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The spreadsheet that accompanies this report represents the work of the Team so far in compiling the list of OCLC symbols currently and previously in use within UC.  The Implementation Team should regard this as a work in progress, as campuses continue to respond with new and fuller information; we also expect more detailed information from OCLC.
Process:  We imported data for a “University of California” search on the “Find an OCLC Library” service at the OCLC main Web site into a spreadsheet.  Renee Register from OCLC was kind enough to supply us with record counts for each holding symbol.  The spreadsheet was shared with the CAMCIG representative from each campus, who was asked to provide additional symbols as well as pertinent information for each symbol.  Information from the campuses continues to “bubble up,” and we await further information from OCLC to confirm the completeness of this list.
Because of the weekly phone calls of the Joint Working Group on Collections and Cataloging, we were able to get some excellent and quick responses on some of the questions that have arisen.

· OCLC speedily provided us with the number of bibliographic records associated with the institution symbols that we have identified so far, which was very helpful to the campuses in assessing possible actions.

· OCLC confirmed that they do not remove institutional symbols, nor re-use them for new institutions.  UC should be safe in ignoring obsolete symbols and other symbols with zero affiliated holdings (there are several established for ILL purposes).

· We believe that UC is safe to ignore the institution symbols established for the purpose of creating WorldCat Collection Sets (both print and electronic).  We may have some followup work ensuring that campuses which have purchased those sets have their holdings attached (could be confirmed in a campus reclamation project), and that all campuses have their holdings set for SCP-created sets.  These Collection Set-specific institution symbols (shown on the second sheet of the spreadsheet) should not need to be included in the pilot.
· OCLC (on Friday) provided us with new data for the number of Local Holdings Records associated with each institutional symbol.  We have not had time to study this data nor determine whether it is needed at this time in this spreadsheet; we may add it to a future version.  Another suggestion arose Friday which we may implement in a future version:  to add a column to identify the ILS to which this symbol should connect.   Let us know if this would be useful; we don’t want to impinge on the work of another Team.

Regarding the specific columns on the spreadsheet:

· We did not attempt to standardize the Institution Name (the data came from an OCLC database) but we can do so if you wish.

· In the Campus column, please note “Other.”  Questions follow below about these institutions.  We made an “RLF” campus because we didn’t want these necessarily affiliated with specific campuses.

· The Team expects to follow up on the symbols UCM and UCU, as well as HHO, ZAP, and ZAS to recommend actions for each of these.

· Note that there is one new symbol in the process of being established

As we explore this area, a number of questions have arisen.  We will pursue some with OCLC, but two (below) need to be discussed by the UC/OCLC Implementation Team.

1.  Which group will be charged with coordinating reclamation projects?  Not that we are volunteering, but it appears to us that UC’s OCLC holding symbols strategies will have a strong bearing on how reclamation projects are designed and in what order they are carried out.  As several campuses are already in the queue with OCLC for reclamation projects, this brings additional urgency to our charge.
2.  There are seven institutions which have data in Melvyl but which are not part of UC:  
· California Academy of Sciences

· California State Library

· Center for Research Libraries

· Graduate Theological Union

· Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory

· California Historical Society

· Hastings College of Law

HOTS opinion is that records from these institutions should not be part of this pilot.  Can the UC/OCLC Implementation Team (and/or the Executive Team) make a decision on whether these should be included or not?  Does someone need to inform these organizations?

Note that the Calif. State Library has holdings in NRLF; LBNL just got permission to store at NRLF, and GTU has a request pending.  Per Gary Lawrence, HCL cannot store materials as a UC library at NRLF.
Our work to date has focused on developing the completeness and accuracy of this data, and we have more work to do in this area.  However, we have begun electronic discussion of some of the more substantive issues with which our group was charged.  The outline below sketches the areas we intend to articulate and illuminate in our next report.  Be prepared for complexity and interrelatedness.
Shared Cataloging Program holding symbols


Options (pros, cons, concerns)



- One symbol to represent all ten campuses



- Using the ten current symbols

- Using ten new (parallel) symbols to represent SCP-cataloged electronic resources

Tier Two resources issues

Single and separate record issues and timing

Workflow implications

Shared Print materials holding symbols (HHO)
RLF holding symbols (ZAP and ZAS)
Other holding symbols (UCM and UCU)—purpose, use, recommended actions

Understanding the nuances of Local Holding Data and Holding Library codes to see if implementation of either of these techniques could help accomplish UC’s goals

“Scoping” issues for each campus-specific instance of WorldCat Local.  Some of the many possible issues to explore here include

· ILL message traffic for the symbol--where does it go?

· What ILS(s) will WorldCat be expected to jump to for holdings/circ
info, etc.?

· Does it affect holding stats or OCLC's Collection Analysis tool in
any adverse way?

· Are there implications of separate symbol usage for the ability of
campuses to receive updated copies of all WorldCat records they desire
to get?

· What are the workflow implications of using a separate symbol for RLF
deposits--would that other symbol be in addition to or in place of the
campus symbol originally associated with the volume?
Given the complexity and breadth of these issues, we will do our best to provide you with substantive information by the July 9 deadline.  However, we know you won’t be surprised if completely and satisfactorily unraveling all the complexity—particularly if we need to coordinate with other Teams—takes more time.
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