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Executive Summary
Sixteen representatives of various Yale University libraries, archives, and museums (LAMs) met on
October 31, 2007 for a day-long meeting at the Beinecke Rare Book and Manuscript Library to discuss
collaborative opportunities involving collecting entities at these repositories. Facilitated by RLG
Programs, a division of OCLC Programs and Research, the goal of the meeting was to identify
sustainable, collaborative endeavors that might uniquely serve the needs of Yale University and its
audiences.
This report summarizes the discussions of the day, including the perceived motivations and pressures
underlying current Yale LAM collaborations, and key factors that might encourage collaborative
opportunities.
Based on discussions during the meeting, RLG recommends the following:
1. To advocate on behalf of Yale collections, the University might benefit from an overarching entity
to represent these collections across campus. A “Yale Federation of Collections” is suggested to
fill this role. The Federation would identify priorities for Yale collections and be the voice of a
collaborative vision on how best to optimize collections to fulfill the educational mission of the
University. The Federation should consist of representatives from Yale’s libraries, archives and
museums (LAMs) who, working together with faculty advisors, will foster communications and a
“unified voice” for Yale collections in areas such as shared architecture, physical space needs, and
funding. The Federation will help create a sustainable environment for collaborations that enhance
access to and use of collections by users across campus and throughout the world.
The Federation’s early efforts should coalesce around two ideas: identifying ways to share physical
facilities and services (such as collections storage and processing), and planning a shared
information architecture for cross-collection services (such as digital preservation and integrated
access to collections information) that enables rationales for locally developed services (such as a
departmental digital asset management system). Initially, the Federation should develop a strategic
plan that identifies goals, objectives and priorities in these areas. Further details on this
recommended collaboration can be found in the section entitled, “Taking Collaboration to the Next
Level” (page 10).
2. Some aspects of the University’s administrative structure present challenges for LAM
collaborations. For these collaborations to be sustainable, the following need to be recognized:
a) The University’s funding approach is decentralized and based largely on donor/funder loyalties
to specific departments, programs, and collections. This structure makes it difficult to secure
stable funding for collaborations that occur across Yale’s LAMs.
b) The University’s organizational hierarchy makes the decision-making process difficult to
navigate across reporting lines. This may stymie potential collaborations or cause delays in
existing collaborative efforts.
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c) University committees act independently, yet their agendas often overlap. There is no central
coordination of committees at Yale and few ways to effectively disseminate information about
their work to other University staff, departments, and committees. As a result, LAMs often
create “isolated collaborations” that inadvertently exclude potential partners or work at crosspurposes with other Yale activities.
3. For Yale’s collections collaborations to be sustainable, collections must be integrally connected to
teaching. However, current efforts to use collections in teaching are relatively modest. Dedicated
department or other University personnel should work with faculty or teaching instructors on how to
use LAM collections for teaching; broader efforts should be encouraged to promote and
demonstrate the myriad ways that collections can be integrated into the broader educational mission
of the University.
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Background
Libraries, archives, and museums (LAMs) coexist in a variety of organizational settings and face
increasing pressure to provide more integrated access to their collections. Large institutions have a
vested interest in sharing their holdings of unique and rare materials from their various archives,
museums, and libraries in unified ways with their community of researchers and learners. Sharing
data, services, technological infrastructure, staff, and expertise can unlock greater productivity within
LAMs, as well as create research environments more aligned with users’ expectations.
As part of this effort, sixteen individuals (Appendix A) from various LAMs at Yale University met for
a day-long meeting on October 31, 2007 to discuss the collaborative environment at the university.
Current Yale LAM collaborations were discussed, motivations and obstacles identified, and ideas for
new collaborations were proposed. The efforts of the Mellon-funded Collections Collaborative were
high-lighted. This report summarizes the discussions of the day, and outlines a major collaborative idea
that emerged from the attendees’ discussions. RLG Programs facilitated this meeting as part of its
ongoing investigation into library, archive, and museum collaboration (see Appendix C). A Yale
University Sponsoring Committee (composed of Meg Bellinger, Associate University Librarian, Yale
Library; Susan Matheson, Chief Curator, The Molly and Walter Bareiss Curator of Ancient Art, Yale
University Art Gallery; Christine Weideman, Interim Director Manuscripts & Archives / Deputy
University Archivist, University Library; Martha Smalley, Principal Investigator, Collections
Collaborative & Special Collections Librarian & Curator of the Day Missions Collection Divinity
Library; Julia Marciari-Alexander, Associate Director, Yale Center for British Art; and Tim White,
Assistant Director of Collections & Operations, Peabody Museum) assisted in meeting development
and planning.

