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Introduction and Scope of Report
The following report will focus on the opportunities for and challenges to training in managing local government records. It will attempt to offer a comprehensive view of the existing situation while highlighting model programs. Research for the report’s recommendations and findings include results from each of the two versions of the Local Government Archives Key Issues Questionnaires. One version of the questionnaire was geared toward individuals working in local governments or who work directly with local records. The second version of the questionnaire was intended for individuals working outside of local government but who have an interest in local records. This report also takes into consideration the voluminous findings of past surveys and reports. Additionally, it relies heavily on feedback from local government officials, volunteers and archivists in local communities, and first-hand knowledge gained in the field as a local records archivist for the Archives Development Program of the state of Tennessee. 
The issues facing local government records over the past forty years have changed little.
 Inadequate funding, the lack of awareness of the importance of local government records, and limited opportunities for local officials to obtain training on records and archival management all appear to be timeless issues. 
Scope of Issues. While all of the challenges mentioned above are related, and it would be remiss not to address each at least in part, the focus of this report will be on training. It will not tackle the broader subjects of funding and advocacy. Keeping in mind the identified challenges and opportunities of advocacy, sustained funding, and emerging technologies, as outlined by the Local Government Archives Task Force, here I will address these specific questions:
· What training opportunities exist now for local government officials interested in records management and archives? 
· What are the best models and what makes them the best?

· What are the best approaches for delivering records-related training?

· What are the core elements that should be included in training courses or programs?

· What role do various state archives play in training local recordkeepers? What role should they play?
· What role do professional organizations on both the national and regional levels play in training local recordkeepers?

This report will also address the need for a multitiered approach to training in managing local government records. The matter of custodianship is an essential component in promoting the continuing value of permanent records. Both local government records officials and the general public alike must share an ingrained sense that archives and records management is a continuing, worthwhile effort. This effort should be initiated by the government officials who create records and have custodianship of these records in their offices. These officials (clerks, auditors, and other staff) need models of training relevant to the creation of the life cycle of the records. Next, training should be expanded to individuals outside of the originating office who assume custodianship of the records after a certain period of time (volunteers, archivists and records managers). Finally, the community at large should feel an overall sense of custodianship. The records of local government belong to all citizens. Everyone has a vested interest in their continued care and survival.
Advocacy and Awareness. The challenges to and opportunities for training in managing local government records are directly related to the success or failure of advocacy programs. Not surprisingly, many of the obstacles faced by local records programs stem from a lack of awareness or understanding of the essential value of local government records. At the risk of preaching to the choir, I note here the invaluable resource that local government records offer to every citizen of this country. Indeed, one could argue that without local records such as wills, deeds, or commission or town council minutes, to name a few, local government itself would cease to exist. Archivists, genealogists, historians, and even title researchers surely understand this. Indeed, anyone who has ever married, purchased or sold a home, or participated in a court action can appreciate the basic functions of local government. However, the magnitude of the significance of these functions is either lost or ignored. 
Ironically, inaction with regard to the plight of local government records frequently begins with the local government itself. Local officials, those who themselves create the records, are often either too close to those records to appreciate their enduring value or too overworked (due to the mass volume of records generated on a daily basis) to adequately administer their proper management and storage. In a world of mandates without funding, the obligations of basic records management and overall records preservation habitually take a back seat to more pressing concerns such as improved schools and roads, homeland security, or even the daily work of increasingly understaffed clerks’ offices. 
There is another, equally important member of this apathetic equation. That is, the community at large—the primary stakeholders—are as culpable for the poor state of local records management as the officials they have elected. Improved records management, increased funding for archives, or long-term records preservation are not exactly the type of issue to take precedence at political rallies or to make it onto a list of voter demands. However, they should be. Not to overly dramatize the situation, but until each and every voter, taxpayer, and citizen fully comprehends the consequences of a government which mismanages, destroys, loses, or otherwise undervalues the primary evidence of its existence,  local government records will continue to face limited funds and inadequate support for their long-term management. 
A Look at the Key Issues Questionnaires
Two sets of Local Government Archives Key Issues Questionnaires were posted on the Council of State Archivists (CoSA) website in late September 2006. The survey link and a notification about the project were sent to various professional organizations and lists including the Archives and Archivists Listserv and the Local Government Archives Listserv. The first questionnaire, directed toward individuals working within local government or who work directly with local records, generated 256 responses. The alternate version of the questionnaire, directed toward individuals who have an interest in the preservation and use of local government records but work outside of local government (this includes archivists or records managers in state government or university settings, other state government employees, researchers, genealogists, local historians, attorneys, land title specialists, and many others), generated 146 responses.
The responses from the questionnaires are remarkable, not because they necessarily reflect any new or profound issues or challenges; if anything, the results illustrate a universal constant in the problems associated with records preservation in local government offices. Instead, the results are valuable in that they provide insight into what seems to be working, what is lacking, and what these individuals working with local government records want in order to improve their handling of public records. The results, although limited given the number of responses that were generated, are consistent with the attitudes I have encountered while working with local government officials, genealogists, and archivists in Tennessee.
About the Respondents. In order to place the needs and suggestions of the questionnaire respondents into perspective, it is important to understand their backgrounds. In the first group, those within local government, the majority of respondents listed their title or responsibility as that of clerk.
  Records managers comprised the second largest group at 20.6%. Fewer than 10% of those who responded are local records archivists. In response to the question “how does your local government care for its archival records,
 only 18.3% respondents stated there is a separate archival program staffed by either professional or volunteer archivists. Forty-three percent responded that their local government has records of permanent value stored in either the office of origin or in a records center but without staff specifically assigned to care for them. Eight percent of the respondents reported that their local government has no provisions for the care of records of long-term value. 

