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1.  What kinds of holdings records are available on each campus?

Overall, the UC libraries use three types of holdings records, though each campus employs them differently.

Summary holdings records.

All libraries use summary holdings records, except for Merced which embeds summary holdings in the bibliographic record. The other nine libraries use summary holdings records for most of their serials (some legacy serials may not have these records). Some libraries use summary holdings records for multi-volume sets, while others do not. Only the Aleph and Voyager libraries use holdings records for single-part works.

Current holdings records. 
The III libraries (except for Merced) use checkin cards to record current receipts (the information in check-in cards is stored in the holdings record together with any summary holdings statement). The Aleph libraries and UCLA (in part) store current receipts in separate area of their databases from the summary holdings. Berkeley stores current receipts in a separate III system that is not part of Gladis.

Item level records.

All libraries use item records to some degree. All libraries use them for single item works. Libraries that do not use summary holdings records for multi-part works use them to show what is owned, most often with one item record for each piece. Libraries use them on works that also have a summary holdings record, though there might not always be an item record for each piece in such cases.

Note: for purely online titles, some libraries do not use any type of holdings record at all and instead rely on the data found in 856 fields.

2. What kinds of holdings maintenance practices/standards are being used within UC?  

There is no single set of holdings guidelines being used within UC.
At present, two Aleph libraries (Davis and Santa Barbara) and Voyager library (Los Angeles) use MARC21 Format for Holdings Data fairly consistently for the three types of bibliographic items—single-part item (monographs), multi-part items (multi-volume sets), and serial items. Gladis (Berkeley) uses its own local holdings field. Among the III installations, Irvine uses MARC21 holdings format for continuing resources, both in the check in record’s summary holdings statement and in the check in card for current receipts. Merced embeds summary holdings in bibliographic records. The other III libraries (Riverside, San Diego, San Francisco, and Santa Cruz) use the check in record and check in card for continuing resources. For monographs, III libraries use item records to reflect holdings information.

For online resources holdings, all the UC libraries use SCP (Shared Cataloging Program) catalog records that contains the field and subfield 856 $3 to format the summary holdings for these resources. The 856 $ 3 is embedded in the bibliographic record. Several libraries also create a separate holdings record. 

Some UC libraries attempt to follow NISO Z39.71 (Holdings Statements for Bibliographic Items) as display requirements for holdings statements; however, many of the UC libraries do not use the standard. 

3 What are the advantages and disadvantages of maintaining holdings in local ILSs and rely on linking mechanisms to display holdings in WorldCat?

a. Advantages: 

· The UC libraries would not have to build and maintain a loader program to send records to OCLC nor would they have to key data by hand into WorldCat.

· Users would see real-time holdings data, without the lag time associated with doing batch loads into WorldCat. 

b. Disadvantages:

· There may be problems with response time because OCLC would have to query each system separately. 
· As each of our ILSs change over time, there may be ongoing costs in re-configuring the linking mechanisms

This model, which utilizes technology that was not available when the MELVYL load processes were designed, should be tested in the pilot.

4 What are the advantages and disadvantages of maintaining holdings in local ILSs and batch loading into WorldCat (the current Melvyl model)?


a. Advantages

· There would be better response time.

· The OCLC would provide a uniform, standardized display of local data.
b. Disadvantages

· If loads were delayed, data would not be current. 

· Load programs would have to be developed and maintained for all UC library systems contributing to WorldCat local.

5 What issues need to be considered in loading holdings records into WorldCat?
a. Setup: Each III campus structures its data differently and would probably need a separate loader. The two Aleph libraries currently share a loader for MELVYL. It may be possible that they could share a loader for OCLC. Gladis and Voyager would each need its own loader.  This means we could have as many as 9 different loaders.

b. Initial load: 
· OCLC Match: Local catalogs have a significant percentage of records that do not have OCLC numbers. Although this is technically out of the purview of this working group, the fact remains that the match point for the Holdings Record according to OCLC documentation is the OCLC number. If the OCLC number is not there it will be difficult if not impossible to make a match.

· Legacy data for serials: There are issues with legacy data. Many serials records have been consolidated on OCLC but not in local catalogs. There would be many local serials bibliographic records to one OCLC record. The opposite is also true in some cases. For example, UCLA has some latest entry records. So there would be a single OCLC record with holdings for one campus and many OCLC records for the others. Aside from legacy data, there is also the issue of multiple formats associated with one bibliographic record. Decisions would need to be made related to situations where some campuses use a “single record approach” for all versions while other campuses use the “separate record approach.” (Or, perhaps this is a user training issue.)

· Legacy data for monographs: With monographs there are edition problems. Some libraries took a bib record and edited the 010 and other field, but did not delete or edit all of the fields that pertained to the edition that the record originally described including the OCLC control number. 

c. Ongoing: 

· Serials: Although some libraries use 853/863 pairs in some circumstances, most do not have 853/863 fields in all serial holdings records. OCLC would have to be able accept textual holdings.
· Multipart monographs: We are concerned that multi-part monographs may not display clearly. Some libraries do not have summary holdings for multi-part monographs. The holdings are expressed in item records. 