Meeting Goals
The purpose of the meeting was twofold: to bring together individuals from various Yale libraries,
archives, museums and related units to discuss the convergence of goals, practices, and services that
might best be addressed by collaborative (versus individual) approaches; and to identify and develop
new collaborative ideas that address University-wide opportunities. To address these goals, the day’s
agenda was structured as series of discussions focusing on the following areas:
•

Develop strategies to sustain and build upon the work of the Collections Collaborative (page 6)

•

Identifying current or recent collaborations that have taken place at the University (page 6)

•

Exploring the motivations and pressures that underlie these collaborations (page 7)

•

Envisioning an ideal information landscape at Yale (page 8)

•

Examining collaborative ideas the that could move Yale closer to this ideal (page 10)

•

Reviewing these collaborative ideas to identify one or two that the participants would like to
pursue in the near term (page 10)

•

Developing start-up plans for implementing the selected ideas. (page 11)
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Introductions
The meeting’s facilitator, Diane Zorich, outlined the goals, objectives, agenda, and meeting process
(See Appendix B). Zorich emphasized that the meeting structure was designed to be outcome oriented:
her objective was to ensure attendees ended the day with start-up plans for collaborative projects that
they wish to take forward.
RLG Program Officers Günter Waibel and Ricky Erway spoke about RLG’s longstanding interest in
libraries, archives and museums (LAMs). 1 This meeting is part of a larger RLG program to identify
best practices and models for LAMs, and report their findings back to the community. Yale University
is an RLG Programs partner of long-standing, and RLG is pleased to have an opportunity to work with
Yale to explore how it can strengthen its LAM collaborations. The University, with its extensive
experience in this area, can help inform RLG and the community about the issues involved in LAM
collaborations. But RLG also hopes to be a catalyst for helping Yale move collaborations further in
ways that prove fruitful for the University. She also noted the importance of the programmatic
directions that the OCLC-RLG combination would bring to LAM initiatives.
Meg Bellinger, Associate University Librarian, thanked the Beinecke Library (and E.C. Schroeder,
Head of Technical Services at the Beinecke) for arranging use of the meeting room and handling
logistics. As Co-chair of the Yale Collections Collaborative, 2 Bellinger welcomed the group and
expressed her hope that this meeting will offer ideas on ways to sustain the Collaborative and make its
values better known across the University.
Yale Provost Andrew Hamilton spoke about the importance of integrating Yale collections into the
University’s educational mission. The Mellon-funded Collections Collaborative has been successful at
developing projects that address collections accessibility. Yale must now ensure that these projects are
sustainable, and that they lead to collaborations and systems that integrate collections into the teaching
and research resources of the University. He characterized the meeting as an important development in
moving Yale toward identifying sustainable collaborations that unlock greater productivity for the
University’s special collections.

Setting the Stage
After Dr. Hamilton’s comments, Waibel, Erway, and Zorich presented a brief PowerPoint presentation
on LAM collaborations to provide context for the day’s discussions. In this presentation, Waibel
traced the emergence of LAMs from 17th century “cabinets of curiosity” to their present incarnation as
separate entities that emerged in response to the establishment of modern nation states and the increase
in cultural production. These forces required a new economic solution for organizing and managing
materials and information. In the present day, LAMs have the opportunity to become part of an
1

See the postings in the “Archive for the LAM (Libraries, Archives and Museums) Category” on the RLG Programs’ blog, Hanging
Together at http://hangingtogether.org/?cat=5.
2

See the Yale University Collections Collaborative at http://www.yale.edu/collections_collaborative/index.html
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information economy which is unhampered by organizational divisions, and provides integrated access
to their physically distributed holdings. Erway discussed the benefits of collaboration and what it can
offer to LAMs. Zorich presented three tools that could help the group objectively assess collaborative
ideas: the first tool identifies whether an idea is appropriate for LAM collaboration; the second
assesses the collaborative idea in the context of investment and results; and the third examines types of
changes and their impacts on collaboration (See Appendix C).

