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OCLC has offered all of its customers the option to do reclamation and batch load projects, in order to have OCLC’s database better represent the library’s holdings.  Each customer can perform one full reclamation project at no charge.  Follow up batch loads and cancel holdings requests can also be done at no charge, so long as they don’t require new programming at OCLC.
Many UC libraries are at different stages of planning reclamation / batch load projects with OCLC.  The Implementation Team would like to highlight the pros and cons of doing these projects in a coordinated way and the advantages and disadvantages of doing such a project before or after the UC-OCLC pilot.  This document lays out these issues to help each campus make an informed decision about the scope and timing of OCLC reclamation and batch load projects.  Campuses are encouraged to contact the Implementation Team if they decide to proceed with a project, for the latest information on pilot plans.
Definitions

A Reclamation project involves sending a file of one’s entire database to OCLC for resetting holdings symbols (the code that tells OCLC that your library owns the title) to match your current collection.  This project is equivalent to a complete reload of your entire database into OCLC and involves setting holdings symbols for everything in your current database and deleting holdings symbols for anything that is not in the file.   A Retrospective Batch Load is “add only” and involves setting holdings symbols as needed but not deletion of holdings symbols that are no longer accurate.  Cancel Holdings is “delete only” and involves only deletion of holdings symbols that are no longer accurate but not adding holdings symbols.  All of these projects involve a lot of planning and clean up work for campus staff, though clearly a Reclamation Project is the most intense. 
See Appendix A for detailed definitions of Reclamation, Retrospective Batch Load, and Cancel Holdings.

Timing Pre or Post Pilot:  Advantages/Disadvantages

The Next Generation Melvyl pilot will only include holdings that have been accurately coded with UC holdings symbols.  Links to local systems will depend on accurate and up-to-date OCLC numbers in our local records.  If campuses pursue reclamation / batch load projects this Fall, the end user experience during the pilot will be improved.  Campuses will also benefit from more accurate ILL requests via OCLC.
On the other hand, the pilot will clarify the recommended practice in a number of areas, including our handling of SCP records, RLF records, local bibliographic information (such as UC-specific URLs), and local holdings information.  The pilot may also lead to a recommendation that campuses include records that are not currently in Melvyl, such as 

very brief records and on-order records.   It is possible that information gleaned from the pilot will change what a library wishes to do with Reclamation or Retrospective Batch Loads.   If a second post-pilot reclamation is needed, there may be extra charges to the campus and duplicative work by local systems and cataloging staff.

Coordinated Approach:  Pros and Cons

Our cooperative collection development and service initiatives depend on sharing information about our collections.  Treating certain categories of records consistently in OCLC will allow us to leverage the OCLC database as a basis for new initiatives.  Here are the categories of records and practices which the Implementation Team believes would benefit from a consistent approach.

(1) Shared Cataloging Program records.
As part of the Next Generation Melvyl pilot, we will be setting holdings for all campuses through a centralized batch process.  If all of us handle these records consistently in reclamation / batch load projects, we will avoid adding conflicting holdings symbols.  We will also position the SCP staff to be able to maintain OCLC holdings in the future through an ongoing centralized batch process.  Such a process would be more efficient even if we decide not to take the WorldCat Local pilot into production.
(2) RLF records. 
During the Next Generation Melvyl pilot, we will be testing the approach of adding RLF-specific holdings symbols to OCLC records in addition to local campus holdings symbols.  If all of us handle these records consistently in reclamation / batch load projects, we will position ourselves to implement that approach if the pilot demonstrates value.  Such an approach could improve ILL efficiency even if we decide not to take the WorldCat Local pilot into production.

 (3) Adding OCLC numbers to local records. 
As part of reclamation and batch load projects, OCLC returns OCLC numbers for loading into local records.  Having these records in local systems is crucial for any OCLC services we may want to adopt, including the Next Generation Melvyl.  If all of us add and index these numbers in a consistent way, we can make better assumptions about how to implement new OCLC services systemwide.
 (4) Institutional records. 

