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Project Partners 
 

Northern Illinois University – Team Members:  

Lynne M. Thomas Co-Primary Investigator Nathan Books Programmer 

Drew E. VandeCreek Co-Primary Investigator TJ Lusher Administrative Liaison 

Jaime Schumacher Project Director Joseph Thomas Systems Administrator 

Stacey Erdman Technical Coordinator Matthew Short Metadata Librarian 

Danielle Spalenka Regional History Center Lead Sarah Fraser Graduate Assistant 

Katharine White Regional History Center Lead Amanda Miller Graduate Assistant 

The team based at NIU contributed to the project by guiding all activities from initiation through completion; 
administering grant finances, reports, contracts with vendors and consultants, and all deliverables; 
maintaining the website and wiki; developing the POWRR brand and promoting the project;  creating an 
institution-specific case study (GP); interviewing faculty members to gauge local digital preservation (DP) 
knowledge and practices; locally installing, testing, and reporting on all DP tools and services; providing the 
perspective of a mid-sized, state directional university to the Advisory Board as board members guided the 
direction and activities of the project; attending and presenting at conferences to build awareness of the 
project’s efforts and outcomes; leading the creation of the POWRR workshop curriculum; scheduling, 
managing logistical arrangements of, handling registration for, administering evaluative measures on, and 
teaching the workshop at various venues across the country; authoring the white paper and managing its 
editorial process; leading the creation of all other grant products, including the Tool Grid.  
 
Chicago State University – Aaisha Haykal and her team from CSU contributed to the project by creating an 
institution-specific case study (GP); interviewing faculty members to gauge local DP knowledge and practices; 
locally installing, testing, and reporting on several DP tools and services; providing the perspective of a small, 
urban, state directional university to the Advisory Board; attending and presenting at conferences to build 
awareness of the project’s efforts and outcomes; collaborating on the creation of the workshop curriculum; 
teaching the workshop at various venues across the country; and assisting in the creation of most grant 
products. The CSU team included Dr. Sharon Hu, Martin Kong, and Gayle Porter. 

Illinois State University – Patrice-Andre Prud’homme contributed to the project by creating an institution-
specific case study (GP); interviewing faculty members to gauge local DP knowledge and practices; locally 
installing, testing, and reporting on several DP tools and services; providing the perspective of a mid-sized, 
state directional university to the Advisory Board; presenting at conferences to build awareness of the 
project’s efforts and outcomes; collaborating on the creation of the workshop curriculum; teaching the 
workshop at various venues across the country; and assisting in the creation of most grant products. 

Illinois Wesleyan University – Meg Miner contributed to the project by creating an institution-specific case 
study (GP); interviewing faculty and staff members to gauge local DP knowledge and practices; locally 
installing, testing, and reporting on several DP tools and services; providing the perspective of a small, private 
university to the Advisory Board; presenting at conferences to build awareness of the project’s efforts and 
outcomes; collaborating on the creation of the workshop curriculum; teaching the workshop at various venues 
across the country; and assisting in the creation of most grant products. 

Western Illinois University – Dr. Jeff Hancks contributed to the project by creating an institution-specific case 
study (GP); interviewing faculty members and local cultural heritage organizations to gauge local digital 
preservation knowledge and practices; locally testing and reporting on some DP tools and services;  providing 
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the perspective of a small, rural, state directional university to the Advisory Board; presenting at conferences 
to build awareness of the project’s efforts and outcomes; teaching the workshop at various venues across the 
country; and assisting in the creation of some grant products. 

Overview 
 

The POWRR project investigated and reported on scalable digital preservation (DP) solutions for small and 
mid-sized institutions often faced with small staff sizes, restricted IT infrastructures, and tight budgets. Its 
major deliverable, a white paper, has been well-received and widely read. During the investigation, POWRR 
uncovered the particular challenges and needs of under-resourced institutions and worked to address and 
overcome obstacles that often prevent practitioners from taking initial steps in preserving digital content. As a 
result, POWRR also delivered a well-marked, practical path towards sustainable digital stewardship by: 
creating a graphic-based tool grid that maps the functionalities of 60+ DP tools/services to an OAIS-based 
curation lifecycle; developing and teaching a pragmatic, hands-on workshops across the country on the 
initial steps necessary to accession digital content and how to realistically approach developing a DP program; 
and producing case studies, collaboration models, and other tools to aid smaller institutions in their DP efforts.  
  
Changes 
 

The following changes were submitted for approval in January, 2013 and approved by Senior Program Officer 
Charles Thomas on March 5, 2013: 

 A 1 year, no-cost extension – Due to the amount of time required to hire the project director (6 
months) at the beginning of the award period and the alternative project findings dissemination and 
education model chosen, additional time was required to successfully complete project goals. 

 Funds were reallocated from contractual services and technology supplies (actual expenses for these 
areas proved lower than original estimates) to project-related travel in order to execute the chosen 
project findings dissemination and education model. 

 The original dissemination and education model called for a national conference to be held on the 
main campus at Northern Illinois University in DeKalb, IL. After formative evaluation discussions with 
the Board of Advisors, it was agreed that such a conference in that location would not achieve the 
critical mass necessary to reach the project’s target audience, especially given the increasingly 
restricted travel budgets of practitioners at targeted institutions. Instead, the team chose to create a 
curriculum for a hands-on, full-day workshop that team members then conducted across the country. 

 Funds were reallocated to extend the contract of the professional librarian hired as the project director 
by 6 months. This allowed a key team member to be available during the final 6 months of the project 
when the majority of dissemination activities took place.  

 

Activities Completed During the Project 

Activities within the original scope of work 

Below are the high-level activities contained in the original scope of work (presented in BOLD), followed 
directly by the efforts undertaken to complete those activities.  

Form an Advisory Board to help shape, oversee and direct the project. Convene initial meeting of Advisory 
Board, Project Partners, and Project Leadership Team in DeKalb, Illinois to consult and review project goals 
and budget, and develop guidelines for how options will be critiqued. 
Six experienced professionals considered to be experts in the field of digital preservation were selected in 
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coordination with the IMLS to sit on the POWRR Advisory Board and provide formative guidance and 
consultation to the project.  
 Liz Bishoff – Principal Partner, Bishoff Group, LLC 
 Steve Bromage – Executive Director, Maine Historical Society 
 Martin Halbert – Dean of Libraries, Associate Professor, University of North Texas 
 Jerome McDonough – Associate Professor, University of Illinois 
 Chris Prom – Assistant University Archivist and Professor, University of Illinois 
  Amy Rudersdorf – Assistant Director for Content, Digital Public Library of America 
 
Draw upon scholars/faculty, from diverse locations and disciplines, to ensure that the project team takes 
into account faculty needs for creating and using content that is intended to be preserved long term. 
The POWRR team completed more than 60 campus-wide interviews of faculty, staff, and administrators at NIU 
and each of the 4 partner institutions to build awareness, gathered digital objects to be used in testing, and 
collected data on the following:  

 The format types and size of digital materials being created  

 The methods of storing files and the media instances of data loss and its impact  

 Which digital materials are highest priority for recovery in the event of a catastrophic loss  

 The confidence levels that data can be recovered if lost and that files will be usable in 25 years  

 The desire to have digital material accessible and usable by colleagues in 25 years  

The data from the interviews were collected into a database (http://commons.lib.niu.edu/handle/10843/13609) 
and analysis has revealed interesting and surprising findings (GP).  

