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Ohio Heritage Partnership

Strategic Initiatives Report
Introduction
In October 2008, the State Library of Ohio and the Ohio Historical Society submitted a Connecting to Collections Planning Grant application to the Institute of Museum and Library Services (IMLS).  This grant was awarded in February 2009 and the Strategic Initiatives Report is the culmination of grant activities.  

This report is based largely on a survey that was completed by cultural heritage organizations across the state.  The survey was developed by Tom Clareson, Senior Consultant for New Initiatives at LYRASIS.  Working with the planning partners, a detailed survey was developed and distributed.  A total of 290 surveys, or 41%, were returned and analyzed.  Additionally, Mr. Clareson completed 12 telephone interviews.  With the completion of the telephone interviews, all of Ohio’s 88 counties had at least one institution responding to one of the survey’s activities.  Other means for information gathering included a statewide summit and five regional meetings.  
Planning Partners 
Representatives of the State Library of Ohio and the Ohio Historical Society began meeting in summer 2008 to plan and submit the IMLS Connecting to Collections Planning Grant.  They assumed the role of primary partners for the submission and implementation of the project.
The State Library’s vision statement reads, “The State Library of Ohio will lead in ensuring the delivery of all information and library services to all Ohio residents, anywhere, anytime.”  This vision statement underscores the State Library’s unique and vital role in providing services to Ohio libraries.  Increasingly Ohio libraries are seeking ways to preserve their collections as well as provide the greatest possible access to them.  

The mission of the Ohio Historical Society (OHS) is to help people connect with Ohio’s past in order to understand the present and create a better future. One of their key values “rests on a dedication to broad accessibility and inclusiveness in preserving and sharing Ohio’s rich and dynamic story.”  OHS serves as the state’s historical agency and also houses the state archives and the state historic preservation office.  
The State Library and the Ohio Historical Society have a history of working collaboratively on projects and programs that impact both of their service populations.  The Connecting to Collections project was a natural partnership opportunity to preserve Ohio’s cultural heritage and to bring together the library and museum communities across the state.

Two other entities became involved in the primary partner team shortly after the grant was awarded, LYRASIS and the Intermuseum Conservation Association.  As part of the grant, a contract was awarded to LYRASIS to assist in planning and implementing a survey that would encourage participation by all cultural heritage organizations in Ohio, analyze the results and present the results at meetings across the state.  Tom Clareson, Senior Consultant for New Initiatives, has been working closely with the planning partners and his work provides the  foundation for the Strategic Initiatives Report.
The Intermuseum Conservation Association (ICA), located in Cleveland, is the oldest not-for-profit conservation center in the United States.  The ICA provides high-quality and cost-effective services to collecting institutions in the areas of conservation and education.  The Director of Education at ICA has provided key project support for the Connecting to Collections project by attending all project meetings and presenting at the Summit and Regional Meetings.
As the planning grant period entered its final phases, the Ohio Museums Association (OMA) also became a partner in the project.  Founded in 1976 by members of the Ohio's museum community, the OMA works with a variety of museums, museum professionals and providers of museum services to strengthen the state's museums, foster excellence in the field and support the museum community.   The mission of the OMA is to strengthen museums by advocating for and serving as the unified voice of the Ohio museum community, connect institutions through conferences, workshops, collaboration and access to resources, empower museum professionals and inspire audiences by promoting excellence and fostering a life-long love of museums.  OMA staff will play a key role as implementation of this report progresses and as we move forward with an implementation grant application.
Other Important Preservation Groups in the State 
The primary partners could not have developed the Strategic Initiatives Report without the direct and indirect support of the many library and museum organizations across the state.  Likewise, the implementation of activities within this Report will depend on the involvement of these organizations.   

Academic Library Association of Ohio (ALAO):  ALAO provides support, encouragement, and continuing education opportunities for academic library staff from all over Ohio through  workshops, an annual conference and other programs. ALAO is the Ohio chapter of the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL).

