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As Beverlee French indicated in her presentation, when the University of California 
launched the California Digital Library in 1997, it was just one more step in an 
evolutionary process begun 30 years earlier. The 1960’s saw tremendous growth in 
enrollments and the launching of three new campuses at Irvine, San Diego and Santa 
Cruz, bringing the total number of campuses to nine. Resource sharing was a key 
component of early library planning including extensive interlibrary loan and 
transportation services between the smaller campuses and UCLA and Berkeley. In fact, 
funding was made available to the new campuses to support these activities. 
 
By the 1970’s, however, this period of growth had slowed and the projected enrollment 
growth numbers were reduced dramatically. If the libraries were going to be able to 
continue to receive state funding for collections and facilities, it would have to be within 
the context of coordinated planning. In 1977, with the articulation of the “One University, 
One Library” concept, a new age of library cooperation was launched for the University 
of California. With the development of the Melvyl Union Catalog and the construction of 
two regional library storage facilities, a framework was now in place for expanding the 
resource sharing activities of the University’s libraries. 
 
The California Digital Library, building on two decades worth of these collaborative 
activities, and, itself the result of collaborative planning, was able relatively quickly to 
establish its policies and programs. Although the focus of this panel is on collection 
development, the CDL has, in fact a much larger mandate, which both reinforces the 
collaboration and extends the capabilities of the individual campuses to support research 
and scholarship. 
 
Initial efforts, however, were directed to the licensing of electronic journals. By 
emphasizing and reinforcing the institutional unity of the UC system in the face of vendor 
perceptions and insistence that we were nine separate universities, we were able to 
significantly reduce the license cost and administrative overhead by unifying our 
negotiations.  In addition, CDL turned to one of the campuses, UCSD, to serve as its 
acquisitions arm. It funded the creation of a UC Shared Acquisitions Unit, which 
provides a variety of services to both the CDL and to the campuses. But at least as 
important as these budgetary economies was the growing conviction that we were serving 
with equal determination the whole of the UC community. 
 
 
A key strategy was involvement of staff from all of the campuses to be part of the effort. 
I’ve usually used the term “co-opt” but in a positive sense. Basically, for many campus 
librarians, there is a shared sense of ownership of the process. Collection development, 
always a local effort, took on a broader context. Yet the need to involve local 



 

 

bibliographers and selectors was essential. A process for collecting and prioritizing 
information about desired resources was launched. In addition, the growing awareness of 
the shared aspects of the endeavor slowly developed and now has been institutionalized 
with the appointment of a resource liaison for each “product”.  The role of the resource 
liaison is to monitor the assigned digital resource for technical and content performance, 
including usage data. In addition, the resource liaison works with colleagues on the other 
campuses to identify and recommend enhancements and identify appropriate online and 
vendor-provided educational materials.  
 
What are the special features of the University of California’s model for 
collaborative acquisition of electronic resources? 
 

•  Co-investment using a variety of models 
•  Use of centralized funding to leverage campus funding 
•  Contracting out by CDL to one of the campuses (UC San Diego) to cover bulk of 

the processing including acquisition and cataloging 
•  Collection development principles drive the collection decisions 
•  Bibliographers/selectors determine priority for acquisitions 

 
Because it was not possible for CDL to manage all the acquisitions that were a high 
priority for the bibliographers, a parallel system of acquisitions was established. Dubbed 
“Tier II”, this approach relied on the existence of a UC framework for the licensing of 
electronic resources, including principles and sample licensing agreements. With this 
assistance, a bibliographer on one of the campuses was empowered to take the lead in 
negotiating for the licensing of a resource. This might be on behalf of all the campuses or 
for only a subset of the campuses. Once the “deal” was finalized, it was turned over to the 
Shared Acquisitions office to handle the financial arrangements, which usually included 
the transfer of funding from the campuses that participated 
 
What have been the implications for the campus libraries? 
 

Licensing 
 

•  Using the clout of the full UC system, we have been able to negotiate better 
licensing terms and pricing than we could have on our own. The disadvantage 
is that the process takes longer than it might as a single institution.   

 
•  Large campuses had to slow down some local efforts at licensing to permit the 

systemwide efforts to proceed. As we were first getting started, some of the 
campuses went ahead and signed individual licenses (usually due to local 
pressures) but this is no longer an issue; in most instances a systemwide 
contract superseded the local one and in some instances local funding was 
reimbursed for difference. 

 
•  Centralized licensing removed a big burden from the campuses, some of 

which would not have been able to handle it locally. 



 

 

 
 
 
Co-Investment 

 
•  Loss of control by “buying in” to the Big Deals leaves fewer discretionary 

dollars available to develop unique campus collecting areas. The priorities of 
the system are not always the same as the priorities of the individual library 

 
•  Commitments to maintain print subscriptions, in order to retain electronic 

access, has been difficult for some campuses as there is wide variation in 
campus funding for libraries. Therefore some libraries have had more 
difficulty in fully participating in some of the “packages”. 