Conduct an environmental scan of tools and services available to small and medium- sized academic 
libraries, including cloud-based services like DuraCloud. 
The team created a DP tool evaluation rubric based on the OAIS digital curation and preservation lifecycle, and 
conducted an environmental scan of DP tools, technologies, and services available as options to institutions 
with fewer resources. The master list of options and the rubric can be found on the wiki at http://powrr-

wiki.lib.niu.edu/index.php/Tool_Functionality_Evaluation. For the 60+ tools, services, etc. that were not selected 
for in-depth testing, the project team used this rubric to create the POWRR Tool Grid, a graphic-based 
resource for practitioners that shows, at-a-glance, the functionalities of the DP tools and services and how 
they fit within an OAIS-based digital curation lifecycle (GP).  
 
Select three or four tools and/or services to be subjects of project evaluation. Contact representatives of 
selected service providers to negotiate terms of service and discuss technical infrastructure required at 
Northern Illinois University to install effective pilot implementations. Consult with experts and service 
providers to design pilot implementations of selected tools/services, and then install and maintain pilot 
implementations at each Partner Institution, creating detailed documentation of work processes. 
After conducting initial investigations of the tools/services selected by the Advisory Board for inclusion in the 
study in Year 1, some changes to the list were required. Under advisement of the Board, the team eliminated 
2 tools/services from the initial list, added a new one, and altered the approach to the testing of another. 
Below are the tools/services that were tested by the project team or were eliminated from the testing pool 
(including the reason).  

DuraCloud: Established an account with this hosted service and received the standard training on the use of 
the service offered to all customers.  

http://commons.lib.niu.edu/handle/10843/13609
http://powrr-wiki.lib.niu.edu/index.php/Tool_Functionality_Evaluation
http://powrr-wiki.lib.niu.edu/index.php/Tool_Functionality_Evaluation
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MetaArchive: Established a contract with Educopia Institute for a pilot instance of this service. Agreed to pilot 
a new process, using Bagger, that was believed to be a simpler method of ingesting content into the 
MetaArchive LOCKSS network. Set up the pilot in a way that mimics a Collaborative Membership with a staging 
server at Northern Illinois University to which the partner institutions transfer their content for harvesting.  
 
Archivematica: This free, open source tool required no contract. Since part of the evaluative framework for 
testing these tools/services includes the ease of downloading and installing the software for practitioners 
within our target audience, the partner institutions attempted to do so without the aid of the project’s 
technical coordinators. After these attempts were documented, the technical coordinator and project director 
assisted with the installations as necessary.  
 
Preservica: After receiving an estimate for $28,890 (included 1 year of licensing fees for the software, 1TB of 
cloud storage, and training) and negotiation attempts with the vendor were rejected, the Advisory Board 
concluded that this service would not be affordable or scalable to the study’s target audience, particularly 
considering the quoted rate of $8100 for storing 1TB/year. It was, therefore, removed from the testing list. 
Towards the end of the project’s testing phase, however, project team members were informed that the 
company’s pricing and delivery model for this service had changed to more closely reflect the model our team 
proposed to the vendor in the original failed negotiations. After informing the Board of Advisors of these 
developments, it was agreed that the team would test Preservica in an abbreviated pilot.  
 
HOPPLA: After initial investigations revealed that HOPPLA had not been updated in some time and parts of the 
tool did not appear to be functional, the team reached out to the creators of HOPPLA. They stated that they 
were not maintaining the HOPPLA prototype and that there were no plans to update it. After presenting this 
development to the Board of Advisors, they voted to remove the tool from the testing list.  
 
Curator’s Workbench: With the removal of both Preservica and HOPPLA from the testing list, we were left 
with only 1 “processing” type of tool to evaluate. In light of this, the team suggested a handful of potential 
processing tools to add to the list. The Advisors selected Curator’s Workbench to round out the types of 
tools/services that the project team would be testing. It is a free, open source tool that requires no contract. 
Since part of the evaluative framework for testing these tools/services includes the ease of downloading and 
installing the software for practitioners within our target audience, the partner institutions attempted to do so 
without the aid of the project’s technical coordinators. After these attempts were documented, the technical 
coordinator and project director assisted with the installations as necessary.  
 
Internet Archive*: Upon additional investigation by the project team after the Advisory Board recommended 
its inclusion, it was determined that Internet Archive, while not necessarily a robust DP solution for most mid-
sized and smaller institutions, could prove to be effective for the smallest of organizations, like local historical 
societies. Team members established several pilot projects where very small memory institutions attempted 
to use Internet Archive as an off-site storage solution for their digital materials. 
*Note that the team based these determinations on the traditional Internet Archive service (free) and not its 
Archive-it subscription service. 

Discuss viable methods for bringing smaller and medium-sized institutions into the National Digital 
Stewardship Alliance. 
The project director met with NDSA (National Digital Stewardship Alliance) leadership at the Library of 
Congress to brainstorm viable methods for bringing smaller and medium-sized institutions into its 
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membership and potential barriers to entry for those organizations. Of particular note was the possibility of 
creating regionally-based opportunities to make meeting with other members of the NDSA more feasible for 
those practitioners from smaller institutions with fewer resources available for traveling. As of 2014, the NDSA 
has held 2 regionally-based events. As a result of these discussions, 2 POWRR partner institutions, Chicago 
State University and Northern Illinois University, have joined the NDSA and are active in its working groups.  
 
Purchase equipment on which project pilot instances are to be installed and tested. 
Due to changes and improvements in the structure of the pilots, the team was able to use existing equipment 
and it was not necessary to purchase additional equipment. 
 
Keep the public and other institutions apprised of our progress on this project through a project blog, 
website, and possibly other social media such as Facebook or Twitter. 
A project website (http://digitalpowrr.niu.edu/), wiki  (http://powrr-wiki.lib.niu.edu/index.php/Main_Page), and blog 
(http://digitalpowrr.niu.edu/blog/) were created and updated throughout the project (GP). Project activities 
were publicized on listservs and Google groups, and team members promoted the project on Facebook and 
Twitter. 

Develop an evaluative framework for testing and evaluating tools and services, and formally test and 
evaluate them according to developed guidelines of pilot instances for selected tools and services. 
The project team and the Board of Advisors jointly developed the evaluative framework for the testing and 
evaluation of the final selection of DP tools and services. It was agreed that the testing should focus largely on 
the accessibility and usability of the tools/services by a practitioner at an under-resourced institution and the 
constraints they could possibly be working within such as:  

 Outdated technical infrastructure; Limited personal technical skills   

 Little to no budget for licensing fees, additional equipment, etc.  

