


[Presentation delivered by Treshani Perera]

In this presentation, we will discuss our approach to unifying University of Kentucky School 
of Music concert recordings and programs housed in the University Archives (part of the 
Special Collections Research Center) and Fine Arts Library. 

Ruth is the university archivist and Treshani is a cataloger and project manager for the 
collection housed in the Fine Arts Library. The recordings and programs in the two units 
are arranged, described, and accessed differently but they are intellectually part of the 
same collection. They ended up in two different units because of the Libraries’ various 
relationships with School of Music personnel at various times. Physically merging holdings 
is managerially and politically complicated, and we’ve decided not to do that.  However, 
patrons need to know how to request copies of recordings. We decided to create an 
archival collection guide and a collection-level MARC record to facilitate multiple access 
pathways to the collection. 



In this presentation, we will briefly describe the university and Libraries, as well as the 
motivation for this project.  Then, we will demonstrate some of the details of preparing the 
inventories, the collection guide, and the MARC record.  We will discuss how we think 
patron access will work and end with issues we still need to work through and a few 
reflections.



The University of Kentucky is a research-intensive school founded in 1865.  We currently 
have almost 34K students, 18 colleges, more than 200 majors, and a total operating budget 
of 6.8 billion dollars. The Libraries overall has 7 branches, 115 employees, and a 25 million 
dollar budget.



The SCRC collects primary source materials in distinctive and local collections in all 
formats documenting Kentucky’s social, cultural, economic, and political history.  This 
includes the University of Kentucky’s permanent records.  Concert recordings and 
programs are part of the permanent records. 



The Lucille Caudill Little Fine Arts Library is one of our branch libraries. It is also the home 
of the John Jacob Niles Center for American Music, and we have several special 
collections supporting the Niles Center’s mission. 
School of music physical recordings and programs starting in 1980 are housed in the Fine 
Arts Library Closed Stacks room. 



The process to unify the two collections began in March 2021, when Harry Clarke, a long-
time band director at the university, got in touch with Special Collections looking for 
recordings from 1967-1968.  Ruth checked the inventory of recordings in university 
archives and didn’t find any, and then forwarded the request to the Fine Arts Library.  This 
request brought to the forefront the awkwardness of having the same collection in two 
different physical locations with varying differences in description. Ruth and I first met in 
April and began developing a plan to unify description. During the same time, the project 
student assistant - who reports to me - compared the university archives inventory and Fine 
Arts Library inventory and discovered that there was no duplication. 

The inventory for the Fine Arts Library collection was in a complete state at the time, which 
meant we could explore access to the collection through standard request workflows 
instead of what the Fine Arts Library has been used to, which was a phone-based 
reference request system for the collection. As the project manager, I have always 
advocated for this collection to be treated similar to other university archives collections, 
and this was a good time to unify the two physical collections into one intellectual collection 
for discovery and access.

In the next section of slides, we will outline our various arrangement, description, and 
processing decisions for the physical collections housed in each unit.



Special Collections has two accessions for School of Music recordings and programs.  The 
reel-to-reel recordings from 1950 to 1988 were received by university archives between 
1986 and 1991, but were then transferred under audiovisual archives management and 
given the accession number 86av01. In 1991, the recordings were re-transferred to 
university archives and given a different accession number (1991ua023). An accession 
record and a FileMaker Pro inventory were created. The boxes were sent to off-site 
storage. Probably in the early 2000s, an EAD item-level inventory and collection-level guide 
were created from the FileMaker Pro.  A MARC catalog record was created from this 
collection guide.  
Sometime between 2005 and 2007, the recordings were brought back on-site and given a 
new accession number (2007ua016) but the accession records, collection guide, and 
MARC catalog record were not updated. This is the third accession number for the same 
accession.
In 2009, all the university archives accession records and EAD collection guides were 
migrated into Archivists’ Toolkit and, in 2015, into ArchivesSpace. Because of all these 
moves, the description of this accession had a lot of problems that needed to be addressed, 
and this was a good opportunity for revisions.



