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S10: Challenges in Selecting a ‘ LUCI DEA

Digital Repository System

MARAC wishes to thank the sponsor of this session, Lucidea. Lucidea offers knowledge
management, integrated library systems, and collections management software solutions
that help you and your organization redefine how your knowledge is shared.

We will be starting with Christine Anne George, who is the Associate Director for Research
& Scholarship at the New York University Law Library. Prior to that, she was the Assistant
Director for Faculty & Scholarly Services at the Cardozo Law Library. During her time
there, she launched and oversaw Cardozo Law’s IR, LARC, which contained both scholarly
and archival collections. For the past six years, she has severed in leadership positions in
the American Association of Law Libraries' Law Repositories Caucus and organized
programming to keep law librarians up to date on the latest information concerning legal
repositories.
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ALEX JAPHA - DIGITAL ARCHIVES AND SPECIAL COLLECTIONS LIBRARIAN - LEHIGH UNIVERSITY

Continuous Migration:
Challenges in

Selecting a Digital
Repository System

CONTENTdm, Bepress, Islandora, and Beyond

My name is Alex Japha and | am the Digital Archives and Special Collections Librarian at
Lehigh University in Bethlehem, Pennsylvania.

Lehigh is a medium sized research university. We are a merged organization between
Libraries and Technology Services. The Special Collections department | work in is only
three people, and | am responsible for digitization and our online presence. This includes
adding content to our Digital Collections Repository, our Institutional repository, and
migrating systems when necessary. So what will this presentation cover.
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Overview

KEY TOPICS DISCUSSED IN
THIS PRESENTATION

Lehigh Repository History
Decision to Migrate

Selection Criteria

Repository Options and Selection
Migration and Launch
Continuous Migration

First, | will give an overview of Lehigh's historical repository platforms, as that history has
shaped and guided our current systems. Next, why we decided to migrate from those past
platforms. How we decided on a future platform and chose our vendors. That will then
bring us to the migration of content and the launch of our current system before finishing
up with our future plans.
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Lehigh Repository Timeline

2001 — 2002 —— 2012 —— 2020 —— 2023?

GREENSTONE CONTENTDM BEPRESS ISLANDORA ISLANDORA 2.0

e Basic content management * Digital Collections e Institutional repository e Migrated DC and IR o Fully merged DC and IR
« Digital book display * Loc'all'y hos.ted ¢ Subscription ¢ Two front-ends ¢ Migration in progress
* Unlimited license e Cloud hosted « Images, PDFs, books,

e Student newspaper, grant e ETDs, journals, OA audio-visual material
projects, digital scholarship publications

e EAD finding aids? No.
e Institutional repository? No.

Digital repositories at Lehigh are over twenty years old, which is pretty early in the field.
Given the limited options back in the early aughts, Lehigh implemented Greenstone as a
kind of electronic bookshelf. This required some custom interfaces and websites to make
the digital books available.

Pretty soon after that, Lehigh implemented an early version of CONTENTdm. Lehigh
actually served as a pilot for several CDM features such as article segmented newspapers,
EAD finding aids, and institutional repository. You can see Lehigh stuck with CDM for
about 18 years because we were content with an unlimited license for local hosting, and
had enough local storage space for our collections.

In 2012, Lehigh added a the Bepress digital commons institutional repository as a platform
primarily for electronic theses and finding aids, which were being made available through
Proquests platform. This worked well and we expanded the IR with journals, videos, and
conference proceedings. However, the cloud hosted and subscription nature was
problematic.

With Islandora in 2020, we were able to merge our digital collecitons and IR from CDM and
bepress. We have two different front end interfaces but a singlw back end.

And finally, from 2023 forward we plan on using Islandora 2.0 for a single platform.
Hopefully the merging of everything will help streamline our efforts.
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Decision to Migrate

WHY LEAVE A FAMILIAR PLATFORM?

Bepress acquired by Elsevier Locally hosted CONTENTdm New University Librarian

in 2017 reaching end of life
e Annual price increases e Server OS out-of-date e Focus on open source solutions
e Minimal additions beside ETDs ¢ No longer secure to IT ¢ Dislike of annual payments
e UPENN Beprexit e Storage in new cloud hosted

CDM cost thousands per TB

So why did we decide to change platforms if we were relatively happy with our existing
technology.