Current Collaborations at Yale
Participants spoke briefly about the many collaborations that occur between Yale’s LAMs. These
collaborations include:
•

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

The Collections Collaborative, a program funded by the Mellon Foundation to enhance access to
and use of the museums, galleries, and library special collections across the University. The
Collaborative consists of:
• Regrants: funding for projects involving more than one library, archive, or museum. These
projects have succeeded in opening up dialogue and work with colleagues across departments.
• A symposium: “Mainstreaming Collections Reference.” The symposium assembled reference
staff from Yale’s LAMs to introduce them to each other and identify ways they could work
together more effectively. It led to the creation of two taskforces that are: 1) reviewing and
reformatting the Collaborative’s Web site for primary resources at Yale; and 2) communicating
information about new accessions of collections materials throughout the University.
• A workshop: “The Use of Primary Sources in Teaching.” LAM representatives discussed how
they have integrated primary sources into teaching and how they have worked with faculty to
do so.
Protocols for sharing collections for exhibitions are becoming formalized across campus, building
on a long-held culture of sharing physical collections for loans and exhibits.
The archives and manuscripts collections are using more of the libraries’ centralized infrastructure,
and in turn, the libraries are learning how to work with hierarchical arrangement structures from
these collections.
A “Digital Coffee Club,” an informal, cross-campus group (initiated by the Art Gallery) that meets
periodically to discuss high-end digital imaging of collections.
The Ross Archives of African Art, a data archive from a community resource that came to the
University via a donor. The Art Gallery is overseeing this resource but collaborated with the
Library on funding to bring the archive online. The Library also supports the data archive on its
server.
The Rescue Repository, a collection of digital materials that were on disintegrating media and
needed to be “rescued.” A unified voice from the various LAMs will help decision-makers
prioritize as they move toward a more formalized preservation environment.
The Art Gallery and British Art Center are considering joint funding to purchase a DAM system.
The Development Office initiated an effort among five University departments to collaborate in
sharing a ticketing software application.
A security effort (“cultural properties operation”) started by Yale’s museums and the Beinecke to
identify backup and after-hours security plans for collections across campus.
A LAM collaboration undertaken several years ago to identify preservation and conservation needs
(a “wish list”) for a joint preservation/conservation facility.
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•

ARTstor: Through a partnership with ARTstor, the Art Gallery and the Peabody will prepare highresolution images from their permanent collections to include in ARTstor’s Digital Library Charter
Collection.

Motivations
The participants considered incentives, pressures, and other motivations to participate in collaboratory
projects like those mentioned above. The following persuasive forces were identified as underlying
Yale LAM collaborations:
Internal
• Widely acknowledged need to make collaboration efforts sustainable
• Mandates, such as pressures from the Provost and others to disseminate digital resources (These
pressures led to the creation of Yale’s Digital Dissemination Task Force and a push for mass
digitization)
• Leverage costs by collaborative fundraising and sharing equipment/tools
• Faculty desire to search across collections
• Interoperability
• Educational mission of University
• Pedagogical benefits
• Individuals are motivated to collaborate as a way to work around funding limitations/restrictions
• Responsible care for collections
• The need to contextualize source materials (to do this you must collaborate because the
contextualizing information exists across many different resources at Yale.)
• Encouragement by Yale administration
• To assist faculty in integrating collections and teaching
External
• Influences (such as receipt of the Ross Archives) which require collaborative solutions
• Challenges within LAM professional communities to be a leader and exemplar of best practices
• Providing broad access to non-Yale researchers
• Increasing awareness of Yale’s collections outside the University community
• External expectations of what Yale should be
• Granting agencies’ expectations

Obstacles
The discussion of motivations was interspersed with concerns about obstacles that inhibit collaboration
at Yale. Many of these obstacles coalesced into larger themes as grouped below:
Infrastructure
• Collaborative activities tend to focus on the “small pieces.” An overall “priority plan” or “big
picture” for collaborations at the University would be useful.
• The need to pitch ideas for collaborations and articulate a unified need for funding them
• The challenge of creating models for sustainable collaboration
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•
•
•

Difficult to “advertise” LAM holdings
Expertise could be better leveraged
Collaborative projects need to better communicate information about progress and outcomes to
others across the Yale campus.