6 Can OCLC receive holdings in the same format and process we currently use for Melvyl?
OCLC can receive holdings via batch load processes and prefers to do so.  However, it may not be possible to use the same format currently used for Melvyl loads.  The main reason is that CDL requires campuses to embed holdings data into the bibliographic record, but OCLC requires separate holdings records that contain the OCLC number of the corresponding bibliographic record.  

Key issues:

· If a campus can only send embedded holdings, would OCLC be able to look at the OCLC number, discard the bibliographic data, and create a holdings record from the embedded holdings data?

· Some campuses do not have an OCLC number in the bibliographic or holdings record. 

· Many campuses have numerous records that lack an OCLC number. (see also no. 5)

· The use of single record practice for multiple formats again may make it difficult to match records with confidence. (see also no. 5)

· OCLC documentation states that OCLC can accept either MARC21 holdings data or “Patterned” non-MARC holdings data.  Can it accept a mixture?

· Each campus has created its own OCLC loader. How much modification would be necessary to make it work for UC WorldCat? 

7 What changes would be needed in that process?
If campuses use a batch load process to send the data currently being loaded into Melvyl to WorldCat instead, the data from each campus would need to be re-packaged in accordance with OCLC’s specifications.  In other words, the fields output to Melvyl would need to re-mapped to the fields required by OCLC.  An important consideration is that some of the data required by OCLC, such as the OCLC number, is not output by every campus to Melvyl.

It should also be considered whether or not campuses want to make changes to where and how they store their holdings data if they are no longer locked into the current MELVYL format.

8. What are the issues related to converting non-standard holdings records to the MARC21 Format for Holdings Data (MFHD) for loading into OCLC?

Only UCD, UCI, UCLA, and UCSB are currently using MARC21 in their local systems. The other libraries would either need to reformat all their data internally, or use an output profile that would take their data in its local incarnation and reformat it to MARC21 when sent to OCLC. Both options are dependent on the local capabilities of the ILS's (III and Gladis).

To internally reformat, III has robust global update abilities that would allow changing non-MARC holdings strings into MARC free-text holdings statements (i.e. the 866 field). Converting to the coded pairs (853/863) would be more difficult and would probably need to be done one-by-one. Global update could also add missing MARC fields such as 007s and 008s but they would need to be generically coded so they would apply in every instance.

To reformat on output would require new output profiles. III libraries would need to work with III to see if this is completely possible (it would at least be partially possible).

Gladis's ability to do either global transactions or new output profiles is unknown at this time.

All libraries that do not use summary holdings records for multi-volume works would need to create them one-by-one.

9. What are the advantages and disadvantages of maintaining holdings data directly at OCLC?  

OCLC offers updating local holdings in two ways- direct or through batch upload. There are no advantages to the individual campus for maintaining holdings data directly at OCLC for tangible materials. In all cases it would create double work to update holdings directly. The batch upload strategy is attractive, especially for maintaining holdings with OCLC for active serials and multi-part monographs as new receipts are created on a daily basis. There is high probability that direct editing of holdings information at OCLC would result in OCLC and the local ILS falling out of sync.

10 Would maintaining holdings information at OCLC offer strategic advantage?
Maintaining holdings at OCLC for digital materials may offer a strategic advantage, depending on how OCLC services for digital resources evolve. For example, perhaps holding data could be fed in to OCLC automatically as material is digitized. This tactic might be particularly useful in creating holdings records in OCLC for digital materials created by mass digitization projects.

11 Assuming that UC-eLinks interoperability exists, what are the risks and the benefits for relying on UC-eLinks for holdings information for electronic serials?

Benefits

The holdings information would be maintained in the SFX knowledge base.

Risks

If the SFX knowledge base is not current, the holdings information retrieved by SFX would be incorrect.
Additionally, The Lead (Catherine Nelson) was asked to find out if SFX has the capability to serve print holdings. And if it does have the capability, what would it take to make it happen?

According to Margery Tibbits:

" SFX can query the some of the OPACs using Z39.50 to determine if the title is in the catalog. The query term is either an ISSN or ISBN. We have not created any print holdings targets for any of the campuses. In theory we could but the maintenance level would be extremely high."
12. Other issues
RLFs

Campuses maintain holdings in their local systems for items they deposit into the RLF. The RLFs maintain holdings in their systems for all items deposited. The RLF holding data are hosted by UCLA and Berkeley. The process for preventing duplication of holdings in Melvyl differs for the two RLFs.  For SRLF, Melvyl displays the holdings contributed by SRLF and suppresses the holdings from the campuses based on location code.  For NRLF, Melvyl displays the holdings contributed by the campuses, since no holdings are contributed by NRLF.

Those libraries that do not host data for one of the RLFs should not send local RLF data to WorldCat local, as the system that hosts the RLF data will supply the holdings data.

Holdings data in the 856

For electronic resources, holdings data is held in the 856 $3 and with the URL for the resource. Can OCLC take the 856 and turn it into holdings record, moving both the URL and the summary holdings into the record? It could be possible for campuses to do a project to move the URLs out of their bibs and into holdings records, but this would be a huge undertaking that could not be accomplished in time for the pilot.  

Textual holdings data.

Many UC libraries use textual holdings data (866/7/8 fields).  OCLC has expressed a strong preference for 85x3/86x3 pairs. It would be a very complex undertaking for those libraries that use 866/7/8 fields to convert them to 85x3/86x3 paired fields. 
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