Notes from Meeting of Deaccessioning and Reappraisal Development and Review Team
Organizational Meeting
Laura Uglean Jackson, Chair
Thursday, August 13, 2009
12:00 to 1:30
Austin, TX

Those concerned about their institution objecting to their participation in the group might consider using a personal gmail or aol account for team communication.

Laura Uglean Jackson, team chair, suggested the use of a wiki for communication.

Margery Sly suggested SAA should have Drupel live by winter 2009 or spring 2010, and that program could also facilitate the group’s work.

Need to include the stickier points of deaccessioning, like what to do with deaccessioned collections.

Need to choose members of the committee in such a way that a variety of institutions are represented because deaccessioning and reappraisal could have different affects depending on the repository setting.

Stressed the importance of documentation at all levels of the deaccessioning and reappraisal process and the need for standardized forms.

Peter Blodgett suggested reappraisal of mission statements and reappraisal at the repository level should be addressed.  The example given was a film archive that is a pet of a curator who leaves and the repository’s focus changes.

Need for ethics to be considered, reflected, and integrated at all levels of process.

Request for a longer review period.  Margery Sly, Council Liaison to the Standards Committee, indicated the committee’s new procedure involves a longer review period than under previous procedure.

Comment that the flip side of deaccessioning because a repository has changed focus is to join split collections

Suggestion to include rare books received with collections

Discussion of the commodification of the materials we oversee--example political ephemera and how that affects disposition of deaccessioned material.    Need to address when and how it is appropriate to sell items, transfer to other repositories, and carry out “responsible destruction.”

After a discussion of the need to address specific formats, such as rare books and ephemera, Mark Greene made the point that the document needs to be applicable across a wide range of types of collections and formats.  If we try to address every specific subset of materials in collections that has potential market value, that will dilute the efforts on a larger draft policy for reappraisal and deaccessioning and could have no end.

Need to focus on the proper process to document the decision and outcomes that apply to the decision.
College and University Section’s guidelines a good model for setting guidelines for repositories at multiple levels.  They have been successful in providing meaningful guidance to university archives of all sizes, administrative arrangements, and public v. private.

Concern about how to balance the responsibility to your institution versus history at large when making reappraisal and deaccessioning decisions.

Guidelines should include a discussion that a repository should undertake a cost-benefit analysis at all levels when considering whether to begin the deaccessioning and reappraisal process.  Is it worth undertaking the analysis necessary to reappraise?  It may be that the quantity is really low and time required is very high.  Emphasize need for cost-benefit analysis through entire process.  Will you get the bang for your buck? (Mark Greene)

Include a bit on the intangible benefit of better serving researchers through this process.

Guidelines for receiving institutions and ethics involved:  an issue when a repository that is not practicing good policy in deaccessioning materials and another institution takes the fruits of that policy, without info on provenance and consideration of whether the giving institution followed appropriate deaccessioning procedures.

What kind of legal review will the document have, legal expertise involved with the guidelines’ development?--some activities will be dictated by laws of the state where the repository is; suggestion that SAA members who are archivists and lawyers will likely provide advice and review pro bono, and some repositories’ may also be able to use their counsel
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