Organization
• The University’s fundraising is decentralized
• Funding is tied to departments, programs and/or collections
• Departments tap into a donor’s loyalty to raise money for department-specific programs.
• The Development Office targets donors/funders for particular programs, schools, departments,
and asks others not to solicit those prospects.
• Departments may have endowments tied (for legal reasons) to a particular collection and these
endowments are not usable for cross-collection collaborations.
• Yale’s “org chart” has many multiple-reporting tracks. This structure makes decision-making more
complex.
• University committees sometimes overlap in the issues they address. A central source of
information about committees at Yale would help to disseminate information to other University
staff.
Collections and Teaching
• There is a need for more coordination and programmatic oversight devoted to working with faculty
on how to use LAM holdings for teaching.
• Faculty and students would welcome assistance and instruction as they work towards integrating
collections from multiple repositories into teaching.
• Yale’s instructional technology group should focus more on teaching activities that use collections.
Other Factors
• Related collections may be physically distributed across campus and administered by different
campus repositories (for example, papers of person X may be at Repository Y, while the related
objects he or she collected are at Repository Z)
• Newly formalized procedures for loans have increased turnaround time
• Uncoordinated vendor relationships may result, for example, in having three different
implementations of TMS collections management software
• Space limitations exist for many LAMs
• LAMs tend to silo their own collections in ways that limit broader thematic and cross-disciplinary
studies (for example, natural history collections are in separate systems that make it difficult to
study broad themes like ecology)
• Attentiveness to alumni sometimes results in projects with no long-term sustainability plan

Visioning
During the afternoon session, the focus of the meeting turned from discussions of current
collaborations and motivations to considerations of future collaborative opportunities and how they can
be realized. To encourage participants to think more broadly, without reference to past efforts and
current LAM environments, the group participated in a visioning exercise where they were asked to
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identify the ideal information landscape for LAMs at Yale. If resources were unrestricted and
opportunities limitless, how would they like things to be? What functions and capabilities would they
like to make available or have access to? Participants were encouraged to consider the user
perspective as well as that of a content provider.
The visioning exercise produced many “ideal” scenarios in both the virtual and physical realms (the
latter initiated largely by University’s recent purchase of the former Bayer Healthcare Campus,
colloquially referred to as the “West Campus”). The “wish list” of ideas included:
In the virtual world:
• Provide a Google-like search across all collections
• Offer “one-stop shopping” with useful, faceted results (i.e., categories for browsing and “slicing
the collection”; ways to let users organize and refine the results)
• Offer “forest” (broad) and “tree” (specific) level views of results (and let the audience choose
which level it wants)
• Provide value beyond digitization: for example, course content, exhibits, social tagging, linking to
wikis, context
• Ways to keep value-added content available in long term
• Ways to absorb community knowledge into collections information
• Enable serendipitous encounters, such as one would have in browsing through books on a shelf
• Push Yale collections information out via portals, links on Wikipedia pages, etc.
• Use data mining to improve user services
• The ability to bring data to users’ local (desktop) environment to use in whatever way they need
• Provide user tools for “publishing” information (as an exhibit, for example)
• Engaging in user studies to determine how information is accessed
• Sufficient aggregation of Yale resources and metadata so their ranking in Google results is
improved
• Implement mechanisms for capturing edited content and adding it to the online content
• Implement mechanisms for defining, retrieving, using and re-using learning objects (like lectures)
In the physical environment:
• More storage, particularly specialized storage (e.g., cold storage, large format storage)
• More collections processing space (e.g., for scanning, preservation)
• Use the movement of collections as an opportunity to digitize materials en masse
• Highlight all collections, particularly in temporary exhibits (the current focus of temporary exhibits
tends to be collections from a single library, archive, or museum)
• Create new research/study space where collections are brought to researchers
• Split processes and functions, not collections
• The move of collections to the West Campus could open up spaces on the main campus for shared
exhibits, classrooms, research, etc.
• Leverage cost and other economies of shared space without undermining or ignoring the
uniqueness and specialness of spaces within a LAM
• Cross-training of support staff and pooling of student workers
• Develop unified security procedures across LAMS that include:
• one-time only registration of users
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•

