, a large
printing firm owned by General Electric. Mr.
McCormick was the chief executive at Maqua
from 1967 until 1972, when General Electric
decided to sell the company.

While at Maqua, Mr. McCormick joined the
Printing Industry Association of East-Central
New York and through active participation in
their affairs earned a place on their Board of
Directors.

In 1972, Mr. McCormick again moved up the
corporate ladder to Manager, Power Generation
Strategy Development. In this position, he was
responsible for the development and integra-
tion of long range plans for G.E.'s Power Gen-
eration Business—the world’s largest.

On January 16, 1973, Mr. McCormick was
nominated to be Public Printer by President
Nixon and confirmed by the United States Sen-
ate on February 8, 1973.

Mr. McCormick is married to the former
Beverly Acey of Norfolk, Virginia, and they
have two sons, Stephen, 17, and Harold, 16, and
two daughters, Laura, 13, and Ann, 11.

o4




APPENDIX H

Joint Committee on Printing

Members 1972-1976

JAMEs B. ALLEN,
Senator from Alabama
1972-1976

JOHN BRADEMAS,
Representative from Indiana
1972-1976

HowARD W. CANNON,
Senator from Nevada
Chairman: 1973, 1975;
Vice Chairman: 1974, 1976

SAMUEL L. DEVINE,
Representative from Ohio
1972

WiLLIAM L. DICKINSON,
Representative from Alabama
1973-1976

Staff Directors

RosEMARY S. CRIBBEN, 1974, 1976
DENVER DICKERSON, 1975
JOoHN F. HALEY, 1972-1973

fruU.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1978-258"365
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ROBERT P. GRIFFIN,

Senator from Michigan
1972

MARK O. HATFIELD,

Senator from Oregon
1975-1976

WAYNE L. HAYES,
Representative from Ohio
Chairman: 1972, 1974, 1976;
Vice Chairman: 1973, 1975

B. EVERETT JORDAN,
Senator from North Carolina
Vice Chairman: 1972

HUGH SCOTT,
Senator from Pennsylvania
1973-1974
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