Ruth addressed two major problems with the recordings inventory right away.  The first was 
that the EAD in ArchivesSpace needed fixing.  The dates were an incorrect format, the level 
of description was unspecified, and the instance type was mixed materials rather than 
audio.  



Since Special Collections still had the FileMaker database, Ruth decided to re-export the 
inventory into a CSV file, and then put it into the ArchivesSpace import spreadsheet format. 
She also fixed the date format issues at this time.



The second problem was to reconcile the actual box information with the inventory. The box 
numbers in the FileMaker database did not match the box numbers on the shelf, probably 
because nothing was updated when the boxes moved back on-site and were renumbered 
at that time.  The accession number on the boxes didn’t match the accession information in 
ArchivesSpace.



Luckily, there was a paper list of off-site box numbers in the accession file. Using a 
photocopy of that list and photographs of the boxes, Ruth corrected the box numbers in the 
import spreadsheet and reimported it into ArchivesSpace. Ruth decided to retain all three 
accession numbers in the collection guide; more on that later. 



The second university archives accession, 3.45 cubic feet and 244 Megabytes of School of 
Music programs from 1932-2012, was originally received from the School of Music in 2012. 
Because the programs were received relatively recently, there is no clean up work to be 
done. Ruth merged the resource record (or collection guide) for this accession with the new 
resource record (or collection guide) for the unified collection.



The final step is to make sure all accession records are up-to-date following local 
procedures, including linking all the accession and collection guides together, adding 
processed events and updating collection management fields, and making sure that extents 
and date ranges are accurate.



Switching gears now: I’m going to talk about how the Fine Arts collection is arranged and 
described. Prior to my hiring, item-level description was done in a different Filemaker 
database, with the end goal of converting rows to item-level MARC records at some point. 
When I took over as the project manager in January 2018, I changed the direction for 
collection processing and description. I had prior experience creating inventories for audio-
visual archival collections, I decided to treat this as a non-circulating archival collection with 
a collection-level catalog record and an inventory. There was a significant processing and 
description backlog due to item-level work, and a basic inventory would help us figure out 
gaps in collection and begin to think about patron access to metadata. I hired a part-time 
project student assistant in September 2018 to process and created an inventory for the 
backlog. We began with a very basic inventory spreadsheet, and expanded it to include 
granular metadata during the COVID-19 pandemic, when we needed remote work for 
students. I’ll show examples in the next few slides.
In early 2020 I created a collection level catalog record to accompany the inventory 
spreadsheet. When I realized that our Integrated Library System or ILS did not support 
linking of a spreadsheet in the catalog record, I began to explore a different method of 
access for inventory data. You’ve already heard this, but in Spring of 2021, Ruth and I met 
and began exploring a collection finding aid and container list for the Fine Arts collection in 
addition to the existing catalog record. We already had an inventory spreadsheet to import 
into ArchivesSpace, so we started to actively plan for a unified collection guide while 
navigating uncertainty during a pandemic. 
I talk more about my process with this collection in the listed article. We’ll make slides 
available in Sched after the presentation. 



This is the original version of the inventory spreadsheet in Excel format. This was a file 
saved on the student workstation. This format was used from the start of project work 
through December 2019. The physical collection is arranged chronologically, and organized 
in inventory number order. Intellectually, we split the recitals into two groups and tabs: solo 
recitals and ensemble recitals, which is what you see at the bottom of the screenshot. This 
screenshot is for solo recitals from 2010-2018. Each tab is for a decade of recitals. You 
combine the solo tab and ensembles tab to get the complete list of recordings for that 
decade. 
Inventory number is tracked for physical items only. As an example: there is a gap in the 
first column about halfway through the screenshot to indicate that the two rows contain 
recitals with no physical recordings but programs only. 
We have columns to indicate physical format details: do we have a cassette, DAT, or CD 
for the recording? Do we have a program for the recital? An x is placed in the appropriate 
cell. 
Data is transcribed from recital programs. If there’s no program, we use the label on the 
physical recording for data entry. 
The name column contains the name of the primary performer. Other names contain names 
of other performers, and they are typically listed in recital programs. 
Same for instruments and titles. 
The notes field is used for administrative metadata: for processing students to include 
details about the physical format.