Of the group working within local government, 73.1% have sought training related to their responsibility for the care of local government records of long-term value.
  The respondents ranked cost, time away from work schedules, and distance (no training available locally) as the greatest challenges to receiving training.

In the second group, those outside of local government, the largest percentage of respondents identified themselves as genealogists (either certified or hobbyists). Others listed their titles as archivist, historian, local records user, and records manager (in that order from highest to lowest in percentage).
Not unlike the group within local government, the group outside of local government named cost, time away from work schedules, and distance as the greatest challenges to receiving training. However, the group outside of local government also named lack of employer support as a challenge equal to distance. Additionally, the group outside of local government cited a lack of interest as a challenge (in fact, at 19%, this was the fourth-highest challenge). Comparatively, the respondents within local government listed lack of interest as the least-challenging issue (13%).
 Perhaps what appears as a lack of interest to frustrated individuals outside of local government may in fact be a lack of time or ability on the part of the government officials to seek out training. As I have seen working with local government officials in the field, and as the local officials themselves indicate in their questionnaire responses, few (particularly those who are newly elected or appointed) are skilled in the principles of records management. Many officials do not know what to do with the growing cache of records in their offices. And so, when faced with the multitude of duties associated with their various offices, the records generated within local government by local officials are often the victims of benign neglect. It is not an issue of interest, but one of competing priorities. Given the proper course of instruction and support, the majority of government officials are eager to implement programs that will eventually ease their burden of public access as well as clear their crowded offices of paper. 
Desired Delivery Methods for Training. The respondents for each of the questionnaires gave their opinions on the desired delivery method for training. Each group listed in-person, hands-on training as the most feasible method (44% for the group inside local government and 39% for the group outside of local government).
  Moreover, each group listed on-the-job training and individual courses offered by a professional association as the second and third most feasible methods, respectively. Both the groups listed state archives as the preferred institutions/associations to deliver training, as opposed to community colleges or other educational institutions.
 Finally, while both groups listed online courses of instruction as a feasible method, this method was the least preferable for the group inside local government. 
The resonant themes in the responses from each set of questionnaires are that any training in local government records management must be relevant, inexpensive, and convenient. Local officials want to know how to manage what they have now in order to improve office efficiency. Many cannot afford, in either money or manpower, to send a staff member to a workshop or training session outside of their region. As for volunteers or individuals outside of local government, they also cannot afford to attend lengthy programs outside of their regions. Many of these individuals are working on a volunteer basis. For some, their work with the local records is an ancillary function not usually associated with their regular, paid profession. As volunteer employees, they are often outside the authority of local government, unable to make decisions regarding records management at the beginning of the life cycle of the records and least likely to receive funding for travel and/or training. 
Endeavors initiated and enacted locally appear to have the most desired affect. Within local government, 87.7% of the respondents named local government associations (within their own state) as the best approach to improve the management of records of long-term value in their communities. Local government associations on the national level rated a distant fourth at 27%.
  As the title of this grant project, Closest to Home implies, the care and management of local government records is a grassroots issue. As such, the individuals seeking help and advice on that care do not wish to, or most likely, are not able to go too far away from their local counties or municipalities for assistance.
Desired Core Elements for Training
Practicality is the single most important consideration when drafting core elements for training in managing local government records. Training should be formulated to capture the attention of local officials at the beginning of the life cycle of the records. In this way, we can educate government officials that good records management is an essential function of their office—a function equal to all others—and not a chore to begin on the back end once they are out of office space, or worse yet, after they have been cited in violation of a public records law. Few local government officials view themselves as records managers or archivists. As such, training programs should give the officials the tools and influence to establish proper, practical modules of records management for the purpose of office efficiency. As Richard Cox pointed out in his 1983 report, the goal of training, according to one state, should be to “inform, educate, and convince local officials that the proper care of their records is not only good ethics, but good business.”
  Basic instruction—on drafting and using records retention and disposition schedules, public records laws, handling and storing inactive records (including electronic records), and disaster planning/ emergency preparation—should be offered as courses of instruction for local officials as they enter office. Likewise, refresher and advanced courses of instruction should be offered to local officials on the basis of continuing education.
Ideally, once records have reached their retention period, they are either disposed of or transferred to the custodianship of a local archive (whether under the auspices of a local historical society, public library, or other local agency). A designated staff should assume authority over these records. There is one challenge with this scenario. Often, as is most certainly the case in Tennessee, local government archives are overseen by non-traditional archivists. That is, many local government archivists assume their positions by default. Their involvement may have started as that of concerned citizen who was also a local records user (as a genealogist or historian). The work of a local government archivist may or may not be this person’s primary (or chosen) profession. These are the archivists least likely to seek help from national professional organizations because they are either intimidated (there may be the perception that those organizations are only for professionally trained archivists) or because the offerings of professional organizations are too costly or too distant to attend. 
Of course, this is not to say that professionally trained and educated local government archivists do not exist. The fact that these two diverse types of archivists are doing equal work within the localities proves the need for diverse, flexible training. Core elements of arrangement and description, records preservation and conservation, and reference services (as well as the basic elements identified for records management) should be offered in both basic and advanced levels.

Keeping It Close to Home: The Role of State Archives 
The Council of State Archivists released its most recent evaluation of local government records programs in March 2006. Its assessment is based upon data collected from state archives and records programs in 2004 and 2005. According to the data, forty-five states have the authority to establish and/or approve local government retention/disposition standards/schedules,
 yet only thirty-two states reported active programs assisting local governments in preparing such standards/schedules. Forty states reported that they actually approve schedules for local government records.
 Thirty-two states reported having active programs providing training to local government officials and employees. Likewise, the same number reported active programs of onsite consultation to local government officials and employees.
  