 No programmers on staff and no access to server administrators  

 No data, metadata, or digital collections librarians on staff  

Given the wide range of technical, personnel, and administrative structures at each of the 5 partner 
institutions, it was agreed to test most of the tools/services at all locations. Project leads also recruited 
additional people to participate at their institutions to apply a variety of skill sets to the testing process, 
including archivists, manuscript processors, graduate assistants, etc. Several operating systems were used in 
the testing phase, but all institutions tested the same version of the tools/service, where applicable. The 
evaluative framework and raw data from testing can be found on the project wiki at  
http://powrr-wiki.lib.niu.edu/index.php/Tool_Functionality_Evaluation and the results are, of course, summarized in 
the project’s primary deliverable, the white paper. 

Discuss potential business models for future implementation of digital preservation solutions for small and 
mid-sized institutions, both within the Advisory Board and in concert with select service providers. 
The discussion of potential business models for the project’s target audience centered on the following belief: 
while small and mid-sized institutions do indeed have constraints and fewer resources, they also have unique 
advantages that can be exploited to full advantage when selecting a business model. For example, an 
institution with a small number of professional staff can often be more agile and can accelerate decision-
making processes. To that end, the team presented four potential solution models in its white paper.  

The team agreed that one attractive business model for the project’s target audience is the use of a hosted 
solution that fulfills the functionality of the greater majority of the digital curation lifecycle. At the time, there 

http://digitalpowrr.niu.edu/
http://powrr-wiki.lib.niu.edu/index.php/Main_Page
http://digitalpowrr.niu.edu/blog/
http://powrr-wiki.lib.niu.edu/index.php/Tool_Functionality_Evaluation
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was only one such solution within reach of the target audience. However, its fees were not openly available 
and the quote POWRR received included storage costs that were seemingly inflated. Therefore, the team 
suggested an alternative pricing and delivery model (See Appendix A-3). 

In testing MetaArchive within a Collaborative Membership model, the team recognized that the development 
of appropriate organizational structures and legal relationships between collaborating institutions can be a 
significant barrier to smaller organizations seeking higher levels of DP, due in part to the cost of legal counsel 
required for the drafting of original agreements. The team commissioned a lawyer, who is also a librarian, to 
create the business model and legal framework for this type of partnership. The deliverable created in this 
endeavor will be publicly available under a Creative Commons License and provided in a modifiable format for 
practitioners to customize as needed. (GP) 
 
Make final decisions as to content of preliminary final report. Determine which solutions are viable, 
plausible, and cost-effective. Issue formal report on findings and make recommendations on suitable 
approaches (and accompanying considerations of each approach). 
In concert with the Board of Advisors and all Project Partners, the team produced its report in the form of a 
white paper (GP) entitled “From Theory to Action: “Good Enough” Digital Preservation Solutions for Under-
Resourced Cultural Heritage Institutions” that can be found at http://commons.lib.niu.edu/handle/10843/13610. 

Hold national IMLS-cosponsored conference on NIU campus, at which project partners and participants 
present and discuss research and findings to an audience of representatives of small and medium-sized 
institutions searching for digital preservation solutions. 
After formative evaluation discussions with the Board of Advisors, it was agreed that such a conference in 
DeKalb, IL would not achieve the critical mass necessary to reach the project’s target audience, especially 
given the increasingly restricted travel budgets of practitioners at targeted institutions. Instead, the team 
chose to create a curriculum (GP) for a hands-on, pragmatic full-day workshop that team members then 
conducted across the country.  
 
Outside evaluator reviews and assesses project work. 
At the suggestion of the grant’s program officer, the team used a “committee of visitors” approach to this 
evaluation and assessment. The team invited Amy Rudersdorf, Assistant Director for Content at the Digital 
Public Library of America, to NIU to meet with team members, access all project documentation and products, 
and interview Project Partners. Ms. Rudersdorf created a report that was then sent to Dr. Martin Halbert for 
review. The report can be found in Appendix B. 

Primary Investigators will present their findings at appropriate national conferences, and submit discussions 
of findings for publication in the appropriate professional venues. 
The POWRR project quickly became renowned for its efforts and its approach to digital preservation. Its team 
members were in demand to speak at conferences, conduct workshops, and present papers/posters (GP). 
Therefore, the majority of the POWRR team, and not just the Primary Investigators, actively participated in the 
dissemination of project findings. A full list of these activities can be found in Appendix C. 

In the 2 years following the end of the grant, project members will convene 4 webinars and offer email 
support for representatives of institutions considering implementing the project’s resource model. 
These activities are ongoing. 

http://commons.lib.niu.edu/handle/10843/13610
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Additional activities performed 
In the course of the project, the team recognized that practitioners at smaller organizations require specialized 
and discrete assistance with communicating the need for and benefits of a DP program to key stakeholders 
within their organization. POWRR chose to partner with a communications consultant to create 1-page 
handouts for practitioners to use in these efforts that are targeted to specific stakeholders like Academic 
Administrators, Content Creators, IT Administrators, etc. These documents are publicly available under a 
Creative Commons License and provided in a modifiable format for practitioners to customize as needed (GP).   
 
The team worked with very small memory organizations like historical societies to test Internet Archive as a 
DP option. These organizations are typically run almost entirely by volunteers, many of whom are not 
comfortable working with cloud-based services. Based on the experience and feedback the team received, a 
user-friendly, screenshot-based tutorial was created to walk a user at this type of institution through the 
entire process of using Internet Archive for the purpose of digital preservation (GP).  

In the course of the investigation, the POWRR team discovered that most of the preservation tools and 
services available can only be used after initial accessioning and inventorying activities are undertaken, 
referred to by the team as “triage” activities. The team discovered a viable, open-source tool for this purpose, 
Duke Data Accessioner, though it had not been updated in some time. POWRR commissioned its original 
creator to revise the tool making it institution and platform agnostic, creating the capability to add Dublin 
Core metadata, and creating functionality for transforming the resulting xml report into a format that is 
human-readable and able to be analyzed (GP).   
 

Project Results 

This multi-institutional project focused on investigating scalable DP solutions for small and mid-sized 
institutions that are often faced with small staff sizes, restricted IT infrastructures, and tight budgets. These 
institutions hold unique digital content important to their region's cultural heritage, yet many of the 
practitioners are unsure how to approach the stewardship of the content and are overwhelmed by the large 
number of DP tools/services available. As the project progressed, the team uncovered the particular 
challenges, advantages, needs, and desires of under-resourced institutions. They worked to address and 
overcome obstacles that often prevent practitioners from taking even initial steps in preserving their digital 
content. POWRR sought to create a well-marked, realistic path towards sustainable digital stewardship for this 
often overlooked group and, to do so, went beyond their original directive to investigate and report on a 
handful of DP tools/services.  
 
