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This report identifies MARC21 fields and subfields that exist in bibliographic records in campus catalogs that are not present in the corresponding WorldCat records. It also identifies possible scenarios for treating this local bibliographic data in the UC-OCLC Pilot Project and makes recommendations regarding 1) the use of institutional records, and 2) general changes to UC cataloging practices.
Local bibliographic data refers to a wide range of information added to OCLC records by individual campus cataloging departments. The data can be added at the point of original cataloging, it can be added to existing OCLC records at the point of copy cataloging, and it can be added locally to the record already in the local system. Some local data is encoded using MARC21 tags that are defined as local (eg., X9X, XX9, 9XX) and some is not. Some bibliographic data that is added locally in fact should be added to the master record (added entries, additional subject access, genre/form headings, LC call numbers, error corrections, etc.) but, for various reasons, it is not. 
Scenario 1: Do not migrate local data into master record.

Comments: Under this option, there would be minimal attempt at transferring local data into the master record, making for easy “implementation.” This option is ideal in a future where the campuses keep their ILS-based local OPACs.  WorldCat Local will become a “good enough” catalog for the public users with the modern value-added features, while staff needs will be addressed by the local ILSs and OPACs. However, if WorldCat Local were to replace the current Melvyl, which does index local data in all the campus records, this local data access would be lost in WorldCat Local. This is similar to the University of Washington’s pilot implementation, except that they are at this moment still keeping their Summit catalog, which is the Melvyl equivalent. Our survey results showed that some of the local data created by the campuses serves purely local processing functions. As this data cannot be entered into the master record, exercising this option would eliminate the need for campuses to develop other mechanisms for compiling/storing that data. This will allow us time to determine user behavior and staff needs in the WorldCat Local environment and to develop ways to deal with this local data issue. In the meantime, UC will work on standardizing the coding of local data and enhancement of global data in the master records so that manipulation of such data in the master records will be much easier in the future (see “UC cataloging practice” recommendations below). UC can continue to work with OCLC on further development of WorldCat Local for improved functionalities.

Scenario 2: Migrate as much data as possible into the WorldCat master record.

Comments: Survey results showed that even within specific libraries, variant practices regarding the type of data entry in any specific MARC21 field varied. Taken as a whole, there is little consistency in the use of any MARC21 field or subfield solely for local data that should not be in the WorldCat master record, as opposed to data added locally that could reside in the master record. As a result, a complex strategy, probably working campus by campus, would need to be developed in order to move OCLC-appropriate data into appropriate MARC21 fields, which would then be candidates to add to the WorldCat master record. OCLC would need to develop overlay processes that would enhance the master record with this data when appropriate. Given the recent migration of RLIN data, OCLC may already have such processes developed. If campuses lose their ILS-based OPACs in the future and we strictly adhere to this option, strictly local data would be lost unless another place, such as the Local Holdings Record, was found to contain it. Given the variety and nature of this data, whether it was appropriate to place it in any one non-bibliographic record might be an issue. Even if the data could be placed in non-bibliographic records (eg., in a Local Holdings Record), the question remains whether it would be indexed for user or staff access. Strictly local processing data would need to be available for campus manipulation. Again, to the extent that OCLC allowed manipulation of that data by the campuses, the campuses would need to develop other mechanisms for compiling/storing processing data. If only the OPAC is lost, local processing data could reside in the local system and be accessible by staff.

Scenario 3: Create institutional records for each campus.

Comments: Presumably, an easy option to implement as OCLC would simply load each of the campus’s local record. Such a structure would presumably allow users the ability to search against all locally-created access points, would probably allow campuses to continue using existing local coding practices, and would probably allow campuses to continue keeping their local processing data. The “presumes” are dependent on the actual OCLC indexing parameters and MARC21 coding practices. Data may need to be moved into other appropriate MARC21 fields for correct indexing. There should be little data loss. To the extent that OCLC allows manipulation of strictly local processing data, the campuses would need to develop other mechanisms for using this data. This option would preserve the most local data. In many ways, this option mimics the current Melvyl the most.

Scenario 4: Create a single UC institutional record.

Comments: This is a combination of scenarios 2 and 3 where, in essence, we create a “UC master record.” It has the benefit, like scenario 3, of allowing us to keep all of our local data. However, like scenario 2, some significant amount of effort would need to be expended on moving data into “standard” fields, although there would be more latitude in choice of these standard fields as the merging of data would be into the UC master record, not the WorldCat master record. Still, options would be limited to the extent that OCLC provides the necessary indexing of fields.

Recommendation: For the pilot, implement Scenario 1. The short-term goal is to create a workable catalog. Mid-term strategies and long-term goals for dealing with all local data need to be developed. For the long term UC needs to develop new systemwide guidelines and requirements for creating and enhancing master records (anything belonging in the master record should be put there; it would be ideal if all campuses attained enhance status—see “UC cataloging practice” recommendations below).
Local URLs: 
[On 7/6/07, John Riemer asked OCLC about putting all URLs into OCLC Local Holdings Records (LHRs). OCLC will investigate and respond by 7/13/07.]
Institutional records: 
The task group concluded that the majority of local information would not properly be added to the WorldCat master record. Most of the useful local bibliographic data would be best accessed via institutional records. The current Melvyl record functions like a UC institutional record (see Scenario 4 above). There is a base record and all campus information goes into a merged index. 
Recommendation: Investigate the possibility of creating a single “UC institutional record” in WorldCat Local that would be based on the WorldCat master record and index all of the local fields used by the campuses (in the same way that Melvyl does now). 

UC cataloging practice: 

The responses to the survey reveal that UC cataloging practice relating to local bibliographic data varies greatly from campus to campus. For example, some campuses use relator codes (coded as subfield $4 in added entries) and some use relator terms (coded as subfield $e in added entries). Relator codes and relator terms record the same information in different ways. In other cases, different MARC tags are used to perform similar functions. For example, some campuses record an added entry for provenance in 700/710 and others use 790/791. Users of a union catalog would benefit from all campuses recording this information in the same way. 
Many campus cataloging departments edit and enhance bibliographic records in their local systems, adding and/or correcting bibliographic data. Without locking and replacing the WorldCat master record these enhancements never make it back to OCLC (unless the campus is creating institutional records). If WorldCat local is based on the master record, it is in everyone’s best interest to have the best possible master record. Authorization to enhance OCLC records requires additional training by individual catalogers, but the more catalogers that are qualified and authorized to perform such enhancements, the more records can be permanently changed.

Recommendation: Local cataloging practices UC-wide should be harmonized to the greatest extent possible. Local bibliographic data that is similar in nature should be treated the same way from campus to campus to the greatest extent possible. 
Recommendation: Individual catalogers should be encouraged and supported to attain OCLC national enhance authorizations and should permanently upgrade WorldCat master records, following national and OCLC standards, whenever possible. The UC CONSER Funnel is an example of an effort by UC to perform cataloging enhancements on a national level that benefits not only all UC campuses, but the larger national audience as well.
Appendix A: Excel spreadsheet showing a summary of local bibliographic data used UC-wide (by MARC21 tag): LocalBibDataSummary20070709.xls
Appendix B: Detailed examples showing usage of local bibliographic data: LocalBibDataExamples20070709.doc
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