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 In his opening remarks at the Depository Library Council Spring 2003 Meeting in Reno, newly appointed Public Printer Bruce James addressed the rapid changes affecting the delivery of government information in the late 20th and early 21st centuries.  Mr. James related a series of discussions he had with Government Printing Office (GPO) employees in which he described how he felt the agency, and the Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP), had to change.  In his words, “The 19th century is not going to return. It just isn’t.  And in our case, we have to leap right over the 20th century right into the 21st century.”
  Specifically he addressed the effect of the digital age on GPO, noting that of depository material to be produced this year  “more than 50% will be in electronic format only [and] will never see ink on paper.”  He continued, “if you look back five years ago, it was fewer than 20%.  We are not very far away from the day, I think, where almost all government information will appear in digital form only, and will not be put ink on paper by the Government Printing Office, or by the agencies, or by anybody else.”  

For over one hundred years, the FDLP has awarded depository status based in part on the physical location of the library in question.  The intent was to distribute the depositories among the congressional districts in order to “make government publications widely available”
.  This goal was an admirable one in the 19th and for the greater part of the 20th centuries.  However, in practice this goal was never fully realized, due in large part to the tendency of congressional district boundaries to shift significantly after reapportionment and redistricting.  Clearly, if Mr. James’ vision is realized, the role of depository libraries, at least with respect to new material, will continue to shift from one of an archival function to one of facilitating access.  Indeed, even if depository libraries take on the role of archiving digital information, many of these documents will still be available freely over the Internet, with the physical location of the depository of little importance to the end user.  In the digital age, therefore, as government information provision makes the “jump” from the 19th to the 21st century, the past results and future role of the congressional district model of depository distribution should be examined.  

After each decennial census, congressional representation is reapportioned to reflect population shifts, and districts are redrawn.  Although the new congressional district boundaries may envelope more than the two representative designated depositories allowed by law
, custom provides that any previously designated depositories that are included within new district boundaries are grandfathered in--not disbanded
.  The end result is that many districts have three, four or even five depositories originally designated by a U.S. representative, while other districts have none.  This article discusses this imbalance, using the distribution of depository libraries among the congressional districts of the 106th Congress and the 108th Congress as an illustration
.

We examine the effect of the redistricting resulting from the 2000 Census on the distribution of 1,286 depository libraries among the congressional districts, and concentrate on the distribution of the 758 of these libraries that were designated by U.S. representatives
.  The numbers and physical locations of the depositories remain unchanged.  All that has changed are the boundaries of the districts.  These new boundaries include an even greater number of depositories in districts that already had many depositories and leave a greater number of districts with no depositories at all.  Overall, the number of districts without a depository has increased 48% from 25 to 37 districts.  At the same time, the number of districts with 6 or more depositories has increased 13% from 39 to 44 districts.  In other words, as a result of the redistricting, the existing depositories are concentrated in fewer districts.

The table below illustrates the situation.  

	Districts With:
	Number under 106th Congressional District Boundaries
	Percentage under 106th Congressional District Boundaries
	Number Under 108th Congressional District Boundaries
	Percentage Under 108th Congressional District Boundaries

	0 Depositories
	25
	5.7%
	37
	8.5%

	1 Depository
	82
	18.9%
	84
	19.3%

	2 Depositories
	116
	26.7%
	95
	21.8%

	3 Depositories
	75
	17.2%
	83
	19.1%

	4 Depositories
	65
	14.9%
	58
	13.3%

	5 Depositories
	33
	7.6%
	34
	7.8%

	6+ Depositories
	39
	9.0%
	44
	10.1%

	
	
	
	
	

	Districts With:
	Number under 106th Congressional District Boundaries
	Percentage under 106th Congressional District Boundaries
	Number Under 108th Congressional District Boundaries
	Percentage Under 108th Congressional District Boundaries

	0 Representative Depositories
	50
	11.5%
	58
	13.3%

	1 Representative Depositories
	126
	29.0%
	132
	30.3%

	2 Representative Depositories
	176
	40.5%
	146
	33.6%

	3+ Representative Depositories
	83
	19.1%
	99
	22.8%


Table 1.  Congressional Districts by Number of Depositories
While this study examines the redistricting after Census 2000 the process has likely been ongoing for many decades. 