POWRR created a pragmatic, hands-on, full day workshop to teach the initial steps necessary to accession and 
inventory digital content as well as how to realistically approach developing a DP program. Recognizing that 
many of their target institutions currently have little-to-no travel and training budgets, the POWRR team 
traveled across the country to conduct these workshops for very little cost to the practitioners. 165 
practitioners from 138 organizations located in 27 states and the District of Columbia developed crucial digital 
preservation skills at these workshops.  
 
To gauge each attendee’s knowledge about digital preservation and his/her confidence in his/her abilities to 
perform digital preservation activities, the team administered tests immediately before and after each 
workshop. The results in the graph below indicate a significant increase in both knowledge and confidence.  
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To measure the impact the POWRR workshops had on these practitioners and their institutions, the team 
surveyed attendees 3 months after their particular workshop. 139 attendees received surveys and 71 
responded, a 51.08% response rate. Of those responding, 69.01% indicated that they had indeed initiated 
digital preservation activities at their institutions in the 3 months following the workshop. Of these, 74.42% of 
attendees stated that the skills and knowledge gained during the POWRR workshop were very helpful or 
crucial in choosing and implementing the digital preservation activities. The graph below details which 
activities the practitioners had initiated at their institutions.  
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GRAPH DETAILS: Each workshop participant completed a workshop pre-test and post-test to measure the skills and 
knowledge conveyed throughout the workshop. Questions focused on the participant’s level of understanding, level 
of awareness, ability to build awareness, and ability to perform initial activities. For all questions, answer statements 
were provided along with a numeric value for participants to select the most relevant statement to his/her situation. 
Numeric values ranged from 1, indicating low understanding or ability, to 5, indicating high understanding or ability.   
Question 1: In addressing the participant’s level of understanding, the provided responses ranged from 1: I am 
unfamiliar with DP tools/services and unsure how they might fit my institutional needs, to 5: I can explain to a 
colleague how certain tools/services can satisfy different needs within my institution.   
Question 2: In addressing the participant’s level of awareness and skills with DP tools/services, the provided 
responses ranged from 1: I am unfamiliar with DP tools and how they work, to 5: I am able to use at least one DP 
tool with confidence. 
Question 3: In addresssing the participant’s ability to build awareness around DP, the provided responses ranged 
from 1: I don’t know how to build awareness regarding DP at my institution and am unaware of resources available 
to help me with this, to 5: I have the resources and enough skills necessary to build awareness at my institution, and 
have a plan of action for initializing/continuing discussions with others at my institution. 
Question 4: In addressing the participant’s ability to perform initial pre-ingest DP activities, the provided responses 
ranged from 1: I don’t understand what pre-ingest activities are, to 5:  I have a robust pre-ingest workflow that I can 
successfully use. 
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Please see Appendix A-1 for additional supporting documentation relating to the outcomes and impact of the 

POWRR Workshops 

Knowing that these institutions can achieve economies of scale by working together, POWRR produced 
collaboration models and the underlying legal framework often needed for these endeavors, all directed at 
small and mid-sized institutions. These models and framework are currently being used as the basis for 
forming a Digital Preservation Cooperative in the state of Illinois and are openly available for use by others.  
 
POWRR delivered a well-received, graphic-based tool grid that shows, at-a-glance, the functionalities of over 
60 DP tools and services and how they fit within an OAIS-based digital curation lifecycle. The POWRR Tool Grid 
was the subject of multiple blogs, tweets, etc. including from the Library of Congress’s National Digital 
Information Infrastructure and Preservation Program, The American Library Association, and Lyrasis. Please 
see Appendix A-2 for supporting documentation. As use of the POWRR Tool Grid increased and became more 
widespread, the team was contacted by representatives of an organization in the UK working to consolidate 
the many DP tool registries available on the Web into a single registry, COPTR, a Community Owned digital 
Preservation Tool Registry. Knowing that the POWRR Tool Grid was merely a snapshot in time and its upkeep 
not sustainable by the grant, the team chose, along with several notable institutions, to support this effort by 
providing them with an export of the Tool Grid data. Given the popularity of the graphic-based look and feel of 
the Tool Grid, the POWRR team commissioned the steward of COPTR to combine the form and function of the 
original POWRR Tool Grid with the far greater coverage of tools and sustainability provided by the COPTR data 
feed, resulting in the POWRR Tool Grid v2 (GP). http://www.digipres.org/tools/about/ 

http://www.digipres.org/tools/about/
http://www.digipres.org/tools/about/
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POWRR helped to define a market segment of smaller institutions interested in acquiring vendor-based DP 
solutions. With smaller budgets and the need for scaled-down solutions to reflect smaller digital holdings, this 
market niche was somewhat overlooked based on the pricing and marketing strategies existing in the early 
stages of the project in 2012. POWRR advocated on behalf of those institutions and suggested to select DP-
solution vendors that they provide scaled-down and transparent pricing geared towards smaller institutions, 
with notable results. Solution models that accommodate the particular nuances and challenges of this market 
segment are now available from a variety of vendors. See Appendix A-3 for supporting documentation. 
 
The Digital POWRR Project became a go-to source for practitioners attempting to implement digital 
preservation programs, as evidenced by the chatter surrounding the project on social media and blogs. 
POWRR also became a resource for digital preservation instructors and learners, as evidences by its inclusion 
in the curriculum of esteemed courses like The Society of American Archivists’ Digital Archives Specialist (DAS) 
Curriculum and Certificate Program. Please see Appendix A-4 for supporting documentation.  
 
POWRR’s findings and its digital preservation functionality grid (below) became a crucial reference point by 
which vendors and solution-seekers characterize and understand the capabilities of various digital 
preservation tool and services. The POWRR white paper (GP) alone has been accessed more than 5700 times 
in its first 6 months of release. Please see Appendix A-5 for supporting documentation. 
 

 

 

 

What’s Next? 

 
One of the major challenges of this project was evaluating how the various DP tools and services handled 
metadata. The tools POWRR investigated often have an automated process for ingesting metadata that has 
already been created, and the ability to automatically extract or create metadata manually, to different 
degrees. The team approached testing with "from scratch" collections to explore the functionality of the 
extant metadata creation options in the tools as they existed, as it was thought best to begin with what the 
tools did as standalones before seeing how they interacted with other tools. Although it was out of scope for 
this particular project, the team was nonetheless eager to explore how these tools interfaced with descriptive 
tools (such as ARCHON or ContentDM) that the partner organizations might already be using. Unfortunately, 
technical challenges with installations and end-user testing of the software took up so much time that the 
team was unable to pursue this. Many of POWRR’s followers have inquired about tool and service 
interoperability and the team believes that a concerted investigation would be a worthwhile endeavor. 
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Many of the Partners of POWRR are eager to capitalize on the findings of their investigation and move the 
community of practice they established towards the implementation of a viable DP solution. As awareness of 
POWRR’s efforts grew, the PI’s were contacted by practitioners from the largest university in Illinois who were 
interested in collaborating on a potential solution. This solution would take advantage of POWRR’s established 
community, its outreach capabilities, and its proven educational model, and combine them with the 
computing power and technical expertise of the larger university into a cooperative that would be open to 
organizations of all sizes and persuasions. This ongoing endeavor is the basis of a forthcoming application to a 
federal granting agency. 
 