As positive as these numbers appear, they may in fact be a bit deceiving. Over one-half (26) of the states assign two or fewer full-time employees to the work of local government records programs. Twenty states assign one or fewer. Five states have none at all.
  A closer look at the reported local records programs shows that while many states provide general direction and guidance to local governments they do so only to those who make inquiry. It appears the majority of state programs are not insistently approaching local governments and offering their services. The services are there if needed, but local government officials are not taking advantage of them. Whether this is due to lack of interest on the part of the local governments or inadequate promotion of these services by the state archives and records management programs remains unclear. Regardless, state archives and records management agencies need to amplify their efforts to make direct contact with local government entities. It is not enough for state agencies to just develop and provide the retention schedules; they must go one step further and show local governments how to use those schedules. Whether or not the state agency has legal authority over the disposition of local government records is irrelevant. Such agencies are the local leaders in the field of archives and records management. As such, it is the responsibility of the state archives and records management programs to push the agenda of local government records preservation—if necessary, force-feeding any available services to the localities. 
Local government recordkeepers desire opportunities for hands-on training, preferably coming from the state archives or other local association.
 According to the CoSA survey, several states offer various programs for training local government officials. The modes of delivery of these various training programs are fundamental to their success or failure. The following states have local records programs that offer direct, hands-on instruction through frequent site visits or other initiatives. 
New York
The New York State Archives (NYSA) has thirty-five full-time employees assigned to work with local government records. The NYSA has the authority to establish retention and disposition schedules and other recordkeeping practices or regulations for state and local government records. The State Archives oversees the Local Government Records Management Improvement Fund (LGRMIF), which annually awards millions of dollars for records management and archives grants to local governments across the state.
  
Local officials in New York have at least three areas in which to turn for training and support. First, each local government is required to designate a Records Management Officer (RMO) to coordinate the development of and oversee its records management program.
 Second, the NYSA employs nine Regional Advisory Officers around the state; they are charged to “act as free consultants, trainers, and technical advisors to local governments and state agencies. Additional Albany-based staff members provide expertise on micrographics, electronic records, and archives management.”
 Finally, the NYSA offers a substantial number of regional workshops, on a variety of archives and records management topics, free of charge to local governments. The NYSE also offers a traditional set of technical leaflets and advisory services on their website. Through this combination of regional and local advisory services, the NYSA is meeting the demands of local government officials for training that is convenient and low in cost.

South Carolina  
The South Carolina Department of Archives and History (SCDAH) states that one of its primary functions “is to work in partnership with state agency and local government officials in the proper management of their records, and to identify and preserve for public access those of historical/archival value.”
  In doing so, the SCDAH provides training and advisory services to state and local government offices, develops and issues records retention schedules to authorize the legal disposition of public records, and develops standards, regulations, and technical publications. SCDAH conducts the training at the SC Archives and History Center and through site visits to local governments. Online, SCDAH offers three audio-narrated PowerPoint presentations based upon a series of conferences and workshops on training and awareness in electronic records. The presentations offer both basic and advanced sessions in three subject areas: information technology concepts and tools, managing electronic records, and preserving and providing long-term access to electronic records.
At least three other organizations with missions to provide training and advisory service to local governments exist in South Carolina. Like New York, South Carolina has a Local Government Records Advisory Council (in addition to the SHRAB). The LGRAC is comprised of fifteen records officials representing various local governments. The South Carolina Public Records Association (SCPRA), one mission of which is “to provide educational and training activities in the creation, use, disposal, management, preservation and conservation of records,”
 sponsors a generous schedule of regional workshops and seminars on records management issues. Finally, there is the South Carolina Archival Association. While this organization does not specifically target local government archives, its membership does include archivists from this arena. The organization holds conferences and workshops in the spring and fall.