This is the COVID remote work version, or Version 2 of the inventory spreadsheet.
In the Spring of 2020, when we moved to remote work during the COVID-19 pandemic, I 
moved the spreadsheet into google sheets so that multiple student assistants could do 
remote work simultaneously. 
Compared to the previous version: this version has several name columns - we’re now 
recording one name per column. 
The main difference here is the Title/Composer columns at the end. This data was omitted 
in the brief inventory for efficient inventorying, but we decided to go back and add this data 
to create a remote work project for Fine Arts Library student assistants during the COVID 
remote work period. That workflow is a presentation for another time!
This is the current version of the inventory. We were able to add title/composer data for all 
our recordings during COVID years, so we’ve continued with that format. However, we 
decided to drop these extra columns in the ArchivesSpace import spreadsheet. More on 
that later. 



I will call this the pre-ArchivesSpace version, or Version 3. 
A couple of big changes:
Library inventories tend to use the ISO 8601 date (YYYY-MM-DD), which is what we had in 
place. I converted the existing date into a DACS date using a formula in Excel. 
I used the CONCATENATE function in Excel to merge several columns into a single 
Title/Description column.
In our brainstorming meetings, Ruth and I talked about keeping the container list simple. 
The primary reason was to simplify manual data conversion processes - we wanted to get 
the data cleaned up quickly for testing in ArchiveSpace.
I was so focused on data cleanup that I accidentally left out the columns for tracking the 
physical items from the previous version, which ended up creating more manual work later. 
We went from this version to…. 



This is our final version - the version we used for creating the container list in ArchiveSpace 
- we will call this Version 4.
This is a test import spreadsheet, only for a subset of data.



These are close ups of the import spreadsheet.
We established the series and subseries arrangement. The title and description came from 
the pre-import version, or Version 3.
We have two labels in the Container Instance Type field: we’re using “mixed materials” if 
we have recital program only. We are using “audio” when we have a recording. If it’s a 
complete intellectual object: meaning we have both the recording and the program, we are 
still keeping the instance type as “audio” since this is the primary format of interest for a 
patron request. The assumption here is that patrons are interested in receiving a copy of 
the recording and not the program. 
Instead of boxes and folders, we are using unique identifiers for recordings, and standard 
container IDs for programs in binders. The printed programs are stored in three-ring 
binders. The container ID matches the label on the respective three-ring binder.
The inventory number on the physical audio format is retained as a unique identifier when 
we have the recording + program. 
When we have only a program, we’re including a standard container ID that points to the 
binder in which the program is stored. 
The FA-SOM prefix is the accession number for the series housed in the Fine Arts Library.



Example of successful import.



This is a screenshot of the test collection guide item-level description



In the unified collection guide, each group of materials in Special Collections and the Fine 
Arts Library is treated as a series. The series title includes the library name, the title of the 
accession/collection, and the accession number or collection abbreviation. Ruth decided to 
include all three of the accession numbers for the second series, which is the recordings in 
Special Collections. 



The unified collection guide includes elements of description from the catalog records and 
the original collection guide. We have multiple extent statements because the Fine Arts and 
University Archives extent measurements are different. 
The scope and content note is also for the unified collection, which takes into account 
physical and born-digital content in the collection.
The abstract is the first sentence of the collection scope and contents note.



The controlled vocabulary terms for agents and subjects include both school of music 
terms, genre form terms, and topical and occupation terms.



We will need to expand the historical note to include details about the history of the School 
of Music. 