POWRR conducted its first workshop in the spring of 2014 and its value to practitioners and their institutions 
quickly become apparent. Several factors convinced the team that this particular deliverable of the project 
should be sustained after the end of the granting period. Those factors included: 

 The overwhelmingly positive direct feedback of participants  

 The quantitative evidence of significant impact at institutions  

 The frequent inquiries regarding potential workshop dates  

 Many workshops would fill to capacity and the wait lists were lengthy 
 The team applied for and was awarded a major grant from the National Endowment for the Humanities: 
Celebrating 50 years of Excellence. The project, From Theory to Action: Extending the Reach of Digital POWRR 
Preservation Workshops will allow the team to update, develop, and present workshops to archivists, 
librarians, and other cultural heritage professionals, aimed particularly at those from small and medium-sized 
institutions. This award runs from January 2015 through December 2016.  
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Appendix A – Supporting Documentation 
 

A – 1: POWRR Workshop Impact and Outcomes – Additional Supporting Documentation 
Selected comments from POWRR Workshop Evaluations: 

› SO HAPPY to be moving beyond theory and into the more practical realm. 
› One of the most helpful workshops I've been to in a number of years. 

› All the instructors are approachable, clear, well-organized, helpful, articulate, practical, experienced and willing 
to share their knowledge. This is the first 100% helpful, realistic workshop on DP I've ever taken - and I've taken 
a LOT. 

› Thank you! I have a much better understanding of the overall picture of digital preservation activities, 
workflows, and tools/searches, and how they all fit together.  Will be VERY helpful as Archivist of DC/SLA. 

› Thank you for shifting focus from strictly academic institutions to include the others. 
› I am new to the language and process of digital preservation and now feel completely comfortable coming to 

others to advocate this. 
› The initial step into digital archiving can be scary and seem like such a large task. This seminar showed some 

very useful tools that can be used to make a start. Seems within reach now. 
› Thanks for the informative workshop! Since this particular topic wasn't covered in my archive school program 

this workshop was a great introduction to digital preservation. 
› Thank you! As a small shop I often feel left out of big discussions and your focus on all of us is really meaningful 

and genuinely helpful to me. 
› The handouts and resources listed within were the most valuable part of the workshop. I didn't realize the level 

of detail involved in such a project. Definitely have a new appreciation. 
 

Workshop particpants represented 165 institutions from 27 states and the District of Columbia: 
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Alabama Illinois 

Archives and History – Montgomery, AL Fr. Michael L. Pfleger Archives – Chicago, IL 

California Loyola University Chicago – Chicago, IL 

California Institute of Technology – Pasadena, CA Molex – Lisle, IL 

City of College of San Francisco – San Francisco, CA North Park University – Chicago, IL 

Golden Gate National Recreation Area – San Francisco, CA Phi Kappa Psi – Evanston, IL 

Phoebe Hearst Museum of Anthropology – Berkeley, CA Sigma Alpha Epsilon – Evanston, IL 

San Francisco Maritime Nat’l Historical Park – Oakland, CA Union League Club – Chicago, IL 

San Jose State University – San Jose, CA Urbana Free Library – Urbana, IL 

Society of California Pioneers – San Francisco, CA University of Chicago Library – Chicago, IL 

University of California Berkeley – Berkeley, CA Wiss Janney Elstner Associates Inc – Chicago, IL 

University of San Francisco – Sacramento, CA Indiana 

California Digital Library – Oakland, CA Alpha Kappa Psi – Indianapolis, IN 

CalTech – Newark, CA Indiana University South Bend – South Bend, IN 

Fine Arts Museums of San Francisco – San Francisco, CA Alpha Gamma Delta – Indianapolis, IN 

Notre Dame University Psychology Dept – Belmont, CA Alpha Xi Delta – Indianapolis, IN 

San Francisco Art Commission – San Francisco, CA Kappa Alpha Theta – Indianapolis, IN 

San Francisco Public Library – San Francisco, CA  National Model Aviation Museum – Muncie, IN 

Santa Rosa Junior College – Petaluma, CA Purdue University – West Lafayette, IN 

University and Jepson Herbaria – Oakland, CA Zeta Tau Alpha – Indianapolis, IN 

University of California Davis – Davis, CA Pi Beta Phi – Indianapolis, IN 

Yerba Buena Center for the Arts – San Francisco, CA Theta Chi Fraternity – Carmel, IN 

Connecticut Kansas 

 Fort Hays State University – Canton, KS 

Iota Imaging – Woodbridge, CT Kentucky 

Quinnipiac University – Hamden, CT Berea College – Berea, KY 

University of St Joseph – West Hartford, CT Phi Gamma Delta – Lexington, KY 

Wesleyan University – Middletown, CT Maryland 

Enfield Public Library – Enfield, CT Phi Sigma Sigma – Elkridge, MD 

Olin Memorial Library – Middletown, CT Massachusetts 

U.S. Coast Guard Academy – New London, CT Amherst College – Amherst, MA 

Welles-Turner Memorial Library – Glastonbury, CT Brandeis University – Waltham, MA 

Georgia Framingham State University – Framingham, MA 

Alpha Delta Pi – Atlanta, GA  Massachusetts Historical Society – Boston, MA 

Hawaii New England Historic Genealogical Society – Boston, MA 

Hickam Field, Joint Base Pearl Harbor – Hickam AFB, HI Phillips Academy – Andover, MA 

Illinois State Library of Massachusetts – Boston, MA 

Archives of the NA Province of the Cenacle – Chicago, IL Trustees of Reservations Bartholomew’s Cobble – Sheffield, MA 

Black Metropolis Research Consortium – Chicago, IL Western New England University – Springfield, MA 

Chicago State University – Chicago, IL American Jewish Historical Soc. NE Archives – Boston, MA 

DePaul University – Chicago, IL Boston Architectural College – Boston, MA 

DuSable Museum of African American History – Chicago, IL First Parish in Brookline – Brookline, MA 

Benedictine University – Lisle, IL Isabella Stewart Gardner Museum – Boston, MA 

Catholic Theological Union – Chicago, IL Mount Holyoke College – South Hadley, MA 

Chicago Theological Seminary – Chicago, IL NFPA – Quincy, MA 

Dominican University, Priory Campus – River Forest, IL Smith College – Northampton, MA 

ELCA Archives – Elk Grove Village, IL Suffolk University – Boston, MA 

Illinois State University – Normal, IL University of Massachusetts – Northampton, MA 

