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Abstract
“Academic libraries rarely discuss cases of digital repositories that do
not meet the standards expected of trusted digital repositories.

Implications from inconsistent adherence to technical and professional criteria 
often surface during migration projects.” 

In 2020, Stony Brook University Libraries began migrating assets to a 
mono-repository environment. Persistent historical factors presented challenges to 
repository trustworthiness. 

This case study discusses a survey project to evaluate legacy repository statuses in 
the contexts of infrastructure, documentation, and staff capacity. It considers a 
paradigm of organizational accountability in digital asset stewardship and offers 
insights for reconciling inherited legacies with aspirations to be a trusted 
repository.”
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Introduction

● This present study was spurred by preliminary planning work at Stony Brook University 
Libraries (SBUL), an academic research library, in anticipation of migrating assets from 
a multitude of repositories to a mono-repository environment, DSpace 6.3.

● Digital repository standard: Audit and Certifications of Trustworthy Digital Repositories
○ Trustworthy Repositories Audit & Certification: Criteria and Checklist (TRAC)

● We conducted a survey project designed to appraise digital repository legacies at 
SBUL with an emphasis on organizational infrastructure using the TRAC Checklist and 
two digital preservation assessment reports. 
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About the University Libraries
1957: Stony Brook University founded at Oyster Bay, NY (temporary campus)
1963: library opens on the Stony Brook campus
1971: library expansion project completed
late 1990s: developed multiple digital repositories (e.g., DSpace, CONTENTdm)
2015: bepress (Academic Commons)
2016: Omeka 
2020: Began migration of digital content to DSpace 6.3

Present

● No program or system for digital asset management (DAM).
● DRs are maintained separately from the libraries’ online integrated discovery 

catalog (Ex Libris/Alma).
● DRs are used as short-term storage and access systems.
● The IR software bepress is used exclusively to publish faculty scholarly output.
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Research Questions

1. To what extent do SBUL meet the eighteen benchmarks outlined in 
“Appendix 3: Minimum Required Documents” of Trustworthy Repositories Audit 
& Certification: Criteria Checklist (TRAC)?

2. What evidence supports these findings: documentation, transparency, 
adequacy, and/or measurability?

3. What mitigating actions could advance SBUL toward achieving unmet 
benchmarks?

4. What opportunities and barriers exist for meeting unmet benchmarks?
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Literature Review 

● Impetus for developing digital repositories

● Standards and best practices

● Management and infrastructure

● Professional development and training considerations
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The Problem: 
Reconciling legacy assets for migration with 
organizational readiness
● Library administration announced DSpace version 6.3 would be the platform 

for all digital assets
● New repository environment: 

○ DSpace (asset management)
○ Omeka (exhibitions)
○ Be Press (scholarly works)

● Formed a working group based on organizational reporting structure, 
not skill sets

● Leading up to this, repositories weren’t receiving major system updates and 
patches

● Pre-existing gaps in training and knowledge
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Methods
Assessed SBUL for evidence of the 18 minimal required documents specified in TRAC 

1. Criteria was taken from Appendix C, “Minimum Required Documents” of the Trustworthy 
Repositories Audit & Certification: (TRAC) Criteria Checklist

2. Digital Preservation Coalition’s maturity modeling tool, the “Rapid Assessment Model” 
(DPC RAM) Rating Scale 0-4 
a. 0 = “minimal awareness” 
b. 1 = “awareness” 
c. 2 = “basic” 
d. 3 = “managed” 
e. 4 = “optimized”

3. Assigned ratings informed by the findings of two SBUL rapid assessment digital preservation 
benchmark reports that also used the DPC RAM to measure the state of SBUL’s DRs
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Results
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Discussion
● Organizational infrastructure

○ “The retrieval and functionality of digital assets is dependent on sound organizational 
planning and an infrastructure driven by well-formed written policies and procedures,and 
with an institutional investment in and commitment to its sustainability and growth.”

● Digital object management
○ “Digital object management would benefit greatly from participation of current staff 

members who possess technical expertise, credentials in the domain of digital archives, and 
historical information about legacy collections.”

● Technologies, technical infrastructure, and security
○ “Considerations for technologies, technical infrastructure, and security emphasize the critical 

processes for maintaining compliance of systems, assessing hardware and software, and 
creating procedures to survey and maintain technology.”
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Conclusion
Integrate organizational accountability in the paradigm of digital asset stewardship. 

● Balance aspirations with capacity; demonstrates a commitment to the standards that 
embody a TDR.

● Libraries can lead and actively contribute to programs that ensure the long-term 
preservation of cultural heritage and research.

● Sustainability of digital assets depends on investment in resources and requires reaffirming 
commitments to maintain them.

● Connect digital asset preservation to mission-driven goals and objectives.
● Institutions facing DR environments similar to SBUL can model this study:

○ use a modified version of the TRAC list of minimum required documents and DPC 
RAM rating scale.

○ fuller design process could then ensue, particularly at organizations where little 
documentation and historical information exists.
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