One final step for the collection guide is to make sure all the top containers in the university 
archives holdings have associated shelf locations.  



Once the collection guide is finalized, it will be uploaded to our digital library, ExploreUK. 



Onto the catalog record for the unified collection: 
We had two collection level catalog records with overlapping content and location-specific 
details. Typically, our practice is to create the collection guide and then generate the MARC 
record from the collection guide. In this case, the two description formats were created 
independently of each other but carefully reviewed to have the same information. Our goal 
was to provide two different methods of access to the collection, based on where the patron 
began their search process.
We went from this….



… to this, a unified collection catalog record. 
The catalog record has two holding records to reflect the split physical collection. This is at 
the bottom of the screen. 



Because this is a unified collection guide for items in two physical locations with different 
fulfilment procedures, we need to find a way to direct patron requests from the guide to 
either the Special Collections research room or Fine Arts circulation. 
The usual way that patrons request to see archival material or request a research copy is to 
click on the “select” button that appears in every collection guide.  The “select” button is tied 
to the most granular EAD <container> tag.



The selections are aggregated under the “Requests” tab at the top right-hand corner. 



The patron then chooses to request retrieval, save for later, or request reproductions.



On clicking the submit button…



…the patron is prompted to log into their Aeon account.  Once that is done, their request(s) 
become transactions in Aeon.  
Special Collections research room staff and students then fulfill the transactions by finding 
locations, checking restrictions, paging the items, and putting the materials on reserve or 
scanning them for delivery via Dropbox. 



Our amazing colleague Jay-Marie Bravent (Bray-vent), who manages our Aeon instance, 
has developed a script which will use the prefix, ”FA-SOM,” (which you can see here in this 
inventory screen shot) to distinguish each <container> tag for requests to be routed to Fine 
Arts for fulfilment. This way we’re using existing workflows for patron access to holdings in 
the Fine Arts Library.



From the collection guide, selecting one of the FA-SOM containers and going through the 
request process will then send these requests into a customized Aeon queue, “Fine Arts 
Library Requests.”



From the Fine Arts Library requests queue, we would then automatically prompt Aeon to 
send an email with the patron/request information to the Fine Arts Library to fulfill the 
reference request.  



In their Aeon account, the patron will be able to see and track the status of the request.   
This request process is still in development, but we are grateful to have J.’s expertise in 
developing and supporting one single patron access point for materials held in different 
locations.



The Fine Arts Library currently does not have a policy for digitizing analog recordings for 
patron access or for delivery of digital files to patrons. 
At the same time, we are also exploring future recordings and programs being accessioned 
as digital files through OneDrive or an external hard drive. The Fine Arts Library does not 
have a digital preservation infrastructure, but Special Collections does, and we will need to 
consider additional collaborations for preservation and access to born-digital and digitized 
content.
For yearly transfers, I plan to create separate inventory excel sheets for importing into the 
collection guide ArchivesSpace.  
Ruth and I plan to create procedures for updating collection-level description for this 
ongoing collection. The revised collection guide will need to be re-uploaded to ExploreUK 
periodically. These procedures exist for other university archives collections that are 
constantly growing, so those can be adapted.



We’ve been working on this project since spring 2021, and description and access is 
complex.  Each series/accession/individual collection requires or has different approaches 
to description, but the collection needs a unified approach and consistency in description 
and access for patron use. The collection will continue to stay in separate units, and 
collection management will continue to be specific to the location.
To work through this complex situation, we’ve found we need to be agile, creative, and 
flexible.  We’ve had lots of brainstorming sessions in person and via email, we tried out a 
lot of different approaches, and have gone back to the drawing board many times.
Not only does a complex project like this require intentional and ongoing communication 
and engagement, it also requires willingness to seek out advice and help from others. 
We’re lucky to have other colleagues who has expertise to support options we’ve 
considered at various points. At the same time, we also recognize that we each have 
strengths and expertise we bring to the project, and we’ve continued to rely on supporting 
each others’ ideas with that experience and expertise.
Our work and decisions were guided by our shared goal of one point of access for patrons 
to the School of Music recordings and programs, because we believe that is the best option 
for our users.
Finally, Ruth and I have a great and respectful working relationship and we enjoy working 
with each other, which has made this a rewarding process for us.