equivalent rules and guidelines for access to collections across LAMs

Ideas that cross both virtual and physical realms:
• Find ways to retain departmental identities while promoting collections and information under the
broader Yale University brand
• Make all users comfortable working with collections in both virtual and physical realms
• Be aware that current obstacles and limitations may disappear with time, as more of what is
collected over the next century moves from physical objects to digital ones.

Taking Collaboration to the Next Level
After the visioning exercise, participants began identifying collaborative ideas that would move Yale
toward the broader information landscape they articulated above. To lay the foundation for more
concrete discussions, the various collaborative ideas proposed throughout the day were summarized.
These ideas involved the digital sphere (e.g., system integration and technological infrastructure for
integrated access and digital preservation,) the “brick and mortar” environment (e.g., use of West
Campus facilities, shared spaces) and organizational and administrative components (e.g.,
communication and funding strategies.) Participants were asked to think about all these ideas in the
context of the larger vision they share for the institution, and try to identify which ones would move
them significantly closer to that vision. The following ideas were put forth as topics amenable to
collaborative solutions:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Moving the Rescue Repository into a formalized digital preservation repository environment
More broadly integrating Digital Asset Management and Collection Management Systems and
other digital tools among LAMs
Broadening participation an support for integrated access; resource the continuation of XSearch
Enhance communication channels
Creating a central voice for University collections
Promoting new funding strategies
Developing proposals for the use of West Campus facilities for collections and the subsequent
main campus spaces that might become available if some collections and processing spaces moved
out of current LAM facilities
Integrating collections with teaching

As conversations ensued around these topics, it became apparent that collaborative efforts to address
any of these ideas required a broader, more systemic approach. One idea increasingly dominated the
discussion: the need for an overarching entity to represent collections throughout the University.
Further discussions focused in on this idea, resulting in a proposal that the group develop a
“federation” (composed of LAM representatives from across the University) to present a unified voice
to represent Yale collections.
The federation would subsume many of the ideas outlined above into its agenda where they could be
addressed more systematically. It would identify priorities for collections on campus, including a
shared architectural framework for integrated access and a shared vision for how best to use West
Campus space for collections and common services. Most importantly, it would offer a framework for
helping Yale’s LAMs to establish sustainable collaborations.
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Participants felt that one of the first efforts of the federation should be to develop a strategic plan
identifying goals for Yale collections, prioritize them, and develop a methodology for how best to
address them. Included in this plan would be communication strategies and strategies for discussing
ideas with appropriate decision-makers on campus.
Structuring the Collaboration
To identify how a “federation of Yale collections” could be implemented within the context of the
University’s environment, participants discussed: 1) a brief description of the project; 2) the particular
content areas the federation would address in its strategic plan; and 3) the various extant Yale working
groups or committees that would help to move it forward. They also identified “point persons” who
would take the first steps in getting the project started. The following were agreed upon by the group.

Name: The Yale Collections Federation
Description: Collaboration among collections at Yale will allow the University to maximize
dissemination of its unique resources (human, financial, physical, technological and intellectual) for
teaching and research in a sustainable environment.
Imprimaturs needed: To give the Federation official support within the University’s administration,
participants need “buy-in” from their directors, the four Deputy Provosts, and ultimately the Provost.
It is hoped that the Provost will formally approve of the idea and appoint LAM representatives and
faculty advisors to the federation. The Office of the Secretary will need to be informed about this new
effort.
Structure: To move the federation forward, a Steering Committee, consisting of a representative from
the Departments represented at this meeting (the University Library, Yale Center for British Art, Yale
Art Gallery, the Peabody Museum, the Collections Collaborative/Divinity Library, and Manuscripts
and Archives) will begin planning for the formation of the Federation. Others experts will be called in
as appropriate (e.g., Musical Instruments and Drama.)
Point persons: This meeting’s Sponsoring Committee will undertake the preliminary efforts needed to
get the Federation started by organizing the first meeting of the Steering Committee.
First task of the Federation: To develop a strategic plan focusing on the following critical areas:
•