When a district boundary is redrawn to encompass a greater amount of depositories, one would expect a decrease in the number of depositories in the state’s remaining congressional districts.  However, the remaining districts with fewer than 2 depositories may designate additional depositories.  This means that the intended limit of two representative designated depositories per district is really a “soft limit”.  

At the time of our analysis, there were 758 representative designated depositories in the system.  With a total of 435 districts as prescribed by law
, and a limit of two depositories per district, this leads to a total limit of 870 depositories to be designated by representatives.  With 758 already designated, that would leave room for 122 future designations. However, the number of possible future designations is determined not by the total number of designations in the past, but by the number of districts with either zero or one representative designated depository in the present day.  The table below illustrates that the intended limit of 870 representative designated depositories was in reality an effective limit of 984 designations prior to Census 2000 redistricting and is now an effective limit of 1,006 designations.

	Under 106th Congressional District Boundaries:
	Number of Districts
	
	Open Slots per District
	
	Total Number of Open Slots

	Districts with No Representative Depositories
	50
	x
	2
	=
	100

	Districts with One Representative Depository
	126
	x
	1
	=
	+126

	Total Possible Future Representative Designations
	
	
	
	
	226

	Current Number of Representative Depositories
	
	
	
	
	+758

	Effective Limit of Representative Designations
	
	
	
	
	984

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Under 108th Congressional District Boundaries:
	Number of Districts
	
	Open Slots per District
	
	Total Number of Open Slots

	Districts with No Representative Depositories
	58
	x
	2
	=
	116

	Districts with One Representative Depository
	132
	x
	1
	=
	+132

	Total Possible Future Representative Designations
	
	
	
	
	248

	Current Number of Representative Depositories
	
	
	
	
	+758

	Effective Limit of Representative Designations
	
	
	
	
	1,006

	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 2. Calculation of Effective Limit of Representative Depository Designations
Another illustration of this phenomenon can be seen using the state of Michigan as a case study.  Michigan has 35 representative designated depositories.  Using the two-depositories per district limit, a state would need 18 districts to have as many as 35 representative designated depositories.  However, under the apportionment for the 106th Congress, Michigan had 16 Districts and under the current apportionment for the 108th Congress, Michigan has 15 Districts.  The “overabundance” of representative designated depositories can be attributed to the fact that Michigan has been losing Congressional districts over time (Michigan once had as many as 19 Districts), and depositories designated prior to these losses have been grandfathered into continued existence.

What is really interesting is that Michigan’s “overabundance” of representative designated depositories as a state doesn’t keep new depositories from being designated since the limit is imposed at the district level.  The reason that Michigan seemed to be “full” of representative designated depositories is because the state had two districts with four representative designated depositories, and another two districts with three representative designated depositories, due to prior redistricting.  However, Michigan also had, under the 106th congressional district boundaries, one district with only one representative designated depository and one with none.  Therefore, even though Michigan seemed to be “full” of representative designated depositories, the state actually had the room to designate three more depositories under the 106th congressional district boundaries.

You would think that Michigan’s loss of a congressional district after the reapportionment due to the 2000 Census would hamper the state’s ability to have new depositories designated, but it turns out that this is not the case.  Under the 108th congressional district boundaries, Michigan now has three districts with four representative designated depositories, and three districts with three representative designated depositories.  This concentration of depositories in these 6 districts has helped to create two districts with only one representative designated depository and another district with none.  So, miraculous as it may seem, although Michigan lost a congressional district with the Census 2000 reapportionment, the ensuing redistricting has allowed the number of possible future representative designated depositories to increase from 3 under the 106th congressional district boundaries to 4 under the current 108th congressional district boundaries.

Since a state that lost a district due to reapportionment may actually increase the number of “slots” for new depositories with the subsequent redistricting, it can be easily seen what will happen with states that gain districts.  Generally, the loss of a district may or may not have a negative impact on a state’s ability to designate new depositories, and may even have a positive impact depending on the redistricting of that state, but the addition of new congressional districts will almost always allow a state to designate more depositories.  Therefore, in most cases, the reapportionment of districts between the various states will have as an end result the effective increase in the number of possible future depository designations.  