Ohio

The State Archives of Ohio (Ohio Historical Society) offers a creative alternative to on-site training. Their Local Government Records Program has produced a video entitled, “Local Government Records: Just the Basics,” geared towards counties, municipalities, townships, school districts and other forms of local governments. This video workshop covers information on public records laws, records retention and disposition, and disaster prevention and preparation and allows OHS staff to reach a wide audience without the burden of travel costs.
 Additionally, local governments may purchase the video and share it among several offices. The video provides officials with the opportunity to review information as needed. Local governments can easily integrate the training video into orientation programs for newly elected or appointed officials, clerks, and office staff. The package includes slide handouts and blank inventory and disposal forms. The low cost
 and convenient delivery format of “Just the Basics” make it a worthy model for other state local-records training programs. 
Oregon
The Oregon State Archives provides a good model for online training via their website which provides training for local governments in basic records management and electronic records management (email). 
 The presentations are offered in PowerPoint and video formats. Additionally, Oregon offers publications and self-evaluations. The programs include instruction on core elements such as handling confidential records, utilizing records retention schedules, and carrying through records disposition authorizations. 
Like the program in Ohio, Oregon’s online video training allows local governments the flexibility and convenience of viewing information as needed. It is unclear how the state archives promotes these offerings. It must be emphasized that as convenient as these online programs may be, they cannot match the benefits of on-site workshops, site visits, and other forms of direct contact between state and local agencies.
Idaho
As in several other states, the laws governing records in Idaho are somewhat vague. State agencies, counties, and municipalities all have different records retention schedules. The Idaho State Historical Society provides lists of records of enduring value, but does not have authority over the disposition of local government records. 
The ISHS provides workshops around the state and generally tries to make its services available when needed. Collaboration with local chapters of national associations (via workshops and speaking engagements at annual meetings) allows the Idaho State Historical Society to engage in as much one-to-one contact with local government officials as possible. I will expand on the benefits of such collaboration in the latter portion of this report.
Tennessee
In 1998, Tennessee Secretary of State Riley C. Darnell approved the establishment of the Archives Development Program (ADP) within the Tennessee State Library and Archives. Secretary Darnell mandated that the ADP support the establishment of local archives around the state through a combination of site visits, technical information, training, and developmental grants.
  The Tennessee State Library and Archives does not have any statutory authority over local government records.
The Assistant State Archivist directs the ADP. Two additional full-time archivists serve as field consultants, among other duties. The main strategy of the Local Archives Program is to provide training, advice, and seed money at the local level and to persuade interested citizens and government officials to improve their records practices and storage conditions. The ADP staff fulfills this mission, in part, with a commitment to visit every county in the state and provide as much personal contact as possible to local government officials, volunteers, and interested citizens. Most often, this contact comes in the form of free workshops for local officials and volunteers on the basic principles of archives and records management. These workshops are brief (usually no more than two hours in length) and convenient (conducted on site in either the courthouse or other community center). Additionally, ADP staff members provide hands-on instruction for local government officials on records disposition and the execution of records retention schedules. The benefits of this one-on-one contact are immeasurable. The ADP has generated a significant amount of success with its grassroots tactics. When the program began in 1998, there were twenty-three local government archives in the state. As of January 2007, there are sixty-two. 
In addition to workshops, hands-on training through site visits, and the distribution of technical leaflets, Tennessee also offers a specialized training institute for local government officials, archivists, records managers, and volunteers. The Tennessee Archives Institute began in 2000 as an annual training program on local archives and records management, co-sponsored by the Tennessee State Library and Archives and the University of Tennessee’s County Technical Assistance Service. Offered each year as part of a three-year cycle, the Institute is designed to be a two-and-one-half-day introduction to key management issues for local government records personnel. The Institute annually offers a different course of instruction on topics ranging from archival processing of loose court records to records management, space planning and design, staffing and volunteers, marketing and fund-raising, and providing reference service. The low cost for participants to attend the Institute is crucial to its success, since many of the participants are volunteers who receive little or no compensation from the local government for their archival work.
  