Lindy: We are going to be talking about a project between LaBudde Special Collections and 
Marr Sound Archives at the University of Missouri-Kansas City to intellectually reunite 
collections that have been physically separated by format through ArchivesSpace finding 
aids.



Lindy: LaBudde Special Collections 1:15
○ One of six departments in the Special Collections and Archives Division 

(others include Marr, University Archives, Cataloging and Resource 
Management, Digital Projects, and Digital Scholarship Services)

○ Home to rare books and non-University Archives manuscript collections
○ Major subject areas are music- American classical music and KC jazz, 

women’s history, LGBTQIA history (Gay and Lesbian Archive of 
MidAmerica), western Americana

○ Snyder Collection- purchased from the family of KC businessman Robert 
McClure Snyder, Jr. (1876-1937) (grocery, real estate speculation, banking, 
utilities), primary focus on western Americana and British history

○ Named after Dr. Kenneth J. LaBudde, long time Director of Libraries (1950-
1985)

Derek: Marr 2:00
○ Established in 1986 with a foundation collection from communications 

studies professor Gaylord Marr
○ Collection holds over 400,000 a/v items with a focus on American music, 

Kansas City jazz, and national radio broadcasts.
○ The archives holds a/v materials only, no books or papers.
○ This history is important to put our presentation into context, as LaBudde

and Marr started as separate departments in different library divisions. Marr 
was solely focused on music collections in the beginning, mainly LPs and 
78s of commercially published materials. Over time the collection scope 
expanding to include unique archival recordings, many of which required 



preservation due to degradation of formats and obsolescence issues. Marr 
developed a significant audio preservation program and expertise in that area, 
Because of this expertise, some newly accepted archival collections began to 
be split between Marr and LaBudde if they contatined a/v materials, although 
this splitting was not consistent as LaBudde kept many a/v materials early on, 
but generally the idea was that Marr would house and preserve a/v materials 
that came in because it had the means and know how to deal with them.

○ Overtime this connection between LaBudde and Marr would be the reason 
that Marr would move from M/M into Special Collections, but as you'll see 
there were many inconsistencies and obstacles which resulted in minimal 
collection management and a confusing and laborious user experience.



Derek 2:00
● The first major problem area was that there was a wide range of administrative and 

collection management issues in both departments
● Both departments generally did not follow professional archival standards, including 

accessioning, documentation, and arrangement and description. In fact, the Marr 
Sound Archives did not have accession records when I was hired almost 8 years 
ago. LaBudde Special Collections did have a rudimentary accession log at least, but 
was not updated as it should have been.

● There was also a lack of Intellectual control.
● Some collections had been sitting around for years with no documentation and the 

collections that were arranged and described did not have there locations 
documented.

● There was a heavy reliance on institutional knowledge of just a few individuals, 
which was true for both departments.

● The departments were siloed and each had their own procedures (or lack thereof) 
and there was limited communication with one another about policies, procedures, 
or about the collections they shared.

● Both departments had limited and inconsistent training which caused many 
inconsistences that spanned every aspect of archival work in both department

● Lastly, each department had its own separate system for collection IDs, meaning 
some numbers overlapped. Give example.



Derek 2:30
● Because collections were split between two departments that were not following 

standards or had consistent practices, as well as not communicating with each 
other, there were access issues that caused user frustration.

● This screen shot on the slide will give you an idea of what users were presented 
with, which was a PDF manuscript finding aid that LaBudde created with the paper 
materials in the collection and a PDF audiovisual finding aid that Marr created with 
any sound recordings or moving images.

