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1.  Identification of UC institution symbols

The spreadsheet submitted with the report provides what we believe is a complete picture of the past and present OCLC symbols used by UC cataloging units and projects.  The Team would like to recognize and thank Joy Wanden of OCLC Western as well as UC and OCLC staff for their help in researching and clarifying the details.

The spreadsheet is broken into five worksheets which provide specific detail for the 65 UC institution symbols identified and our recommended actions:

(1) Symbols that should be included in the pilot (13 symbols);

(2) Symbols that should be included in a production version (8 symbols);  
(3) Symbols that are currently represented in Melvyl but that have no OPAC to which they could be linked (5 symbols);
(4) Symbols that should be excluded from both the pilot and a production version (27 symbols);
(5) Symbols that should be excluded from both the pilot and a production version because they represent World Cat Collection Sets (12 symbols)
Further explication for each category:

(1) Symbols that should be included in the pilot (13 symbols)

While it might be expected that there would be 10 symbols in this category, there are in fact 13 symbols that the Team recommends be included in the pilot.  In addition to the main/base institution symbols for each of the 10 UC campuses, we included the symbols for the UC Davis Health Sciences Library (which, although a separate OCLC symbol, is part of the Davis Harvest catalog) and for NRLF and SRLF.  There is more on the RLF symbols below and in Appendix A.  All of the symbols on this worksheet are linkable to local ILSs to provide needed services.
(2)  Symbols that should be included in a production version (8 symbols)

The 8 symbols that should be added for a production version include two affiliated libraries which point to a separate OPAC on the campus, and six symbols which need to be converted to the current main/base institution symbol.  It was our understanding that UC libraries not in the primary campus ILS should be excluded from the pilot.  While the other six symbols could be included in the pilot, doing the conversion (in OCLC’s terms, “scan/convert”) to the more current symbol might not be possible in the desired timeframe.  If it were desirable to include these symbols in the pilot, it could be done without any conversion—it would just be six more symbols to map to the 10 selected OPACs.
(3)  Symbols that are currently represented in Melvyl but that have no OPAC to which they could be linked (5 symbols)

This is the most problematic category.  Four of the five libraries have their own OCLC symbols, but point to Melvyl as their OPAC; pointing to Melvyl is somewhat circular and impractical, and would not provide the circulation data or other services expected from the links to other ILSs.  (If WorldCat Local is intended to replace Melvyl, it isn’t just impractical, it is impossible.) The fifth library in this category, the Giannini Foundation of Agricultural Economics Library, sends its records in occasional batches to Melvyl, but does not use OCLC (or RLIN).   A one-time “reclamation project” for Giannini from Melvyl could be attempted; however Giannini would need to become an OCLC member first.   This is more a political/social issue than a technical (or OCLC symbol) issue.  The Team recommends that the Implementation Team notify the Giannini Library about the potential for Melvyl eventually to disappear as UC’s union catalog so that Giannini can begin to plan a migration strategy.  We also recommend that options for OPAC/ILS inclusion for the four libraries that do have their own OCLC symbols should be investigated.
(4)  Symbols that should be excluded from both the pilot and a production version (27 symbols)

In determining the institution symbols to exclude, we were guided by several principles:

· If there are zero holdings in OCLC associated with the symbol, it was excluded (RLF symbols excepted; see below)
· If the symbol is intended for ILL or reference purposes, it was excluded

· If the symbol is inactive (OCLC terminology) or a campus described it as obsolete, it was excluded

· If the owning campus instructed us to exclude the symbol we did so

· Upon instruction from the Implementation Team, we excluded the non-UC institutions that currently contribute to Melvyl.
(5)  Symbols that should be excluded from both the pilot and a production version because they represent World Cat Collection Sets (12 symbols)

The UC-contributed WorldCat collection set symbols are a technique for OCLC to gather together record sets, and are not UC institutional symbols in the same sense as the rest of the project.  These records will have the current institutional symbol attached when appropriate, so these “creator” symbols can be excluded.
Next steps:

· Vet this report and the spreadsheet with OCLC staff for their input

· Vet this report with CAMCIG to verify include/exclude choices and to remind campuses of the actions/conversion planning needed
2.  Shared Cataloging Program symbol(s)
The Team considered several options—whether UC should utilize

(1) a single system-wide symbol (a “universal” symbol);