Role of the State Historical Records Advisory Boards (SHRABs). The most obvious challenge to the overall success of programs such as Tennessee’s grassroots campaign is that of distance. There are ninety-five counties and hundreds of municipalities in the state of Tennessee. One can easily understand the strain that site visits place on the program’s three staff members. One way in which Tennessee alleviates this strain is through the administration of the Tennessee Historical Records Advisory Board (THRAB). The Assistant State Archivist is the State Historical Records Coordinator for THRAB. The Board is comprised of eleven members, four of whom have direct involvement in local government records (as archivists, records managers, or genealogists). Board members serve as regional advisors for different types of historical records repositories, including local government archives. Additionally, board members keep abreast of local records activity and step in or refer the situation to Archives Development Program staff as needed.
 As such, THRAB has a great deal of active interest and participation in local government records preservation. 
THRAB’s interest in local government records is far from unique. Several other state historical records advisory boards have, over the past ten years, conducted surveys and needs assessments on local government records issues. Michigan, Oklahoma, North Carolina, Florida, and Kansas, to name a handful, have all utilized NHPRC funds for such projects. Georgia’s SHRAB went one step further with its grant-funded Circuit Rider Archivist Program. The project’s goals are to “provide the services of an on-site professional archivist and regrants to Georgia repositories and local governments to improve their archival programs; demonstrate how the services of a traveling professional archivist can benefit small repositories and local governments thus making grant programs more effective; and, stimulate the development of a master’s level program to educate professional archivists.”
 The Circuit Rider Archivist has visited sixty local organizations across the state. The challenge to the Georgia project, as well as to other SHRAB efforts is to keep up with their initiatives and programs once the grant money has run out. As THRAB has shown, it takes very little in the way of effort or extra funds for SHRAB members to work in an advisory capacity with local government entities.
The role of national organizations. As much as the Society of American Archivists (SAA) has to offer to “traditional” archivists, its role in training local government archivists is undefined. SAA offers few, if any, courses on basic archives management directed toward local government archives. Mainly academic in scope, the programs of SAA are unobtainable and unrealistic for many local government archivists. For one, the course registration fees (as well as the membership dues) are cost-prohibitive to individuals who are, for the most part, working on a voluntary basis. Secondly, the courses are not regularly offered in regions convenient to local government archivists. A larger problem may be SAA’s commitment to certification, which tends to alienate many nontraditional archivists (people who very often do not even consider themselves as archivists, but instead see themselves as historians or genealogists).

ARMA International offers a superb variety of online training courses and Web seminars on every conceivable issue relating to records management. Indeed, in talking with local government clerks and as seen from the results of the Key Issues Questionnaires, several local government records managers turn to the local/regional chapters of ARMA for training and guidance. ARMA’s online offerings of training are more valuable to the advanced records manager or senior clerk working in local government. For those local government officials just getting started, the training and advisory services of local and state organizations through direct on-site contact are still the best answer. One way to achieve this is for ARMA to partner with the local chapters or institutes of national organizations such as the International Institute of Municipal Clerks (IIMC) and the International City/County Management Association (ICMA). 
IIMC, ICMA, the International Association of Clerks, Recorders, Election Officials, and Treasurers (IACREOT), the National Association of Counties (NACo), and the National Association of Government Archives and Records Administrators (NAGARA) all offer the potential for collaboration in training. All of the professional clerks’ associations are the best organizations to influence local government officials and clerks—the individuals creating the records. Officials are concerned with fines and fees, not historic preservation. Certification is a key issue. Certification programs affect a clerk’s reputation, salary, and recognition. Each of these organizations offers some type of certification or credentialing program. Additionally, each has annual meetings and seminars that gather large groups of local government officials—prime opportunity to offer training to our target audience. 
IIMC offers two levels of certification for municipal clerks:  the Certified Municipal Clerk program (CMC) and the Master Municipal Clerk Academy (MMCA). The primary goal of IIMC is “to actively promote the continuing education and professional development of municipal clerks through extensive education programs, certification, recertification, publications, networking, annual conferences and research.”