For a better look at the effect of redistricting and reapportionment on the distribution of libraries and the ability of states to have new depositories designated, see the table below.

	
	Congressional Seats
	Empty Districts
	Empty Slots
	Percentage Capacity

	State
	2000
	1960
	1910
	108th Congressa
	108th Congressb
	108th Congressc

	Alabama
	7
	8
	10
	1
	3
	85.7%

	Alaska
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	50.0%

	Arizona
	8
	3
	1
	3
	9
	50.0%

	Arkansas
	4
	4
	7
	0
	2
	75.0%

	California
	53
	38
	11
	9
	38
	69.8%

	Colorado
	7
	4
	4
	1
	5
	100.0%

	Connecticut
	5
	6
	5
	0
	1
	100.0%

	Delaware
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	50.0%

	Florida
	25
	12
	4
	6
	25
	52.0%

	Georgia
	13
	10
	12
	4
	12
	57.7%

	Hawaii
	2
	2
	0
	0
	2
	50.0%

	Idaho
	2
	2
	2
	0
	1
	75.0%

	Illinois
	19
	24
	27
	2
	9
	105.3%

	Indiana
	9
	11
	13
	0
	1
	122.2%

	Iowa
	5
	7
	11
	1
	3
	100.0%

	Kansas
	4
	5
	8
	0
	1
	125.0%

	Kentucky
	6
	7
	11
	0
	1
	100.0%

	Louisiana
	7
	8
	8
	1
	4
	107.1%

	Maine
	2
	2
	4
	0
	0
	100.0%

	Maryland
	8
	8
	6
	4
	9
	50.0%

	Massachusetts
	10
	12
	16
	1
	5
	90.0%

	Michigan
	15
	19
	13
	1
	4
	116.7%

	Minnesota
	8
	8
	10
	0
	2
	100.0%

	Mississippi
	4
	5
	8
	1
	3
	87.5%

	Missouri
	9
	10
	16
	1
	4
	100.0%

	Montana
	1
	2
	2
	0
	0
	100.0%

	Nebraska
	3
	3
	6
	0
	1
	100.0%

	Nevada
	3
	1
	1
	0
	2
	66.7%

	New Hampshire
	2
	2
	2
	0
	1
	75.0%

	New Jersey
	13
	15
	12
	1
	8
	80.8%

	New Mexico
	3
	2
	1
	0
	1
	100.0%

	New York
	29
	41
	43
	3
	14
	106.9%

	North Carolina
	13
	11
	10
	2
	8
	76.9%

	North Dakota
	1
	2
	3
	0
	0
	150.0%

	Ohio
	18
	24
	22
	0
	6
	122.2%

	Oklahoma
	5
	6
	8
	0
	2
	100.0%

	Oregon
	5
	4
	3
	0
	2
	100.0%

	Pennsylvania
	19
	27
	36
	0
	5
	110.5%

	Rhode Island
	2
	2
	3
	0
	1
	75.0%

	South Carolina
	6
	6
	7
	1
	2
	100.0%

	South Dakota
	1
	2
	3
	0
	0
	150.0%

	Tennessee
	9
	9
	10
	2
	4
	83.3%

	Texas
	32
	23
	18
	7
	23
	75.0%

	Utah
	3
	2
	2
	2
	5
	16.7%

	Vermont
	1
	1
	2
	0
	0
	100.0%

	Virginia
	11
	10
	10
	3
	9
	72.7%

	Washington
	9
	7
	5
	1
	6
	72.2%

	West Virginia
	3
	5
	6
	0
	0
	116.7%

	Wisconsin
	8
	10
	11
	0
	2
	100.0%

	Wyoming
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	50.0%

	a Districts with no current Representative designated depositories

	b Number of possible future designations, based on current District statuses

	c  Number of current Representative designated depositories in the state divided by the twice the

 number of 108th congressional districts in the state.  A state with a percentage greater than 100%

 could be considered “over-represented” based on current apportionment.  However, since this

 over-representation occurs in some districts within the state but not others, “over-represented” states

 may still have empty slots for future depository designations


Table 3. Depository Capacity and Possible Future Depository Designations, by State
The real effect of the redistricting is on the possible future designation of depositories.  Under the current 108th congressional district boundaries, the limit of two representative designated depositories per district has been effectively broken by almost 1 in 4 districts (99 out of 435).  Meanwhile, one in 8 districts (58 out of 435) are without any representative designated depositories, and many of these districts are in the states of California, Texas and Florida.  Those three states have grown in Congressional apportionment for so long that it is likely that the demand for depositories can’t keep up.