Meadville Lombard Theological School – Chicago, IL Michigan 

Morrison Shearer Foundation – Northbrook, IL Amway Corporation – Ada, MI 

Northwestern University Library – Evanston, IL Michigan State University – East Lansing, MI 

Robert M. Myers Archives – Techny, IL  

The United Library – Evanston, IL  
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Minnesota Ohio 

Cannon Falls Military History Museum – Cannon Falls, MN Kappa Kappa Gamma – Columbus, OH 

Historical Society – Owatonna, MN Ohio University – Athens, OH 

Minnesota Discovery Center – Chisholm, MN Oregon 

Pope County Museum & Historical Society – Glenwood, MN Oakland Museum – Oakland, OR 

Rice County Historical Society – Faribault, MN Rhode Island 

Stevens County Historical Society – Grand Rapids, MN John Hay Library – Providence, RI 

Canby Depot Museum – Canby, MN Redwood Library and Athenaeum – Newport, RI 

Heritage Preservation Board of Edina – Edina, MN Rhode Island School of Design – Providence, RI 

Lyle Historical Society – Lyel, MN Providence Public Library – Providence, RI 

Northfield Historical Society – Northfield, MN Rhode Island College – Providence, RI 

Renville County Historical Society Museum – Morton, MN Rhode Island State Archives – Providence, RI 

Sisters of Saint Joseph – Saint Paul, MN South Carolina 

Missouri Clemson University – Clemson, SC 

American Truck Historical Society – Kansas City, MO South Carolina State Library – Columbia, SC 

Linda Hall Library – Kansas City, MO College of Charleston – Charleston, SC  

Unity Library and Archives – Lees Summit, MO University of South Carolina – Columbia, SC 

Kansas City Art Institute – Kansas City, MO Tennessee 

Mathematics Dept Southwest Baptist Uni – Bolivar, MO Temple Israel – Memphis, TN 

Nebraska Kappa Delta Sorority – Memphis, TN 

University of Nebraska at Omaha – Omaha, NE Texas 

New Hampshire Delta Delta Delta Sorority – Arlington, TX 

Dartmouth College – Hanover, NH Vermont 

Phillips Exeter Academy – Exeter, NH University of Vermont – Burlington, VT 

New York Virginia 

National Multicultural Greek Council – New York, NY Sigma Nu Fraternity – Lexington, VA 
The Museum at the Fashion Institute of Technology – New York, NY Wisconsin 

Sigma Sigma Rho – Queens, NY Chippewa Valley Museum – Eau Claire, WI 

North Carolina Lawrence University – Appleton, WI 

North Carolina University Caplain – Raleigh, NC University of Wisconsin – Madison, WI 

Davidson College – Davidson, NC Washington DC 

 American College of Surgeons – Washington D. C. 

 Georgetown Law Library – Washington D.C. 
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3 month follow up survey questions: 
Q2 Which workshop did you attend? 

 Pilot:  Chicago State University: April 2014 
 MAC:  Kansas City, MO: April 2014 
 Data Driven:  Charleston, SC: June 2014 
 AASLH: St. Paul, MN: September 2014 
 San Francisco, CA: September 2014 
 Smith College: October 2014 
 Northwestern University: November 2014 
Q3 In the three months following the workshop, did you initiate any digital preservation activities at 
your institution? 

 Yes 
 No 
IF YES, THEN THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS WERE ASKED: 

Q4 Which activities did you initiate? 

 Began building awareness of DP issues through informal or formal discussions with colleagues 
and/or administrators 

 Initiated/Continued inventorying digital materials 
 Enhanced metadata of current records 
 Reviewed current collection development policies to assess their applicability to digital materials 
 Investigated tools and services presented in the POWRR workshop 
 Reviewed other institutions' DP policies 
 Engaged in outreach/education activities 
 Used Data Accessioner or other accessioning tool 
 Read the POWRR White Paper 
 Visited the 'I Survived' section of the POWRR website to look for additional resources 
 Other ____________________ 
Q4a How helpful were the skills and knowledge you gained at the POWRR workshop in choosing and 
implementing the above activities? 

 Not helpful 
 Helped a little 
 Helpful 
 Very helpful 
 Crucial 
 
IF NO, THEN THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS WERE ASKED: 

Q4 What prevented you from initiating your intended activities? 

Q5 What could the workshop have done differently to better assist you? 

Q6 Thank you for your feedback!  Do you have any other comments? 
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A – 2: POWRR Tool Grid Impact - Supporting Documentation 
Number of POWRR Tool Grid page views from its rollout in April 2012 through Jan 2015: 10,980. 

 

https://twitter.com/ndiipp/status/289049854511046656 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://twitter.com/tjowens/status/448795859061604352 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.facebook.com/LyrDigPres/posts/515830055131582 

 

 

https://twitter.com/ndiipp/status/289049854511046656
https://twitter.com/tjowens/status/448795859061604352
https://www.facebook.com/LyrDigPres/posts/515830055131582
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http://preservationmatters.blogspot.com/2014/11/powrr-tool-grid.html 

https://www.linkedin.com/groups/This-looked-interesting-useful-Digital-3026810.S.5939003967622119425 

http://resources.ethnosproject.org/preserving-digital-objects-restricted-resources-powrr/ 

http://acrl.ala.org/dh/2013/05/15/resource-digital-preservation-tool-grid/ 

 

And More… 

 
  

http://preservationmatters.blogspot.com/2014/11/powrr-tool-grid.html
https://www.linkedin.com/groups/This-looked-interesting-useful-Digital-3026810.S.5939003967622119425
http://resources.ethnosproject.org/preserving-digital-objects-restricted-resources-powrr/
http://acrl.ala.org/dh/2013/05/15/resource-digital-preservation-tool-grid/
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A –3: POWRR as a change agent for solution pricing and delivery – Supporting 
Documentation 
 
The following is a memo from the POWRR Project Director to the project’s contact at Tessella outlining a 
plan to make products like Preservica more affordable and scalable for small and mid-sized institutions. 
In telephone conferences, the team also lobbied for transparent pricing, so practitioners do not have to 
solicit quotes from vendors, an often time-consuming process.
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Approximately 12 months after this memo, Preservica’s pricing and delivery models were updated as 

shown below: http://preservica.com/editions-pricing/ and http://preservica.com/pricing/us-usd/ 

   

http://preservica.com/editions-pricing/
http://preservica.com/pricing/us-usd/
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Subsequent offerings of solutions similar to Preservica followed suit with transparent pricing and models 

aimed towards smaller institutions.  

 
http://dspacedirect.org/pricing 

  

http://dspacedirect.org/pricing
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A – 4: POWRR as a resource for instructors and practitioners - Supporting 
Documentation 
The Digital POWRR Project became a go-to source for practitioners attempting to implement 
digital preservation programs and a resource for digital preservation instructors and learners.  
 