   IIMC does not directly offer instruction for the courses required for certification. Instead, the instruction is outsourced to forty-five different colleges and universities across the world. IIMC sets the general guidelines for the curriculum, but leaves room for each individual state/province/country to teach the courses as they like. So, while IIMC sets the agenda for certification, it is up to the state associations and state institutes to implement individual course content. The state archives and local ARMA chapters are obvious choices to provide the instruction for such courses.
  New Jersey is a good example. Records management is one of the five courses required for certification in New Jersey’s CMC Institute. The state archives forces this agenda and provides guidance and instruction on its compliance. State archives personnel also have an opportunity to address IIMC members at their annual conference and local chapter meetings.
The International City/County Management Association (ICMA) ICMA is the professional and educational organization for managers, administrators, and assistants in cities, towns, counties, and regional entities throughout the world. ICMA provides technical and management assistance, training, and information resources to its members and the local government community. ICMA oversees a Credentialed Managers Program for local government administrators. Each state has a local association that is managed independently but tied loosely to the ICMA. ICMA state associations link with state records management associations (such as local ARMA chapters) to provide instruction on the core competencies required for the certification program. There is a strong opportunity for collaboration between national archival associations (such as CoSA and NAGARA) and the national IIMC headquarters. Together, these national organizations can push the agenda for greater advocacy in records management training for local government officials. 
All of the aforementioned national organizations hold annual meetings. Leaders from IIMC, ICMA, IACREOT, and NACo have all expressed the desire to get records management training on the agenda at both their national and state association meetings. One cannot stress enough the importance of local solutions when addressing the needs of local government records managers and archivists. Local officials are much better served by opportunities for training by state and regional archival and records management associations, whether they are local chapters of ARMA, individual state archival associations, or regional associations. The best way to inform these local government officials of available training programs is through their professional associations. 
Utilizing the Basics of Archives Continuing Education (BACE) Program
Several states offer records management training in the form of workshops and seminars for local governments. The one common element missing in each of these programs is the lack of specific instruction for local government archivists. The same levels of training that are given to records managers working in local government (whether they be officials with secondary records management duties or records managers hired specifically for the task) need to be offered to individuals who seek to provide permanent preservation and custodianship for historical local government records. 
Whereas direct on-site workshops and courses offered by local agencies appear to be the most desired and effective approaches to training in managing local government records, the Basics of Archives Continuing Education Program (BACE) provides state archives, SHRABs, and local archival societies/organizations with a tremendous resource for delivering such training. The BACE program responds directly to the Action Agenda developed during the National Forum on Archival Continuing Education (NFACE). Basic archival education for nontraditional archivists was identified as a high priority by NFACE conference participants.
  The BACE project was a collaborative two-year grant project funded by the Institute of Museum and Library Services (IMLS) in 2002. The goal of the project was “to improve the management of and access to our nation's historical records by providing effective, practical continuing education for individuals in museums, libraries, historical societies, and other related organizations who are responsible for archival and manuscript materials. The project addresses the lack of a standardized core education for the keepers of our nation's historical records who are not professional archivists.”
  The BACE package includes an instructional manual, student handbook, Power Point slides, student evaluation tools, and templates for brochures and posters. Additionally, there is a CD-ROM providing users with the content of an extended, on-line “Basics of Archives” course. Users of the CD receive basic, introductory instruction on five units—What Do You Collect and How Do You Collect It, Processing Your Collections, Housing Your Collections, Access and Outreach. The curriculum is a perfect fit for the needs of non-traditional archivists working in local government archives.