Kent State University:  Kent State University School of Library and Information Science (KSU SLIS) is the only American Library Association accredited library school in Ohio.  KSU SLIS offers numerous courses on archives, digital initiatives, and preservation management as well as a Certificate of Advanced Study in Digital Preservation. Several workshops on archives and preservation and one on Museum Collection Management are offered.

Ohio Historical Records Advisory Board (OHRAB):  OHRAB is the central body for historical records planning in the state. Board members represent Ohio's public and private archives, records offices, and research institutions. They are appointed by the governor. Administrative responsibility for the board rests with the Ohio Historical Society's Archives/Library Division. The board also acts as the state-level review body for grants submitted to the National Historical Publications and Records Commission (NHPRC), in accordance with that commission's guidelines.
Ohio Library Council (OLC):  The OLC is the statewide professional association which represents the interests of Ohio's public libraries as well as their trustees, Friends and staffs.  The OLC Subjects and Special Collections Division promotes, develops and educates on Ohio's subject and special collection services. 

The Ohio Library and Information Network (OhioLINK):  OhioLINK is a consortium of 88 Ohio college and university libraries and the State Library of Ohio that work together to provide Ohio students, faculty and researchers with the information they need for teaching and research.  The Digital Media Center (DMC) archives and provides access to a variety of multimedia materials and the Digital Resources Management Committee facilitates cooperation in the creation and sharing of digital collections by developing a community of digitization practitioners to share expertise and resources.
Ohio Local History Alliance (OLHA), formerly Ohio Association of Historical Societies and Museums (OAHSM):  OHLA, organized in 1950 under the sponsorship of the Ohio Historical Society (OHS), is composed of local historical societies, historic preservation groups, history museums, archives, libraries, and genealogical societies throughout the state involved in collecting, preserving and interpreting Ohio’s history.  Although separate from OHS, the two organizations share a common purpose and goals.  The local history office of OHS administers and coordinates all OLHA programs in collaboration with the 23 member OLHA Board. 
Ohio Preservation Council (OPC):  OPC is a broad coalition of Ohio libraries, archives, historical societies, and conservation resources. Its mission is to provide a network for preservation education and to support preservation activities within the state. Libraries of all types and sizes may be members of OPC.  A critical concern of the OPC is the need to properly balance preservation with access to materials, and to recognize that new digitization technologies are a good means of increasing access, but must not be relied upon as a long term preservation solution.
Society of Ohio Archivists (SOA):  Founded in 1968, SOA’s mission is to exchange information, coordinate activities, and improve professional competence in Ohio's archives and manuscript repositories. Membership in the society is open to the public, and  anyone with an interest in archives and manuscripts is invited to join.
Project Background
The Ohio Heritage Strategic Initiatives Report is built upon findings from the survey, summit and regional meetings, and the telephone interviews.  The primary information was gained through the completion of a survey distributed to all cultural heritage organizations within the state.  Thomas Clareson, Senior Consultant for New Initiatives at LYRASIS, was the consultant. In collaboration with the project partners and Nicole Hayes, Director of Education at the Intermuseum Conservation Association, Mr. Clareson developed the survey which was distributed in January 2010.  

As the survey was in development, the project partners felt that having liaisons in the field to assist in answering questions about the survey and to assist institutions in completing the survey would be beneficial.  To that end, seven “trainers” were recruited, representing both the library and museum fields as well as ensuring geographic diversity.  The trainers were brought together to discuss the project and the survey.  They also pre-tested the survey to make sure that it would be understandable to those in the field.  Trainers have also played a role in previewing project activities and documents as they roll out.  The list of trainers can be found in Appendix A.
Nearly 700 institutions were informed of the survey and a total of 290 answered for a response rate of 41%.  According to Clareson, this was one of the highest response rates of the sixteen states he has worked with on Connecting to Collections projects.  Of Ohio’s 88 counties, 78 had some level of return rate.  Clareson followed up with telephone interviews with libraries or museums/historical societies so that project results would have at least one representative per county.