 

 
 
RESOURCE PAGE 

VIEWS 
URL 

DP101 Page 1,453 http://digitalpowrr.niu.edu/digital-preservation-101/ 

Post-Workshop Resource Page 1,431 http://digitalpowrr.niu.edu/survived-powrr-wkshp/ 

POWRR Blog 1,916 http://digitalpowrr.niu.edu/blog/ 

Tool Grid 10,980 http://digitalpowrr.niu.edu/tool-grid/ 

Project Wiki 24,847 http://powrr-wiki.lib.niu.edu/index.php/Main_Page 

1-Pager Communication 
Documents 

2,627 http://powrr-
wiki.lib.niu.edu/index.php/One_Pagers_tailored_to_educate_different_professionals 

 
 

 

 

The Presentation "Digital 

Curation: Creating and 

Environment for Success." 

Mentions POWRR in September 

2013.  This was put on through 

the Society of American 

Archivists. 

http://digitalpowrr.niu.edu/digital-preservation-101/
http://digitalpowrr.niu.edu/survived-powrr-wkshp/
http://digitalpowrr.niu.edu/blog/
http://digitalpowrr.niu.edu/tool-grid/
http://powrr-wiki.lib.niu.edu/index.php/Main_Page
http://powrr-wiki.lib.niu.edu/index.php/One_Pagers_tailored_to_educate_different_professionals
http://powrr-wiki.lib.niu.edu/index.php/One_Pagers_tailored_to_educate_different_professionals
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The DuraSpace Community 

Webinar Series. Series Eight: 

Doing It: How Non-ARL 

Institutions are Managing 

Digital Collections Curated 

by Liz Bishoff, The Bishoff 

Group LLC 

http://www.slideshare.net/

DuraSpace/11122014-

services-2 

 

 

 

 

http://www.slideshare.net/DuraSpace/11122014-services-2
http://www.slideshare.net/DuraSpace/11122014-services-2
http://www.slideshare.net/DuraSpace/11122014-services-2
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http://www.digitalpreservation.gov/ndsa/documents/2015NationalAgenda.pdf 

National Digital Stewardship Alliance, 2015 National Agenda for Digital Stewardship (2015) 

http://hdl.loc.gov/loc.gdc/lcpub.2013655119.1 

 

 

  

http://www.digitalpreservation.gov/ndsa/documents/2015NationalAgenda.pdf
http://hdl.loc.gov/loc.gdc/lcpub.2013655119.1
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A – 5: POWRR’s findings as reference point – Supporting Documentation  

POWRR’s findings and its digital preservation functionality grid became a crucial reference point by 

which vendors and solution-seekers characterize and understand the capabilities of various digital 

preservation tool and services.  

 

http://duraspace.org/node/2461 

An email to a University 

Archivist at a small, 

private liberal arts 

college. From: Joanna 

Efthymiou 

<eftj@preservica.com> 

Date: Wed, Sep 10, 

2014 at 9:00 AM 

Subject: Digital 

Preservation Report for 

Small & Mid-size 

Institutions 

http://duraspace.org/node/2461
mailto:eftj@preservica.com
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http://preservica.com/ 

  

http://preservica.com/
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Appendix B – External Project Summative Evaluation 

 
The POWRR Project 

Summative Evaluation 
October 2014 

Amy Rudersdorf  
Assistant Director for Content 
Digital Public Library of America 
amy@dp.la 

(608) 501-1502 

 
Review Process 
The in-person review with the project manager occurred on October 23 and 24, 2014, and 
follow up responses from project partners were provided via email in the weeks subsequent 
to the in-person interview. The in-person discussions were supplemented with resources 
available on the website, through internal communications (email messages, draft 
documents, etc.), and via analytics software (for quantitative data). The reviewer has been 
involved as an advisor since the launch of the POWRR grant in 2012.  
 
Initial meeting 
The first meeting of advisors for the Digital POWRR grant took place on October 11-12, 
2012. In attendance were representatives from 4 of the 5 partner institutions named in the 
initial grant, in addition to the five-member advisory committee. It was clear at that time that 
the experience of the group with digital preservation tools and practice was minimal; some 
partners expressed trepidation and others expressed outright skepticism that the goals set 
by the lead institution, Northern Illinois University, could be achieved. Some concern was 
expressed by the advisory committee, as well, that the goals were too ambitious and that 
the activities should be narrowed. To their credit, the NIU team felt confident that they could 
achieve the goals within the timeline of the grant. 
 
Goals 
The goals of the grant were related to the digital preservation needs and long-term care of 
digitized and born-digital content held at small and mid-sized academic institutions. These 
included investigating need, identifying possible tools and procedural processes, 
disseminating findings, and educating professionals in typically under-resourced institutions 
of similar size. The grant workplan was ambitious, but the main activities were (a) one-on-
one interviews at each campus to better understand the current preservation-related 
activities being undertaken by faculty and professional staff, (b) identification of tools and 
services that might meet these needs, (c) consult with vendors about each of the tools and 
services available, (d) test and evaluate effectiveness of each of the tools and services, (e) 
convene a meeting of preservation professionals at the NIU campus and attend other 
national conferences to disseminate the findings.  
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Activities 
The advisory board met in person on two occasions and three times by telephone over the 
course of the grant to help fine-tune some of the implementation plans. Some one-on-one 
meetings were also held with specific advisors, particularly during the development of the 
workshop curriculum. At the first in-person meeting, the project team leaned heavily on the 
experience and knowledge of the advisory committee, asking for input and advice at the 
very granular level and, as is more typical, support for the project’s broader goals. For 
example, the advisory committee played a lead role in identifying the most appropriate 
curation and preservation tools and service to evaluate as part of the grant. In addition, at 
this meeting the advisory strongly suggested that the project team reconsider the idea of 
hosting a conference, for the simple reality that (a) Dekalb is not an easily accessible 
destination and (b) the event was not one that professionals would likely choose to attend 
over, for example, ALA or Best Practices Exchange. The advisory board suggested that a 
more effective approach would be for the team to travel to established conferences to 
disseminate grant outcomes. Ultimately, this change in the workplan was approved by 
IMLS. 
 

Some concern about the readiness of the project team was expressed after that initial 
meeting, but already by the second in-person meeting, the advisory board’s impression was 
changed completely. The work completed in 2013-2014 was impressive, and the findings 
were not only interesting but generally applicable to the work of preservation practitioners at 
academic institutions. Of particular note were three outputs completed in the first year. The 
first was a set of case studies undertaken by staff at each of the participating institutions to 
identify the state of and readiness for digital preservation activities at the various campuses, 
which include an urban state college, tier two state universities, and a small, private liberal 
arts college. The second was a gap analysis that included interviews of scholars, 
researchers, and professional staff at each of the institutions to gain a better understanding 
of the actual day-to-day digital preservation practice of and obstacles for these individuals. 
The third major outcome was a tool and services grid, the purpose of which is to provide 
trustworthy and neutral information about available digital preservation tools and services so 
that institutions can map the most appropriate to their existing needs, resources, and 
technical capabilities. In the second year, the project team continued testing and fine-tuning 
the tool grid, writing the white paper, and developing and hosting hands-on (and sold-out!) 
workshops across the US.  
 