The flaw of BACE is not in the quality of the instruction that it offers. Instead, as with other training programs highlighted in this report, the problem is the way in which the availability of training programs is conveyed to the individuals working in local government archives. Local government archivists may not know that the “Basics of Archives” program exists. Very few respondents to the Key Issues Questionnaires even mentioned it. National organizations such as CoSA, NAGARA, and SAA must do more to increase the visibility of BACE. These national organizations have the influence to encourage individual state archives and associations to distribute the program or sponsor local or regional BACE workshops. As stated before, state archives must assume the leadership role in identifying and assisting local government archivists. If nothing else, state archives can lead these non-traditional archivists in the right direction for training by introducing them to programs such as BACE.
Opportunity and advocacy are the central themes in defining the successes and failures of existing programs in training in managing local government records. Study groups, task forces, and surveys of the past ten years all lead to the same conclusion:  training programs for local government recordkeepers, be they local officials or volunteers from local historical societies, need to be basic, convenient, and inexpensive. As this report has shown, several such training opportunities already exist. State and local archival and records management agencies and organizations now need to focus on improving the ways in which such training programs are promoted and implemented. State archives, SHRABS, and local and regional archival associations need to rally behind the objectives and offerings of BACE and other training opportunities. Such organizations must commit to making sure local government archives repositories, historical societies, and the like not only know of these opportunities, but that they also take advantage of their offerings.
Appendix A:  
A Look at the Key Issues Questionnaires

Two sets of Local Government Archives Key Issues Questionnaires were posted on the Council of State Archivists (CoSA) web site in late September 2006. The survey link and a notification about the project were sent to various professional organizations and lists including the Archives and Archivists Listserv and the Local Government Archives Listserv. The first questionnaire, directed towards individuals working within local government or who work directly with local records, generated 256 responses. The alternate version of the questionnaire, directed towards individuals who have an interest in the preservation and use of local government records, but work outside of local government (this includes archivists or records managers in state government or university settings, other state government employees, researchers, genealogists, local historians, attorneys, land title specialists, and many others), generated 146 responses.