● Basically, there were two separate finding aids for the same collection.
● Due to the inconsistent practices, formatting of the finding aids would vary between 

departments and even within departments. From what we understand, student 
assistants would be given a collection and a finding aid as an example and told to 
go forth. I know in Marr in particular some finding aids were created in Word, others 
in Excel, and the student assistants could format them in a way that made sense to 
them based on the example they were given. Some would create complex and 
detailed inventories in a grid, while others created a simple bare bones list.

● To further complicate things, not only did users have to check two separate finding 
aids for a single collection, they would need to contact different people to make 
request or if the ask questions about a collection and go to different physical 
locations to access the same collection if they were interested in both the paper 
materials and audiovisual materials.

● Finally, finding aids did not have locations, requiring someone with institutional



knowledge to locate them, which is especially frustrating to newer employees and 
student assistants who are trying to assist a researcher and unable to locate the 
collection they have requested.



Derek 1:00
● We had an overwhelming amount of issues that we were faced with, but we felt we

could narrow down a few goals that would guide us.
● Foremost, we wanted to improve the user experience and eliminate some of the

discovery and access barriers caused by having 2 parts for 1 collection.
● We needed intellectual control. There was so much undocumented that it was

impossible to move forward in creating a better user experience without knowing
what we have and where it's located.

● We needed to talk. In the past, decisions would be made about the same collection
in two different departments causing inconsistences, a lack of knowledge about the
other department's collection and how to access it, and general frustration with
fellow colleagues because of the lack of communication about policies, practices,
and shared collections.

● Lastly, previous practices of editing and updating required updating the original
document (i.e. Word or Excel document) and then creating the derivatives and
manually uploading PDFs to the website because we did not have a management
system. A laborious, error prone, process.



Lindy 5:00
○ I began working at UMKC in August 2019 and one of the first major projects I

was charged with undertaking was the implementation of ArchivesSpace as
our archival management system. Derek has already outlined the state of
collection management prior to my arrival, so you can probably see that this
was an exciting opportunity to have a single more cohesive management
system both within and across departments with shared collections.

○ We formed a working group whose membership fluctuated over time but
consistently included me, Derek, Kelly McEniry, a LaBudde staff member,
eventually Becky Briggs Becker, our University Archivist who was hired a
couple years into the process, and for shorter periods included Andrew
Hansbrough, a former staff member in Marr, and Anthony Rodgers, a former
library fellow. The group made collective decisions about locally
required/recommended fields in ArchivesSpace, developed workflows for
uploading content and overlapping responsibilities, performed quality control,
and provided training. Each department worked separately to migrate their
own descriptive content using the Harvard spreadsheet upload plugin, which
is now part of the core code and was crucial to this project happening on
such a tight timeline (the database of all previously available content was
launch to the public in July 2022, slightly less than three years after the
project began in August 2019). Student workers also did a huge amount of
the data migration in the early days of COVID while working remotely.

○ When migrating and aggregating content, public facing information was
prioritized throughout the process to speed along the launch of the system to



provide a more cohesive patron experience and make it easier to edit, as well 
as getting rid of hundreds of unnecessary webpages ahead of a website 
redesign and migration, so we were working with an external deadline. 
Locations, subjects, and previously unaccessioned content were or are 
currently being added later.

○ One essential step was untangling and deduplicating collection numbers.
Collections that were shared between the two have always had consistent MS
numbers but other numbers were used by both departments for different
collections, which doesn’t work in a system where the MS number is a unique
identifier. Decisions about what collection to renumber from duplicate pairs
was largely decided based on whether either was stored in the robot, our
Automated Storage and Retrieval System, due to the difficulty of updating
metadata once it’s been ingested into the system.