Feedback 
The quality of work that the team has produced is exceptional, and the response from the 
digital preservation and stewardship community reflects that. The team--at first, at least 
from the view of this advisor, a coalition of semi-willing (if not earnest)--has coalesced into a 
community of practice that shows great signs of continuing to grow the work they have 
started through this grant. The tool grid, available alongside an active and informative 
website that includes a blog, workshop materials, and other grant outputs, has been viewed 
over 25,000 times. The white paper was downloaded more than 3,000 times in the first 
three months from Huskie Commons, the lead institution’s Digital Repository. 
 

The tool grid and website are repeatedly referred to in educational materials and on lists of 
the most useful preservation resources available. The project manager and other team 
members have been invited presenters at a number of national and international 
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conferences, and have been asked to write blog posts the Library of Congress’s blog, “The 
Signal.” Perhaps most excitingly, their workshops continue to sell out literally overnight, and 
the demand for them is so great that the team has had to turn down requests (for lack of 
time and resources). The Society of American Archivists will audit an upcoming workshop to 
determine whether it could be part of their certification curriculum for digital archives 
specialists.  
 

It is clear to the advisory board that their outputs were well-timed and greatly needed by the 
digital preservation community. A single event shows the power (POWRR!) that the 
momentum of this grant was able to reach. In 2013, a single email from the project manager 
to a service provider led to a complete revamp of that vendor’s communication and 
marketing policies and pricing model. Today, their offerings and costs are available to any 
potential buyer on their website.  
 
Recommendations  
The advisory committee is impressed by the breadth of work performed in such a short 
period of time by the project team, and feels that the participants should be proud of the 
good work and strong impact they have made on the digital preservation community. A few 
recommendations for the project team are listed below, but because of their exemplary 
work, these are minimal and actually fall outside of the existing scope of the grant. It is 
proposed that the project team pursue a second grant to undertake these activities. 
 

 Continue its work to keep the website and related resources current, and update the 
tool grid as new applications and services become available or the appropriateness 
of existing tools diminish. If possible, the team should work closely with registries like 
COPTR if the POWRR tool grid no longer becomes sustainable.  

 Develop workshop materials into an easily repurposable curriculum or “workshop in 
a box.” 

 Move from the investigation phase to the implementation of tools and services at the 
participating institutions. Implement stop-gap measures until resources can be 
identified and partnerships for long-term management can be established.  

 

It is clear by reviewing the outputs and seeing the reception that the grant team’s work has 
garnered, that they have exceeded the workplan laid out at the start of this project. Their 
work has promoted strong collaborations and developed professional relationships that will 
continue to engage and support the digital preservation community’s growth and 
knowledge. Their white paper, tool grid, and hands-on workshops go far to support the 
exemplary stewardship of cultural heritage collections to ensure that the discovery of 
knowledge continues far into the future.  
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Appendix C – Conference Presentations, Papers, Posters, Workshops, and Participation 
 

Workshops  

POWRR Pilot Workshop April 2014 – Chicago, IL  

MAC (Midwest Archives Conference) Annual Meeting April 2014 – Kansas City, MO 

NACFS (National Archive Conference for Fraternities and Sororities) June 2014 – Champaign, IL 
(More information available at http://archives.library.illinois.edu/slc/research-
education/schedule-class-visit/) 

Data Driven: Digital Humanities in the Library Conference June 2014 – Charleston, SC 

POWRR Workshop September 2014 – San Francisco, CA 

AASLH Workshop September 2014 – St Paul, MN 

Digital Frontiers Workshop September 2014 – Denton, TX 

POWRR Workshop October 2014 – Northampton, MA 

POWRR Workshop November 2014 – Evanston, IL  

Presentations 

ALA (American Library Association) Annual Conference 2013 – Chicago 

SAA  (Society of American Archivists) Conference August 2013 – New Orleans (Presentation 
available at http://powrr-wiki.lib.niu.edu/index.php/SAA_2013_Presentation) 

CARLI Annual Meeting November 2013 – Champaign, IL (Presentation available at 
http://powrr-wiki.lib.niu.edu/index.php/CARLI_Nov_2013_Presentation) (Video available at 
http://www.ustream.tv/channel/carli-events) 

AHA (American Historical Association) Conference January 2013 – Washington D.C. 

ANADP (Aligning National Approaches to Digital Preservation) November 2013 – Barcelona, 
Spain (Poster available at http://powrr-wiki.lib.niu.edu/index.php/File:ANADP_PosterSmall.jpg) 

RBMS (Rare Books and Manuscripts Section) Conference June 2013 – Minneapolis, MN 
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VRA (Visual Resources Association) Conference March 2014 – Milwaukee, WI (Presentation 
available at http://powrr-wiki.lib.niu.edu/index.php/VRA_2014_Powerpoint_Presentation) 

IACRL (Illinois Association of College and Research Libraries) Conference March 2014 – Chicago, 
IL 

OAH (Organization of American Historians) Conference April 2014 – Atlanta, GA 

CATAC (Cultural Attitudes Towards Technology and Communication) Conference June 2014 – 
Oslo, Norway (Paper available at http://powrr-
wiki.lib.niu.edu/index.php/Conference/Dissemination_Material) 

ACRL (African American Studies Librarian Section) Research Forum June 2014 – Las Vegas, NV  

NDIIPP (National Digital Information Infrastructure and Preservation Program) Digital 
Preservation Meeting July 2014 – Washington D.C. (Blog Post available at: http://ws-
dl.blogspot.com/2014/07/2014-07-25-digital-preservation-2014.html?m=1) (Video available at: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=g0srBoFWYEQ) 

SAA  (Society of American Archivists) Annual Meeting August 2014 – Washington D.C. 

ASALH (Association for the Study of African American Life and History) Annual Convention 
September 2014 – Memphis, TN 

iPres Conference October 2014 – Melbourne, Australia (Poster available at 
http://commons.lib.niu.edu/handle/10843/13618) 

Attended 

UNESCO  (United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization) Conference 2012: 
The Memory of the World in the Digital Age: Digitization and Preservation – Vancouver 

PASIG (Preservation and Archiving Special Interest Group) Meeting 2013 – Washington D.C. 

iConference (Sponsored  by iSchool) Conference 2013 – Fort Worth, TX 

Digital Directions July 2013 (Sponsored by the NDCC (Northeast Document Conservation 
Center) – Ann Arbor, MI 

Digital Preservation Meeting July 2013 (Sponsored by NDSA (National Digital Stewardship 
Alliance)) – Alexandria, VA 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=g0srBoFWYEQ





































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