The survey instrument addressed a wide range of activities.  Information was gathered on topics including preservation activities, preservation environment/security/disaster preparedness, preservation services and partnering, preservation information and training, preservation planning/funding/staffing, digital collections, and institutional data on collections and resources. Survey results are discussed in the next section of this report.
As an extension to the survey and to gain information directly from preservation professionals and practitioners, two follow-up activities were held after the survey was completed.  The first was the Connecting to Collections Summit held in May 2010 and the second was a series of Regional Meetings held in July 2010.

The Ohio Connecting to Collections Summit was held on May 7, 2010.  This was an invitation- only event aimed at administrators and key preservation/conservation staff. Summit attendance was 49, with representatives from all types of organizations encompassed by the Connecting to Collections program.  The day began with a keynote by Wes Cowan, owner of Cowan’s Auctions and contributor on PBS’s Antiques Roadshow and History Detective. Mr. Cowan focused on the wealth of materials that need to be preserved and that education is essential for individuals to be able to accomplish these preservation goals.  He also emphasized the necessity of collaboration between institutions and between types of institutions.  Further, he suggested that larger institutions have a responsibility to provide support and guidance to smaller institutions.  His comments set the tone for the day.  
Tom Clareson provided the group with preliminary survey results.  The next two sessions were the primary sessions of the day.  These were focus groups, with each attendee having the option to select two focus groups from the following choices:  Advocacy, Digital Issues, Education, and Funding.  Two representatives from the partner team led each focus group.  Using the preliminary survey results, the group leaders developed discussion questions relevant to their topic.  After posing the questions, the focus group brainstormed ideas, thoughts, concerns, and future direction.  These were recorded and a short reporting-back session was provided to all Summit participants.  

As part of the reporting-back, focus group leaders discussed key issues from each area.  The advocacy group discussed a need to advocate up (for support and funding) and down (to build partnerships, show the importance of resources and to obtain grassroots support).  Participants noted that advocacy is about educating and creating awareness and tying it to people’s personal interests, partnerships, collaboration and building relationships without leaving anyone out.
The Digital Issues group primarily discussed concerns, including project planning and long-term preservation plans, the need for consistent standards, scarcity of resources (funding) and the need for assistance and training.  
The Education focus groups reiterated the need for information on best practices, practical hands-on training and conservation education.  
The top three funding needs cited were continued funding for digitization, fund support for the move from “rescue storage” of collections (simply getting material into boxes and cabinets) to long-term permanent storage (in preservationally-sound storage enclosures), and funding for identification and inventorying of collections.  
Although each focus group had its own theme, all four focus groups revealed similar needs that can and should be addressed as a package.
Following the Summit, five Regional Meetings were held in July.  These half-day sessions were somewhat similar in nature to the Summit, but focused even more on providing preservation information resources to the cultural heritage institution staff members and volunteers working in organizations in Ohio.  Overall, the Regional Meetings attracted a total of 113 participants.  Reflecting the wide spectrum of cultural institutions in the state, meetings were scheduled at a variety of organizational types.  Locations and number of attendees can be found in Appendix B.
The majority of attendees at the regional meetings represented smaller museums, libraries, and historical societies.  It became clear that making sure educational and informational activities are geared to this type of institution is very important, although the needs of larger institutions must be addressed as well.

The key topics which were discussed at length in more than one meeting included:

· Preserving personal collections

· Grants and funding assistance for preservation and digitization

· Resource information for developing disaster plans

· Development of collection policies, including deaccessioning practices

· Metadata issues for digitized collections

The Ohio Connecting to Collections web survey received at least one response from 78 of the 88 counties in the state.  To make sure the Connecting to Collections based activities received feedback from all of the counties in the state, telephone interviews were conducted by Tom Clareson with cultural heritage representatives from the ten counties where no survey responses had been received.  A list of institutions contacted can be found in Appendix C. The calls were made in July through September 2010, with an equal number of historical societies/museums and libraries contacted.  

While there were many areas in which the responses from the telephone survey calls differed, there were, overall, similar needs and activities that arose from the survey itself.  

Survey Findings 

As noted above, the Ohio Connecting to Collections web survey was one of the most successful so far in the national Connecting to Connections initiative, in both the overall response rate to the survey (approximately 41%) and the fact that there were responses from 78 of the 88 counties in the state.