Shared space and services – coordinate space planning based on common needs and functions and
to optimize the functions and services that are unique to each unit, considering:
• Security
• Space for processing, digitization, data warehouse center, conservation/preservation/storage
• Collections storage
• Purchasing and supplies
• Cross trained staffing pool
• Intellectual property policy and guidelines and shared services

Yale University Report

page 11

•
•

Freed space for mission-essential services (teaching and research, cross collections exhibits,
study space with retrieval of items from various Yale collections)

Shared infrastructure and services such as:
• Integrated digital preservation/access
• Protocols, standards, architecture to enable integrated access to Yale collections
• One stop search and discovery
• Digital storage
• Principles and policies for mass digitization and private partnerships

The strategic plan also will identify communication channels and create compelling funding scenarios.
Plans for moving forward: The following meetings (previously scheduled for other reasons, or to be
scheduled) will be used to broach the Federation concept to University leaders.
•
•
•
•
•

November 2, 2007 meeting with the Office of the Secretary (the Federation concept introduced to
the Secretary)
Meeting of the Steering Committee to identify potential faculty advisors for the Provost’s
consideration and to coordinate other aspects of the Federation’s start-up.
Meeting with the Deputy Provost and Head of Information Technology to introduce the Federation
concept
Meeting with the Provost to introduce the Federation concept, seek his endorsement, and request
formal appointment of representatives and faculty advisors to the Federation
Inaugural meeting of the Federation.

Meeting Wrap-up
Waibel summarized RLG Programs’ post-meeting plans (see Appendix C for more detailed
information about RLG Programs’ LAM project.) An internal summary report of the meeting’s
discussions and outcomes will be distributed to the Sponsoring Committee. RLG will follow-up with
this meeting’s Sponsoring Committee to see if there are any ways RLG could assist Yale efforts to
implement the Federation.
The meeting participants requested they be kept informed of relevant discussions underway at other
RLG LAM site visits, and are interested in how these sites are establishing and sustaining their own
collaborations. Yale views its participation in the RLG LAM project as a benchmarking exercise, to
see where the University is positioned vis-à-vis other university LAM collaborations and to learn from
the process.
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Appendix A –Yale Workshop Attendees

Meg Bellinger, Associate University Librarian, University Library
Emmanuelle Delmas-Glass, Collections Catalogue Specialist, Center for British Art
Carol DeNatale, Director Collections & Technology, University Art Gallery
Larry Gall, Head of Computer Systems Office; Curatorial Affiliate, Peabody Museum
Melissa Gold Fournier, Associate Registrar, Center for British Art
Pamela Franks, Curator Academic Initiatives, University Art Gallery
Bill Landis, Head of Arrangement, Description, & Metadata Coordinator, University Library
Julia Marciari-Alexander, Associate Director Exhibitions & Publications, Center for British Art
Susan Matheson, Chief Curator/Molly & Walter Bareiss Curator of Ancient Art; Lecturer Classics,
University Art Gallery
Bill Piel, Associate Director, Peabody Museum
Thomas Raich, Associate Director IT, University Art Gallery
E.C. Schroeder, Head of Technical Services, Beinecke Library
Martha Smalley, Special Collections Librarian & Curator, Divinity School Library
Christine Weideman, Deputy Director Manuscripts & Archives / Deputy University Archivist,
University Library
Tim White, Assistant Director Collections & Operations, Peabody Museum
Stephen Yearl, Digital Systems Research Archivist, University Library
RLG Programs Representatives:
Günter Waibel, Program Officer
Ricky Erway, Program Officer
Diane Zorich, Cultural Heritage Consultant (Meeting Facilitator)
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Appendix B – Workshop Agenda
Library, archive and museum collaboration: Organizational and service relationships on the
LAM
A workshop to further dialog and collaboration among libraries, archives and museums, hosted by
RLG Programs.
Yale University campus, October 31st 2007
Beinecke Library – Room 38
The hosts:
Günter Waibel, Program Officer, RLG Programs
Ricky Erway, Program Officer, RLG Programs
Diane Zorich, Cultural heritage consultant
The sponsoring committee:
Meg Bellinger (Associate University Librarian, Yale Library)
Susan Matheson (Chief Curator, The Molly and Walter Bareiss Curator of Ancient Art, Yale
University Art Gallery)
Christine Weideman (Interim Director Manuscripts & Archives / Deputy University Archivist,
University Library)
Martha Smalley (Principal Investigator, Collections Collaborative & Special Collections Librarian &
Curator of the Day Missions Collection Divinity Library)
Julia Marciari-Alexander (Associate Director, Yale Center for British Art)
Tim White (Assistant Director of Collections & Operations, Peabody Museum)
The idea:
Bringing together library, archive and museum staff to discuss the convergence of their goals, practices
and services.
The goal:
Concrete suggestions for how collaborations can be deepened and sustained.
9:00 - 9:30am