The responses from the questionnaires illustrate a universal constant in the problems associated with records preservation in local government offices. Instead, the results are valuable in that they provide insight into what seems to be working, what is lacking, and what these individuals working with local government records want in order to improve their handling of public records. The results, although limited given the number of responses that were generated, are consistent with the attitudes encountered while working with local government officials, genealogists, and archivists in Tennessee.

About the Respondents. In order to place the needs and suggestions of the questionnaire respondents into perspective, it is important to understand their backgrounds. In the first group, those within local government, the majority of respondents list their title or responsibility as that of clerk. Records managers comprise the second largest group at 20.6%. Fewer than 10% of those who responded are local records archivists. In response to the question “how does your local government care for its archival records, only 18.3% respondents stated there is a separate archival program staffed by either professional or volunteer archivists. Forty-three percent of the respondents stated their local government has records of permanent value stored in either the office of origin or in a records center but without staff specifically assigned to care for them. Eight percent of the respondents report their local government has no provisions for the care of records of long-term value. 

Of the group working within local government, 73.1% have sought training related to their responsibility for the care of local government records of long-term value. The respondents ranked cost, time away from work schedules, and distance (no training available locally) as the greatest challenges to receiving training.

In the second group, those outside of local government, the largest percentage of respondents identified themselves as genealogists (either certified or hobbyists). Others listed their titles as archivist, historian, local records user, and records manager (in that order from highest to lowest in percentage).

Not unlike the group within local government, the group outside of local government named cost, time away from work schedules, and distance as the greatest challenges to receiving training. However, the group outside of local government also named lack of employer support as a challenge equal to distance. Additionally, the group outside of local government cited a lack of interest as a challenge (in fact, at 19%, this was the fourth highest challenge). Comparatively, the respondents within local government listed lack of interest as the least challenging issue (13%). Perhaps what appears as a lack of interest to frustrated individuals outside of local government may in fact be a lack of time or ability on the part of the government officials to seek out training. 
Appendix B: 
Key Issues Questionnaire for Those Working in Local Government

1. Have you sought training related to your responsibility for the care of local government records of long-term value? 


Total respondents: 201


Yes 73.1%


No, but I intend to do so 9%


No 17.9%

2. Are you aware of training opportunities in the areas of records and archives management that are presently available to you as a local government official or local government archivist?


Total respondents 200


Yes 67%


No 33%

3. If yes please tell us who offers training opportunities in the following core elements. Include the name of the organization or institution and contact information if available.


total respondents 128


ARMA and state archives were the overwhelming majority

4. Are there any certification or continuing education programs available to you that offer a records or archives management component?


total respondents 197


Yes 41.1%


No 14.7%


Not sure 44.2%

5. If yes what organization sponsors these programs?


total respondents 84


Overwhelming majority named ARMA and ICRM

6. What type of certification do you receive?


total respondents 70

7. Is there an agency within your local or state government that presently offers orientation or continuing education classes to county officials on the basics of records and archives management? 


total respondents 192


Yes 41.1%


No 24%


Not sure 34.9%

8. If yes what is the name of the agency?


total respondents 83


mostly state archives

9. Which of the following do you believe is the most feasible or practical delivery mechanism for records related training? [results given in percentage order of most feasible to least feasible]


total respondents 139


in-person workshops 44%


on the job training 40%


individual courses offered by a professional association 22%


online, self-directed courses 20%

10. Which of the following represents the greatest challenge to receiving training for local government officials and employees in the area of records and archives management?  [top four results given in percentage order of most challenging to least challenging]


total respondents 188


cost 26%


no time from work schedule 22%


distance 19%


lack of employer support 15%
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