Institution types completing the survey included libraries (99 or 41%), historical societies (48 or 21%), educational institution/academic libraries (college or university) with 32 or 13%, and museums (30 or 12%).  Other responding groups included historic houses/sites and local government entities.  

The results showed the array and volume of formats held in collecting institutions.  Estimates indicate that Ohio’s collecting institutions hold 26 million books and bound volumes, 11 million photographs, 5 million items as digital materials in online collections, 3 million archaeological items, 2 million moving image items,  and 1.2 million recorded sound collection items.  The volume of materials held becomes even more staggering when one takes into account that these numbers represent only 41% of Ohio’s institutions.  

While the results of the Ohio Connecting to Collections project shed some very positive light on the State’s preservation activities, the survey discovered a number of trends which cultural heritage institutions must address to continue safeguarding their treasures.

Cultural organizations in Ohio indicated that they regularly undertake a wide variety of preservation activities.  However, few indicated that they had undergone some central or “core” activities of preservation program development, including development of long-range preservation plans; preservation surveys of their buildings, collections, and preservation policies; or disaster plans.  

In terms of what is currently being done, those surveyed indicated that they are (to some degree) rehousing materials.  This includes refoldering and reboxing.  There is also a significant amount of reformatting being performed in the state.  This includes preservation photocopying and microfilming.  Digitization and imaging is a key area of interest in collecting institutions and many are currently embarking on digitization projects, either independently or as part of a larger project.   Other preservation activities being done around the state include the purchase of storage furniture, environmental monitoring, pest and mold management and the development of exhibit policies.  
But there is still a long list of “what needs to be done.”  The survey included an open-ended question asking, “What are the top three preservation needs in your institution?”  A compilation of the answers resulted in the following list:  
· Lack of proper storage

· Lack of long-term preservation plan or policies
· Environmental issues (temperature & rh fluctuations, lack of temperature & rh control, lack of monitoring, lighting issues)

· Lack of funds for preservation supplies, staff, and activities
· Lack of staff or staff time for preservation activities

· Need for digitization of collection items

Lack of proper storage

A finding of great concern centered on storage conditions for materials.  When asked from a preservation perspective how much of their institution’s collections they would estimate are adequately stored in a secure, environmentally-controlled space, on appropriate mounts or containers, in appropriate storage furniture, and with enough space to accommodate access, 39 institutions (14.7%) said none of their collections were adequately stored, 91 respondents (34.3%) said only 1-25% of their collections were stored adequately, and another 51 organizations said 26-50% were stored adequately.  All told, almost 70% of respondents felt that half or less of their collections were stored adequately.  The lack of storage space and appropriate storage environment and containers was one of the problems mentioned most often in Ohio’s collection facilities.

Lack of long-term preservation plan or policies

Another area of policy development which was lacking was plans to prepare for, mitigate the effects of, and recover from disasters which affect cultural heritage collections.  The survey found that written policies/procedures and disaster plans were lacking in a large percentage of institutions.  Only 13% of survey respondents indicated they have a disaster plan, with another 20% indicating they have a plan but that it has not been updated in a year or more.  48% said they do not have a disaster plan.  One interesting and potentially disturbing statistic was that 14% are in the process of developing a plan. Although it is encouraging that the plan is in development, the survey did not indicate how long the plan had been in development or the degree to which it was completed.  In other words, if a flood occurred today, would the plan be substantially developed to be useful for the institution?
There were, however, positive findings in the development of working relationships between cultural heritage professionals and emergency managers/first responders, with 82% of respondents having such a working relationship with local first responders and emergency managers.  Security practices, in general, are well-developed.  It is hoped that these activities can serve as the basis for developing better disaster plans for the institutions.  

Environmental issues

The survey found that temperature and light levels were most often controlled but that humidity and air quality were controlled less often.  Although fire detection was good, fire suppression was poor. Ninety respondents or one-third of respondents have dealt with disaster situations at their institution. Disasters were caused by water leakage, flooding, mold outbreaks and/or pests.  For the majority of institutions it was internal staff that took care of recovery efforts.  