The first issue arose when Elsevier acquired Bepress in 2017. Our library has had less than
stellar experiences with Elsevier in other areas like journal acquisitions, and the idea of a
predatory publisher taking over an open access platform set off alarm bells. We also
weren't adding a ton of material to the IR other than our ETDs. We had a journal being
published at Lehigh, but the responsible faculty left. The annual price increases were
becoming onerous for such minimal new content. It also felt like there was an organic
groundswell around leaving Bepress after Elsevier purchased it. I'm not sure if other
remember the University of Pennsylvania's Beprexit announcement, but that helped made
a much smaller insitution like Lehigh realize we wouldn't be alone in switching platforms.
However, Penn is still using Bepress to this day while we have since left.

CONTENTdm was an easier decision. OCLC had stopped supporting the locally hosted
version of their software in favor of a new cloud hosted option. Due to the storage cost of
the cloud storage, which | was told was $6,000 per terabyte, we ruled it out as an option.
Without vendor support, our IT staff realized CDM would no longer be secure and we
needed to migrate.

We also got a new University Librarian in 2019, who wanted to put a focus on open source

software, like the FOLIO ILS that Lehigh helps develop. He also has a strong dislike of
annual payments and subscriptions, which limited our options.
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Open source Analytics

Repository Journal publication Fulltext search
Selection
Criteria Embargo

What do we want in a combined
Digital Collections and Institutional
Repository

Google Scholar Spreadsheet upload

Easy migration Article segmentation

So how did we actually decide on our current repository system. Between the Special
Collections and library technology departments along with the Institutional Repository
committee, we came up with a ton of features and criteria match up with software. The ten
criteria on the right aren't all of them but they are what we decided are the most
important. Some of those criteria were met by other software options. Article segmented
newspaper was a feature being offered by only one platform, Veridian, so we separated
out our student newspaper there. Once we lost the active journal, we decided that Open
Journal System would be a sufficient replacement for Bepress
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This 50+ row spreadsheet was our actual criteria matrix that we used to communicate with
vendors. What was really difficult about this was identifying the bare minimum features
we couldn't live without as opposed to the features that were just nice to have. It's also a
moving target as new features are constantly being developed and becoming available.
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Open Source Options Proprietary Options

e Islandora e CONTENTdm
e Samvera/Hyku e Arkivum
e DSpace * Preservica

e Quartex

| found that the available repoistory platform options can be neatly divided into two
groups, open source and proprietary. The proprietary options have lots of benefits
including more polished themes and designs, new and innovative features like Quartex's
handwriting recognition, and integrations with more digital preservation tools. These were
pretty much off the table for us due to the cost of storage and descriptions.

That left us with the open source options, of which there aren't as many. We quickly
decided that DSpace was too IR centric. Samvera and Hyku wasn't as turn key or out of the
box ready. We didn't have the technical staff to create our own samvera repository from
scratch. With that, we were down to Islandora, which seemed to meet most of our
requirements, particularly with the Islandora Scholar module.
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Service Providers
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Once we had the platform picked, we needed to decide on a vendor. The biggest factor
here was cost. As contractors, these vendors CAN do pretty much whatever you want, but
paying by the hour can get VERY expensive. For our current system, we decided to go with
discoverygarden due to some of the customized features they had implemented,
particularly around the migration and ingest tooling. We had decided to migrate on our
own to save money, so having easy to use tools was important.
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Migration
&
Metadata Mapping

-

The metadata mapping and file migration took a year. Luckily, | had a lot of time to spend
on it because it could be done at home during COVID. We had to create two different
mappings templates for the digital collections and IR as different content had different
needs. In CDM, each collection had different metadata, so | needed to create mappings for
each collection trying to merge them to a single standard. This was a very iterative process
that included endless failed ingests, missing metadata, or poorly formatted files. We
eventually got all the content migrated over, but even 2.5-3 years later I'm still discovering
odd issues and the result of what seemed like good decisions at the time but no longer
match our standard procedures.

Digital Repository Selection Presentation Page 10 of 15



Launch & Review

e Launched in 2020, three years after initial decision
e Missing features
e Complex & challenging configuration

e Lackluster theming

e Vendor friction

| won't focus on the launch of our Islandora repositories as the them of this talk is
selection. The main take aways are that it took about three years to go from decision to
migrate to actually having a new platform. | don't think this is a crazy time span for
implementing a new platform, but I'm curious to hear from everyone else.