California may be used as a case study to examine the flip side of the redistricting issue.  Whereas Michigan has several districts with more than two representative designated depositories, California leads the nation in the number of empty districts and empty slots for future designations.  This is likely due to the fact that in the last ninety years, California has added 42 districts, increasing its total from 11 in 1910 to 53 in 2000
.  One may argue that these empty Districts would eventually be filled by future designations as time passes and California’s population growth with respect to the country stabilizes.  However, of the 103 depositories that relinquished their status between FY 1996 and FY 2002, 13 of them were in California.  These 13 depositories, had they not relinquished their status, would be located in 11 current congressional districts.  Eight of these districts have room for future designations; three of the eleven Districts currently have no depositories at all.  Although California has more possible future designations than any other state in the union, it is losing depositories at a rate comparable to the country as a whole. Also, only one of the 27 depositories that have been designated between FY 1992-2002 is in California.

Indeed, there is a general downward trend in the number of depositories in the nation.  Libraries are relinquishing status faster than new depositories are being designated.  This is true even in the state with the greatest number of depository vacancies.  Perhaps the congressional district model of depository allocation has become outdated as well as flawed in its application.  Many of the government resources that are most relevant to the general public, such as Census information and IRS products, are available electronically.  Although the general public may need assistance and instruction in using and finding some materials, it may be that some libraries are coming to the conclusion that they are able to provide that service without a designated depository.  Even if access and service are diminished due to the lack of a depository library in a particular congressional district, libraries cannot be forced to become depositories, or even forced to retain their current status in order to ameliorate the situation.  In order to retain service and access in these areas, either depository designation must be made more attractive, or another model of service provision must be employed.

Research shows that the libraries leaving the depository system are those selecting a small percentage of depository items and are quite often public libraries
.  Maybe the concept of a depository as a semi-permanent physical collection of government materials has become attractive only to the academic and larger public libraries that desire a broad collection and serve a research-oriented clientele.

At the Depository Library Council Meeting in Reno in April, Public Printer Bruce James made it clear that he would be open to innovative models of information provision.  One concept would be a “service center” model that concentrates on access and assistance rather than physical collections.  Service centers could have less onerous regulations than the depository model and would be attractive to the small public libraries that tend to be the ones relinquishing status.  Should GPO embrace this model to augment the depositories, then the congressional districts could then be used to locate those areas that may benefit from a “service center”, namely those underserved districts such as those in California.  GPO could provide training to these service centers, possibly at a lower cost than the costs involved with operating a full depository.  These “service centers”, being less expensive and requiring less of a commitment on the part of the libraries, would be easier to establish and disband according to the population shifts of the nation.  

Meanwhile, the “two-depository” rule could be eliminated.  It seems at this point arbitrary to enforce the “two-depository rule” when almost 100 districts have more than two representative designated depositories already, and over 50 districts have no representative designated depositories at all.  Considering the decline in newly designated depositories over the last decade, it is the authors’ opinion that a viable candidate for depository status should not be denied designation solely on the basis of their present congressional district’s status, especially considering that that status may change within a decade. 

Indeed, it seems as though the whole concept of depository designation by a system of boundaries as fluid as congressional districts should be revisited.  The limits imposed by Congress are not securing equal distribution of depositories based on population as intended, and they are not limiting the growth or possible growth of the number of depositories in the nation as a whole. However, in the cases where a viable candidate for depository status is located in a District with two or more representative designated depositories, the ineffectiveness of the provision is less of a concern than is the fact that it could become an impediment to the creation of a quality government information provider.
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