One of the best ways to increase the life expectancy of cultural collections is to provide a good storage environment for them and stave off the damaging effects of temperature, humidity, light, and pollutants.  Temperature and light were at least controlled in some areas of the collections.  Humidity and pollutants, however, were not controlled in a majority of collections.  When not controlled, these environmental forces can be the cause of disasters which damage collections, including mold, leaks, and other problems. 

Lack of funds for supplies, staff, and activities
The majority of survey respondents indicated that they receive all or the majority of  preservation funding from the home institution’s own budget.  This can be both positive and negative.  It shows that preservation activities are on the radar of the institution and that they have a commitment to funding those activities.  However, as institution budgets shrink, preservation budgets will shrink proportionately or potentially at a higher rate, depending upon the parent institution’s commitment to preservation and/or other obligations.  
Only one-third of respondents have submitted grant applications in the past five years.  Reasons for not applying included a lack of time to complete grants, a need for more project planning assistance and a lack of information about funding sources.  It became readily apparent that there is a strong need for assistance and education in locating funding sources and assistance in completing applications.  The most likely external preservation funding sources were donors, county grants and/or foundations.  
Lack of staff or staff time for preservation activities
The survey indicated a lack of staff and a lack of staff with preservation training.  Approximately 80% of staff had no formal preservation/conservation training. Most often, preservation fell within the category of duties assigned as needed.  The majority of institutions had no staff person with preservation/conservation responsibilities and for those that did, the role was primarily part-time. Many institutions rely heavily on volunteers providing services. 
Need for digitization

Over 60% of the cultural heritage organizations participating in the survey (150 respondents) had some type of digital collections. There were some areas of concern in the stewardship of digital assets by Ohio’s cultural heritage institutions.  Only 25 institutions had a documented digital preservation plan in place to manage their digital assets for ten years or more.  However, 36.4% (55 institutions) said they were operating some type of digital repository or digital archive for access to and preservation of digital files. While 32 (about 22%) respondents create backup copies of their digital files daily, 28 (18.8%) do so twice a month, and 26 (17.4%) backup weekly.  The biggest concern was that 19 institutions (12.8%) never backup their digital files, and 31 or 21.2% didn’t know their institutional backup plans. A concern discovered in the Ohio survey is that many organizations were storing their digital backups within three miles of their location, or even onsite in the same building or the same room as their use copies.  Ohio has long been seen as a leader in digitizing collections information.  However, many institutions say they lack the knowledge and basic policies to preserve the materials once they have been digitized.  

In many of the areas above where policies or practices are lacking, grants, workshops, expert information sources, and onsite visits have been suggested as ways to answer the need for assistance.  When asked what services they would like to see in Ohio, these areas were the type of help which survey respondents requested.  Workshops and training opportunities were requested to focus on specific formats of materials (books/bound volumes, photos, digital materials, and archival items – which were also among the formats where Ohio institutions held large numbers of collections) as well as on specific topics (disaster preparedness, preservation management, and digitization were the most requested subjects).  Thus, collaboration, communication, and education become the key elements for future goals and implementation activities.

Future Programmatic Elements  

The primary partners are committed to continuing the momentum gained through the survey and subsequent meetings.  One participant at the Summit said that he’d been through this before, a lot of discussion with no implementation.  The partners strongly believe that there are many programs and projects that can be implemented now and that should an IMLS Implementation Grant be awarded, these activities can be bolstered and new activities added to make sure that Ohio’s cultural heritage survives.  In many of the areas in the survey where policies or practices were lacking, grants, workshops, expert information sources, and onsite visits have been suggested as ways to answer the need for assistance.  Many of these overlap and can be implemented to some degree almost immediately. Programmatic elements for future development include Coordinated Educational Offerings, Grant Information and Assistance, Preservation Information Dissemination, On-Site Consulting and Site Surveys, and Product Discounts on Preservation Supplies.
· Coordinated Educational Offerings
One of the findings of the survey indicated that there were not enough preservation educational opportunities being offered.  This was very frustrating to the partners because there are numerous opportunities offered, but it became very clear that they are not being marketed sufficiently and/or marketed to the correct audience.  One activity which the key state preservation groups can begin immediately is to cross-promote their educational offerings to each other’s constituents.  They can also collaborate and partner to offer educational opportunities.  The survey elicited information on areas and formats for which training was most needed.  These lists can be used as training partners plan future training calendars.  
Many survey respondents indicated barriers to training.  These included travel costs, registration costs, and the inability to leave their facility for a day or half-day.  Some felt that educational offerings were unavailable in their region.  One solution to this is to develop a workshop or workshop series that could be implemented at various sites around the state.  If the actual speaker could not go to multiple sites, then a curriculum could be developed and used by training partners in various locations around the state.  The use of videoconference or webcasts should also be investigated.