 
•  Flexibility in co-investment models permitted us to try different models on for 

size. The ability to uniquely fashion and combine these models has proven 
interesting. Ironically, the most prevalent co-investment model finally agreed 
to was a percentage based on the overall materials budget. Since one of the 
basic principles was that no library should be disadvantaged by participating, 
in those few instances where the model resulted in a library paying more than 
they would have going it alone, the formulas were adjusted. 

 
•  Overhead costs of collaboration have included the need for a bibliographer 

from one of the campuses to serve as the expert on that product and coordinate 
public services issues with the publisher and the users. Librarians are 
encouraged now to think beyond their campus and take a more collective 
approach -- many have become involved in speaking to vendors about 
systemwide pricing possibilities and licensing conditions.  

 
•  Liaisons from each of the campuses were identified to work directly with the 

Shared Acquisitions Office, especially to facilitate the co-investment aspect of 
the program. This usually meant the transfer of funds from a campus to a 
central pot in order to fund the resource. 

 
Collection Development  
 
•  Having centralized funding to leverage or offset was essential; CDL paid the 

“delta” between what the libraries were paying for the print and what the 
electronic packages cost; commitment, however, remained at the local library 
to maintain that level of expenditure. The ability to have centralized funding 
to purchase “heritage” collections (one time costs) increased tremendously the 
amount of back files available to the University of California. 

 
•  Though the initial push was on resources in support of the sciences, access to 

substantial humanities and social science resources is now available. 
 



 

 

 
•  The CDL has built on the collaboration of the established bibliographer 

groups. It has definitely taken up more of the bibliographers' time as 
opportunities for shared purchases increase. When looking at new digital 
resources, groups tend to think in terms of whether a resource would be 
appropriate for systemwide access. 

 
•  Liaisons from each of the campuses were identified to work directly with the 

Shared Acquisitions Office, especially to facilitate the co-investment aspect of 
the program. This usually meant the transfer of funds from a campus to a 
central pot in order to fund the resource.   

 
Bibliographic Access 
 
•  The centralized cataloging records of electronic resources are especially 

useful and have decreased duplicative efforts.  
 
•  Trying to explain the difference between locally available resources and those 

available systemwide can be confusing. 
 

 
What lessons have we learned? 
 
Timely and effective communication is imperative in order for this type of endeavor to 
work. Being able to use the technology to support this communication has been essential 
to the success of our collaboration. A “staff only” website exists with access to all the 
documents that inform the process. Model licensing agreements, principles for licensing, 
survey documents of bibliographers’ priorities for licensing and many others are easily 
brought together in one place. Regular distribution of an electronic newsletter keeps 
everyone informed of developments and activities. Alerts regarding problems at vendor 
sites keep public service personnel informed in a timely manner. 
 
The collaborative approach has been successful - in a very short period of time a large 
number of licenses have been developed, innovative vendor models pursued, and access 
to digital content radically increased.  
 
There continue to be challenges. We have raised faculty and student expectations that all 
resources will eventually be available at their desk tops. Librarians have taken on 
expanded roles as instructors in searching for and presenting digital resources. The 
campuses have had to take on additional roles to support the required infrastructure, e.g. 
establishing and managing proxy servers. 
 
Finally, as articulated by my colleague, Alan Ritch, three fundamental principles underlie 
and have been confirmed by our approach:  

•  utilitarianism (the greatest good for the greatest number)  
•  egalitarianism (from each according to his ability, to each according to his needs)  



 

 

•  universal access to scholarly information. 
 

Collection Management Initiative 
 
The launching of the CMI project was a lot of work for all concerned and was frustrating 
at times. The process of selecting journals, verifying bibliographic information, matching 
experimental with control titles between two campuses took much more time than we had 
anticipated. The initial planning and preparation phase of the Mellon project had to be 
extended by three months. Those of us with experimental titles had the added effort of 
removing the volumes from the shelves and sending them to storage facilities.  
 
Once the journal titles were assigned to each campus for either experimental or control 
status, the study went along smoothly at all campuses and, in essence, became a “non-
event”. Through the CMI, we gained a lot of information about people's behavior when 
they have alternatives to paper.  Many of us had assumed that access to the electronic 
versions would suffice for most of our users and these predicted results were generally 
reinforced during the project.  
 
Our biggest challenges are not behind us but ahead of us. Now that we have some 
empirical usage data, we can begin the process of moving print titles off-site and rely on 
the electronic. The difficult task of deciding which titles to move now takes center stage. 
In a collaborative environment, this is a local decision with systemwide implications, and 
therefore, must be addressed in a collective manner. Issues we’ve never dealt with before 
include how many print copies are necessary in the system when the electronic version is 
so readily available and rapid delivery of print is a given. How will digital archiving be 
addressed and what is the role of the University of California in this effort? What is the 
responsibility of the University of California in preserving print copies and how does that 
fit into national efforts? 
 
So, though we have answered some of the questions we had hoped to in undertaking the 
study, we now find a new set awaiting our attention. 
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