○ Once decisions had been made and content was ready to ingest, it was
uploaded as a single consistent finding aid with one shared inventory for all
collection material. With few exceptions where AV materials are still physically
located in LaBudde, location of content was initially clear to staff because all
Marr materials are housed in an Audiovisual Series, which is always the last
series in a collection. Fields like extent, finding aid author, and finding aid date
are formatted to retain information specific to each repository. Rights
statements are generally determined in the deed of gift, which covers both
parts of the collection. The trickiest fields to combine were notes as each
repository had different scope and content notes as well as separate
biographical/historical notes. Scope and contents were pretty easy to combine
but for biographical and historical notes, the more robust note was generally
selected as a temporary placeholder and LaBudde staff member Dr. Anthony
LaBat is currently working on wrapping up work on a project begun by
practicum student Esther Wenzel way back in 2021 to review and rewrite
notes through a more ethical lens, which means using more appropriate and
respectful language to describe minoritized identities of all kinds as well as
removing valorizing and value based language, which is rampant in past
practice- you’d think we were a natural museum based on the number of gems
and jewels we allow mere mortals to comprehend. “This collection promises
not to disappoint!”



Lindy 3:00
○ It was very important for the sake of consistency to carefully document all of

our decisions and make that information widely available for workers to refer
to. These slides will be available after the conference and include a link to
public documentation. It doesn’t work off campus temporarily for reasons out
of our control, but will hopefully be available later this summer. It includes
LaBudde’s processing manual, which is primarily for student workers to use
as a reference, our ArchivesSpace manual with locally
required/recommended/optional fields and formatting as well as workflows
for uploading and publishing completed finding aids, and workflows for
shared accessioning procedures.

○ We made use of the Classification function in ArchivesSpace, which we
renamed Departments, to tag collections with relevant departments and
collecting initiatives. This makes it easy to pull together a list of all collections
with LaBudde content, or all collections with Marr content.

○ After all prioritized content was uploaded, work shifted to assigning locations
and subject headings. Previously, a couple dozen tags were used in place of
subject headings and shared with our digital special collections to allow
browsing by topic. Staff in LaBudde, Marr, and University Archives worked
together to create a more comprehensive list that included formats, places,
and other headings to improve faceted searching and aggregation. Once the
list of desired concepts was created, Garth Tardy, the Special Collections
Cataloger, went through and matched them to appropriate controlled
vocabularies, with FAST as the default, LCSH for geographic headings,



NACO for personal and corporate names, and Homosaurus when there wasn’t 
an acceptable term in FAST.

○ To keep lines of communication open after the completion of the project, we
formed a group within Special Collections and Archives that we called
Collections Team. It was initially made up of the Heads and Curators in
LaBudde and Marr with additional folks brought in as necessary. It has grown
to include the University Archivist and Head of Digital Projects as more regular
attendees. This group shares incoming collections as well as current
processing projects, and engages in other related projects like a recent round
of updates to departmental collection development policies.

○ Finally, in late 2022, after the migration was complete, a group of SCA
workers formed a team to conduct a feasibility study for a consolidated service
point. There are currently two SCA service points, one shared by LaBudde
Special Collections and University Archives and one on another floor for Marr.
By consolidating them, the division hoped to work toward the dual goals of
streamlining the research process by shifting access to Marr content to the
existing share service point for LaBudde and UA and free up some of Marr’s
time and space to devote to long-term preservation of unique at-risk AV
content. The study was completed in September 2023 but due to major
renovations happening in collection storages spaces as well as changes in
staffing, pilot implementation has been put on hold until next summer at the
earliest.

○ Which brings me to:



Lindy   0:45
○ Plans for the future include piloting the consolidated service point when the

construction dust has literally settled.
○ We regularly work with a required graduate music class in the UMKC

Conservatory called Research and Bibliography on a project where they
break into groups and each group explores a specific collection. This project
has allowed us to provide better access to content from both departments
and in the future will increase the number of collections on our list for those
projects.

○ Marr and University Archives, the other content holding department in the
division, have already begun establishing a similar relationship for UA AV
content and plan to continue working to implement it as University Archives
also works toward making more of their collections accessible via finding
aids in ArchivesSpace.