But education does not have to be limited to an actual event. There are already many excellent resources available, practitioners just need assistance in locating them.  The partners can and should move forward collaboratively with providing access to leading educational resources – print materials, videos, DVDs, and web content.  These could be posted to a centralized website and maintained by project partners.  
Space issues and grant assistance came up consistently as areas of interest and concern.  Trainings in the area of grant assistance can be accomplished locally.  There are several excellent programs that deal with space issues that should be considered as the partners move forward into implementation.  Additionally, educational opportunities dovetail with grant information and assistance and preservation information dissemination.  
· Grant Information and Assistance 

When it comes to finding and writing grants, many institutions indicated they were at a loss.  Education and grant information are interwoven.  Institutions requested a range of assistance in the area of grant writing, from a simple request of a webpage listing preservation funders and grant deadlines to the provision of “circuit-riding grant help” where resource people would visit institutions and assist them with grant development.  Other requests included assistance in matching institutions and funders, development of templates of boilerplate information and assistance in writing applications.  Providing basic grant information and assistance should be a priority of preservation organizations in the state.  
· Preservation Information Dissemination 

One of the simplest and most efficient ways to disseminate preservation information is to collect and make it accessible on the web. Questions on preservation policies and actions on the survey showed a wide range of answers.  One of the most alarming was that 70% had not developed a preservation plan.  Providing assistance to those institutions that need to complete or update their plan is a priority to the project partners.  This assistance can take the form of workshops, templates, and information posted on the web.  Providing assistance to those institutions that need to complete or update their plan would certainly help to improve the disaster readiness of the state’s cultural heritage sector.  

· On-Site Consulting and Site Surveys 
On-site consultations and site surveys at an institution by an independent contractor agency can be essential to collecting institutions.  On-site consultants can evaluate  collection conditions such as storage and climate control and make recommendations for improvement. Surveys can help establish priorities for collections care, as well as giving an institution cost estimates for treatment, rehousing, and appropriate storage.  Survey reports are valuable tools for decision making, establishing a preservation strategy, and determining priority care.  Several organizations in Ohio currently provide these services; however, cost can be a barrier for some collecting institutions.  A two-pronged approach is required.  The first is communication, to let institutions know the importance of these services and organizations/individuals which offer them.  The second is to assist collecting institutions in obtaining funding for on-site consulting or provide some funding for consulting and site surveys at the state level.
· Product Discounts on Preservation Supplies 

The survey indicated an interest in seeing statewide preservation contracts negotiated by a state agency.  The leading services of interest were disaster recovery assistance, statewide preservation supply contracts, electronic data storage and collections storage.  Information on supply providers and vendors can be made available immediately.  The Ohio Museums Association is already offering a discount program.  This can be publicized and marketed to a wider audience.  The current program can be evaluated and if necessary, expanded to other institutions.  
Timeline 

It is the intent of the project partners to continue to meet and to begin implementation of project ideas resulting from the Connecting to Collections Planning Grant.  Additional preservation groups as well as interested organizations and individuals will be contacted for their assistance in bringing these plans to fruition.  Those activities which can be undertaken with little or no additional resources are:
· Coordination of educational opportunities and coordinated marketing of educational offerings.
· A central website that will include education and grant-writing resources, grant opportunities, information on how to start a disaster plan and/or an advocacy plan, best practices, state and national organization contact information and a directory of Ohio collecting institutions.