With the RLIN / OCLC merger, OCLC has added the ability to create institutional records.  The Implementation Team is recommending that we limit institution records to the special cases which may require them, such as possibly rare books.  If all of us take a consistent approach to creating institution records, we can make assumptions about UC records in OCLC when crafting new services and initiatives.  

 (5) Unique records.  
We may want to load some categories of record (e.g, records for manuscripts) without any attempt at matching existing records in WorldCat.  If all of us used the same guidelines for deciding which records to treat as unique, we can make better assumptions about how to implement new OCLC services systemwide.
(6) Single vs Separate record technique. 
Our Shared Cataloging Program practice of using a single serial record for both print and electronic versions does not match our SCP practice of separate monographic records for print and electronic versions.  The results of OCLC’s current planning for synchronizing WorldCat with the output of mass digitization projects, with potentially massive amount of records involved, could significantly shift the balance between these two approaches in favor of one of them.   If all of us used the same approach to matching OCLC records, attaching our holdings in a consistent way, we can make better use of the OCLC database as a record of shared holdings.  
(7) Ongoing Maintenance. 
Even if we coordinate our reclamation / batch load projects, we will lose the benefits of coordination unless we also share some common practices for ongoing maintenance.  If we consciously define options and ‘best practices’ for maintaining the accuracy of our WorldCat data after these projects, we can position ourselves to leverage the OCLC database in the future.
Appendix A – Definitions Confirmed with OCLC
Reclamation: 

Defined by OCLC as sending one’s entire database to OCLC for resetting holdings. Reclamation is done at the institution symbol level. OCLC advises that Reclamation is not something to be undertaken lightly—it takes some time to get through the unresolved records. It is a ‘fresh start’, and OCLC will perform it once at no charge. 

The difference between Reclamation and Retrospective Batch Load(s) is that with Reclamation the entire database is sent (although not necessarily all at once), and after holdings have been set (or re-set) for the entire database, the “scan/delete” process is performed (see Step 3 below).

Step 1: OCLC matches the library’s entire database against WorldCat and sets the library’s holdings based on a variety of matching criteria, which can be specified by the library (e.g. OCLC number if present, ISBN and date if no OCLC number, etc.). Unresolved records from this step may need review by the library.

Step 2. OCLC sends to the library, if desired, copies of all the OCLC master records for which the library’s holdings are now set, or, if preferred, a  mapping list of the library’s record numbers with the OCLC numbers to which they correspond. In order for linking from WorldCat to work properly, these OCLC numbers must be added to the library’s database if they are not already present in the library’s records.

Step 3. OCLC deletes the library’s holdings symbol from every record in which the holdings were not set in Step 1 (known as “scan/delete”).

Retrospective Batch Load(s):

Defined by OCLC as sending one or more subsets of a library’s records for setting the library’s holdings in OCLC.

Step 1: OCLC matches a batch of records against WorldCat and sets the library’s holdings based on a variety of matching criteria, which can be specified by the library (e.g. OCLC number if present, ISBN and date if no OCLC number, etc.)

Step 2. OCLC sends to the library, if desired, copies of all the OCLC master records for which the library’s holdings are now set, or, if preferred, a  mapping list of the library’s record numbers with the OCLC numbers to which they correspond. In order for linking from WorldCat to work properly, these OCLC numbers must be added to the library’s database if they are not already present in the library’s records.

Cancel Holdings (i.e., batchload delete)

 

Defined by OCLC as sending one or more batches of records for deleting the library’s holdings from OCLC.

Cancel Holdings (or delete holdings) are always done at no charge and are not necessarily part of a retrospective load (although they can be). And while it's best to send the OCLC number to ensure batchload finds the exact record in WorldCat that one's holding is set on, the same matching algorithms are used to find a match regardless of the final action taken (performing a set holdings transaction or sending a cancel holdings transaction to that record found). Note that this process requires that the library have copies (or, at a minimum, the OCLC record numbers) of the records from which it wishes to have its holdings deleted.
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