Gathering / coffee

9:30 - 10:00am

Welcome / Introductions
Diane Zorich introduces goals, objectives and the agenda logistics (5 mins)
RLG staff address the group (10 mins)
Participant introductions (15 mins)

10:00 - 10:15am

Welcome by Andrew D. Hamilton, Provost

10:15 - 10:45am

Setting the stage
A short presentation providing context for the meeting (RLG staff)

10:45 - 11:00am

– Break –
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11:00 - 11:45am

The present
Identifying existing collaborations at Yale

11:45 - 12:15pm

Carrots & Sticks
Identifying the motivation and pressure for libraries, archives and museums to
integrate

12:15 - 1:15pm

– Lunch –

1:15 - 2:15pm

Visioning
Identifying the ideal information landscape libraries, archives and museum at
Yale would like to collaborate on

2:15 - 3:15pm

Taking collaboration to the next level, part I
Exploring how the collaborations discussed during the "visioning" exercise can
be realized within the context of the Yale campus: putting flesh on a concrete
plan

3:15 - 3:30pm

– Break –

3:30pm - 4:30pm

Taking collaboration to the next level, part II
Exploring how the collaborations discussed during the "visioning" exercise can
be realized within the context of the Yale campus: putting flesh on a concrete
plan

4:30 - 5:00pm

Wrap-up
Review goals and accomplishments of the meeting
Review post-meeting plans
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Appendix C
Library, archive and museum collaboration:
Organizational and service relationships on the LAM
A Brief Synopsis

RLG Programs, 3 now part of OCLC Programs and Research, is conducting an investigation into
library, archive, and museum collaboration to identify the underlying motivations and synergies that
foster these efforts. One of the main objectives of this initiative is to promote future collaborative
endeavors that are sustainable and uniquely serve the needs of both institutions and their users.
Another objective is to identify models for collaborations that can be considered by the LAM
community.
The initiative is being implemented through a multi-layered investigation that includes site visits with
institutions that have an established collaborative environment, discussions with universities in early
stages of collaborative developments, and conversations with experts and leaders in the area of LAM
services and collaborations. Site visits are being conducted at the following institutions in the Late
Fall/Early Spring of 2007-2008: the Smithsonian Institution, Yale University, Princeton University, the
Victoria and Albert Museum, and the University of Edinburgh.) Discussions with other universities
and leaders are ongoing.
In the Summer of 2008, RLG will issue a public report that identifies the cumulative findings of all the
site visits, and incorporates discussions from leaders in the field, as well as interviews conducted with
other institutions who wished to participate in the project (but who were not far enough along in the
collaborative process to do so.) RLG hopes the public report spurs broader discussion in the
community and ideas for how RLG can further assist LAMs in strengthening collaborations and
identifying collaborative opportunities.

3

See About RLG Programs at http://www.oclc.org/programs/about/default.htm.
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