· Investigate the possibility of statewide contracts or vendor discounts for preservation products and services and publicize those that already exist. 

· Investigate the possibility of bringing the Conservation Center for Art and Historic Artifacts (CCAHA) “Space Odyssey: Storage Strategies for Cultural Collections” workshop to Ohio.  This could be done in conjunction with another statewide meeting.
Although many of the needs generated from the survey, meetings, and interviews can be implemented at little or no cost, to fully address many of the broader needs of collecting institutions, additional funding must be sought.  Therefore, it is the intent of the project partners to apply for an IMLS Connecting to Collections Implementation Grant.  Core programs which the partners plan to seek funding for are:

· Bringing the CCAHA “Space Odyssey: Storage Strategies for Cultural Collections” or a modified version of it to Ohio.  The program would be held at multiple sites across the state.  The “Space Odyssey” program would be supplemented by space clinics held at additional sites.  Additionally, other educational topics will be explored (grant-writing and preservation planning are examples) and a program will be offered statewide. 
· Onsite consulting contracts would be a part of the implementation grant budget.  A methodology would be developed for collecting institutions to apply for an onsite visit.  Various levels of visits would be developed, for example, two hour, half day, full day, or multiple days.  The onsite visit would include a follow-up six months after the institution receives the report to ascertain if suggestions made are being implemented and to see if other assistance is required.  

· Development of a Mentorship Program where current leaders in the field would be paired with new staff in the field.  Thus, new persons to the field would learn hands-on from experienced individuals and would learn ways to communicate and raise awareness on preservation issues. Mentors would be paid a stipend for participating in this activity.
· Development of preservation kits which would be given to collecting institutions for use in-house and at program activities.  As part of the “advocate down” premise, workshops would be developed and presented for collecting institution staff in a train-the-trainer approach.  This would then allow staff at collecting institutions to present workshops to interested members of the local community.

Conclusion
The infrastructure for cooperation and partnership between Ohio’s preservation organizations and collecting institutions is already in place.  The Ohio Connecting to Collections Planning Grant has brought all of these groups together to recognize both their sameness and their uniqueness.  With highly-respected institutions such as the State Library of Ohio, Ohio Historical Society, Intermuseum Conservation Association, Ohio Museum Association and other preservation and conservation professionals leading the way, Ohio can collaboratively develop a programmatic approach to help all types and sizes of cultural heritage institutions deal with their preservation concerns.  The large and rich cultural collections of the State deserve nothing less.

Appendix A—Trainers
Randy Brown

Wood County Historical Center & Museum
Jason Buydos

Public Library of Cincinnati and Hamilton County

Janet Carleton

Ohio University, Alden Library

Jane Dominique

Evergreen Community Library

Kiffany Francis

Cleveland State University, Michael Swartz Library

Maggie Marconi

Sandusky Library Follett House Museum

Heather Reed

Athens County Historical Society & Museum

Appendix B  Summit sites
July 15, 2010:  National Underground Railroad Freedom Center, Cincinnati, OH – 26 attendees

July 20, 2010:  Athens Public Library, Athens, OH – 10 attendees

July 21, 2010:  Beeghly Library, Ohio Wesleyan University, Delaware, OH (Columbus area)– 20 

           attendees

July 26, 2010:  Bedford Historical Society, Bedford, OH (Cleveland area) – 34 attendees

July 29, 2010:  Jerome Library, Bowling Green State University, Bowling Green, OH – 23 


           attendees

Appendix C –List of Institutions Contacted for Telephone Surveys
Adams County Public Library

Bossard Memorial Library (Gallia Co.)

Carroll County Historical Society

Galion Historical Society (Crawford Co.)

Morgan County Historical Society

Perry County Historical Society

John Paulding Historical Society (Paulding Co.)

Public Library of Steubenville and Jefferson County

Wadsworth Public Library (Medina Co.)

Herbert Wescoat Memorial Library  (Vinton Co.)

Garnet A. Wilson Public Library of Pike Co.

This report funded by an Institute of Museum and Library Services Connecting to Collections Planning Grant awarded to the State Library of Ohio
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