(2) the current individual campus institution symbols;
(3) new institution symbols for each campus, to represent SCP records provided to those campuses.
The Team recommends that UC pursue the last option:  creating a new institution symbol for each campus, to represent SCP records provided to those campuses.  This option would provide a clear grouping of SCP records to facilitate not only initial set up, but ongoing, automated batch maintenance.  OCLC has indicated that this seems to be the preferred technique by other customers for handling similar situations.  At the moment, a disadvantage is that the WorldCat Collection Analysis tool can only handle one campus symbol, but we understand that grouping multiple symbols for one campus is a planned enhancement.  Note that Tier 3 resources—not cataloged by SCP but by each individual campus—would not be part of this special symbol but part of the main/base campus symbol (so one should not conclude that there is a straightforward split between two symbols of electronic resources/non-electronic resources for a given campus).
SCP could provide OCLC with sets of records with 920 fields that identify the campuses licensed to access that material; with the help of an SCP-supplied mapping table, OCLC, via batch processing, could “unpack” that 920 data and attach these new institution symbols.  This might be the most efficient technique for the pilot.  Alternatively, campuses could include SCP records with their reclamation projects to have their institutional symbol attached (however it is unlikely that this could happen before the pilot.)  The Team also plans a discussion with OCLC about authorizations, hoping that an authorization could be established for SCP to allow them to set holdings for multiple symbols (“agent authorization”) rather than having to log in and log out multiple times to set holdings. 
Further explication for the rejected strategies:

(1)  a single system-wide symbol (a “universal” symbol)

One “universal” institutional symbol representing all of UC may not be particularly useful, since UC will need to use multiple campus symbols to accurately reflect Tier Two holdings.  There are too many permutations/campus combinations to do “almost universal” symbols for Tier Two purchases.  Despite the limited usefulness of a universal symbol, it is a technique that the Implementation Team might wish to consider in addition to the recommendation above.  A universal symbol would support the current University-wide campaign (“ten campuses/one university”) and might result in more consolidated (and potentially less confusing) displays for electronic resources.  It also might require very different approaches to bibliographic instruction/branding than the campuses currently take.  This is a decision for the Implementation Team or the Executive Team.

(2)  the current individual campus institution symbols
Using the current main/base institutional symbol as is for SCP-provided records would make it more difficult to gather them as a group to update holdings, change URLs, or do other maintenance functions.  In addition, there might be authorization control concerns; campuses may not feel comfortable giving SCP the authorization to add and change bib records for their campus.  Using the current institutional symbol on records using the single record technique might not work well for ILL.  It could appear to borrowers that the campus holds the print when it might not.  However, using the current institutional symbol would probably work well for the WorldCat Collection Analysis Tool, which cannot group together multiple symbols for analysis at this time.

Next steps:

· Vet this report with OCLC staff and get their recommendations about the optimal technique to pursue

· Decision needed from Implementation Team about whether there is a strategic reason to pursue the “universal symbol” strategy, understanding that its application would be limited (only to resources for which all ten campuses are licensed)
· Vet this report with the SCP Advisory Committee and CAMCIG to get feedback, surface issues, assure widespread understanding and a clean implementation

· Come to a decision on which records to attach the new institutional symbols to (single or separate records—see below)

3.  Regional Library Facility symbol(s)
The Team considered several options—whether UC should utilize

(1) The existing but as-yet-unused RLF symbols, ZAP and ZAS, possibly in addition to the current individual campus institution symbol, assuming that there would be a method to set the individual campus symbol as a non-supplier for records with ZAP or ZAS holdings;

(2) the current individual campus institution symbols only;

(3) new institution symbols for each campus

(4) a combination of (1) and (3):  using the existing but as-yet-unused RLF symbols, ZAP and ZAS for unrestricted RLF materials and using new institution symbols for each campus to handle the restricted RLF materials

See Appendix A for a more detailed analysis of options 1, 3 and 4.

The Team recommends that UC pursue the first option as a test during the pilot:  to implement the existing but as-yet-unused RLF symbols, ZAP and ZAS.  At present, these two institution symbols have zero holdings associated with them; all discovery and lending is handled now through Melvyl and the local ILSs.  We have heard various ad hoc comments from more than one campus indicating their strong interest in implementing these symbols to improve ILL services.  

A sample of records from each RLF could be sent to OCLC as part of the work of the Missing Records Team.  These test records (and it could be a large number) could have the RLF’s institutional symbol set, and be affiliated with the appropriate Berkeley and UCLA ILSs.
Users coming to WorldCat Local would find these records and be directed to the RLF to have their request filled.  (Note that currently in Melvyl, the SRLF location displays as UCLA and NRLF displays as Berkeley.  In the WorldCat Local environment, NRLF and SRLF could appear separate from these campus affiliations.)