Another takeaway is that just becuase a platform supports a feature doesn't mean that it
can be easily implemented. Dealing with an outside vendor also adds complications. on
the one hand, it took the technical load off of us, but the communication and negotiation
still required a good deal of work.
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Continuous Migration / \

e Islandora/Drupal 7 end of life
e Reassess selection criteria and options
e Islandora 2.X features in development

Now we are in a phase that my coworkers and | have started calling continuous migration.
After being on CDM and Bepress of 8-18 years, we are now migrating again off of Islandora
7 after only seven years. This is mainly due to Islandora being based on Drupal 7, which is
reaching end of life. Islandora 7 is a very mature platform with lots of modules and
additional features, so we are not migrating to expand the functionality of the repository.
Based on the 50+ row selection matrix | showed a few slides back, we drastically stripped
down our selection criteria. Based on funding constraints, we were asked to deliver a
pretty minimum viable product. However, many advanced features are currently in
development and have anticipated release time frames in the near future. We hope that
Islandora 2.0 will be more sustainable and long lasting due to the increased integration
with Drupal. | don't believe that a Drupal 7 to 8 type architecture change is planned on the
roadmap, so it should last for a bit. When the next migration does inevitably become
necessary, hopefully the more mainline Drupal implementation will help smooth it out.
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SelectiOn 2.0 Reassess in-house commitment

e Qutsource migration to the vendor to save staff time.
LESSONS LEARNED ¢ Understand configuration complexity from the start.
e Hire dedicated staff.

Merge collections and platforms

e Why have a separate institutional repository and digital collections?
e Moving from two Islandora repositories to one is easier to maintain.

Set realistic expectation

e Understand what features are available now vs. in the future.

e Limited customizability.

e Just because the feature is technically possible doesn't mean it can
be easily implemented.

So based on the past six years of repository selection and migration experience, what
lessons have we learned at Lehigh. The first is that you need to carefully and honestly
asses the in-house commitments you are willing to make. While doing the migration
ourselves was successful the first time around, we decided that it wasn't worth the staff
labor, so we opted to outsource the migration work to the vendor. Configuring a
repository to suit your institution's specific use cases is half the battle. Getting a clean
install of a repository with everything set to default is not going to meet everyone or
really anyone's needs. While hiring new staff isn't possible at many institutions, we are
lucky to have an active search underway to add a repository centric developer to the
library technology team. I'm sure the repository won't be their only responsibility, but it
will enable us to be less reliant on a vendor

Merging our collections and platforms is a natural fit. While institutional repositories do
have some specialized features, the content types can easily live alongside special
collections digitized content. Having a single platform will hopefully be easier to maintain
compared to two separate software platforms or two instances of the same software. This
also encourages us to add new types of content, like research data, to the unified
repository in the future, as well as potentially merging in some functionality that was
previously moved out like newspapers.

Lastly, it is crucial to set realistic expectation to not mislead yourself, your stakeholders,
or your administration about a repository. Some repositories offer flashy features, but
won't necessarily have a robust user community or dedicated vendor for continued
improvement or support. On the other hand, some repositories may be bare bones now,
but have new features planned on the horizon. Having a development roadmap will help
inform current decisions. Customizability of a
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site system may not be easy or possible. We were promised the support of our internal
web development team that never materialized, so our site design has more or less stayed
the same since it launched. We were able to add on a few modules and plugins, but many
of the features we thought would be present were never configured correctly, so they
don't work. For example, Was Islandora 7 capable of Google Scholar integration? Yes. Does
our site implement it well? No, because the configuration is complex and we haven't had
dedicated staff to problem solve.

To wrap up, every institution's needs will be different and there is no one size fits all

solution, but the selection process is going to be similar for many institutions, and can be
improved through peer converstations.
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ey Christine George, she/her
Associate Director for Research & Scholarship
New York University Law Library
christine.george@nyu.edu

Alex Japha, he/him

Digital Archives and Special Collections Librarian
Lehigh University
asj316@lehigh.edu

4 Kevin Clair, he/him
Tha n k YOU! / 5 Digital Collections Librarian/

Penn State University

More Questions? - N kmc35@psu.edu
Get in touch! | Bethann Rea, she/her

Digital Collections Management Librarian
Penn State University
baz5008@psu.edu

Elizabeth James, she/her
Digital Archivist

West Virginia University
elizabeth.jamesl@mail.wvu.edu
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