In considering the options for “attaching holdings” for these materials in WorldCat, the Team struggled with concerns about representing the physical location (which would facilitate lending) versus ownership (which would facilitate campus statistics and collection analysis).  The Team tried also to consider efficient workflows, understanding that workflows currently vary between the facilities and from campus to campus.  By implementing ZAP and ZAS, UC would be using the OCLC institution symbol to represent the physical location of the material.  UC would reflect ownership through its back-end databases—through the RLF databases, and sometimes in the owning campus’s ILS; or through the institutional symbol for the campus, ideally set as a non-supplier in OCLC for these materials.
This strategy should be evaluated during and after the pilot.  Presuming some degree of success, UC should consider a more nuanced approach (option 4 above):  using the existing but as-yet-unused RLF symbols, ZAP and ZAS for unrestricted RLF materials and using new institution symbols for each campus to handle the restricted RLF materials.  Further explanation of this approach can be found in Appendix A.  Implementing this more nuanced strategy could result in speedier retrieval of materials for users and a more streamlined workflow for resource sharing staff.  The Team considered recommending this strategy for the pilot, but thought that the amount of preparatory work might be unrealistic to accomplish in time.
Further explication for the rejected strategies:

(2)  the current individual campus institution symbols
This is status quo; some campuses have kept their OCLC institution symbols attached to materials sent to the RLFs.  This is misleading, in that the materials physically reside elsewhere, and makes for slower fulfillment for loan requests, which come first to the campuses and then must be forwarded to the RLFs. In addition, WorldCat Local would not link to the appropriate RLF “ILS” for circulation information.
(3)  new institution symbols for each campus

While this is the preferred technique for the SCP electronic materials, a parallel setup for RLF materials may be overkill.  ZAP/ZAS usage would be simpler and more straightforward than keeping track of many parallel institution codes, particularly for RLF staff.  While new institution symbols would make more immediately obvious the ownership of the material, that ownership status can be tracked in the back-end RLF databases.   New institution symbols representing RLF materials owned by a particular campus might be preferable from the campus point of view because of the WorldCat Collection Analysis tool, which at a future date will be able to group multiple symbols.  However, analysis by that tool comparing ZAP and ZAS might also be desirable.
Next steps:

· Discuss the pilot and production strategies with RLF staffs and with Resource Sharing experts to address concerns, plan workflows, and identify a set of test records
· Vet this approach with OCLC staff so we completely understand workflows, costs, etc.

4.  Shared Print symbol(s)
The Team has only begun discussion of this topic, which would benefit from continued analysis and discussion, particularly as the RLF institutional symbol strategy is more broadly considered.  Would it be useful to follow the same model as the RLFs?  Aren’t these simply RLF materials, but with shared ownership?  Is there a compelling need for separate symbols?  One shared institutional symbol, HH0, exists within this category, and has 377 affiliated records.
We noted three different flavors of shared print materials:

1. Materials purchased consortially and sent directly to an RLF (e.g., Canadiana)

2. Materials purchased consortially, processed on a campus and sent to an RLF (e.g, Elsevier and ACM)

3. Campus contributions to shared print resources (e.g., JSTOR)

The first category has its own institutional symbol (HH0), which so far has been used only for the Canadiana collection.  We hope that UC does not have the intent to establish separate institutional symbols for each separate shared print collection; the Team believes that the metadata to distinctly identify a collection can be done at a lower level than institutional symbol.  The team needs to investigate further how the second and third categories are coded.
Our tentative recommendation is to make this symbol obsolete and incorporate Shared Print materials into the RLF symbols and strategy.  The shared ownership of these materials could be reflected in the back-end databases that support the RLFs.  However, de-activating HH0 should probably not be done for the pilot but instead as part of the work for the production version.  We are reluctant immediately to make the HH0 symbol obsolete, as this action might be difficult to reverse and would require changing both the current workflow and the YBP profile for the Canadiana project.
Next steps:

· Determine the coding techniques for all types of Shared Print materials

· Activate discussion within the Team, consulting with others as needed, about whether this code should be preserved
· Cleanup of HH0 after the pilot might be required if we decide to incorporate these materials into the RLF symbols.
5.  Single/separate records

This is a highly charged and complex issue that has both discovery and workload implications.  Since both single and separate records currently exist in our catalogs, the WorldCat Local pilot would provide an opportunity to see how the two approaches work in that context, before making any decisions to move from what we currently have.  The team is planning to analyze the issue during the pilot and make recommendations regarding the single/separate record approach based on its analysis.
 Appendix A:  RLF symbols on OCLC
Requirements for any of the scenarios to work:  
OCLC record numbers must be present in RLF records

(It is not necessary for all RLF records to have OCLC#s for RLF symbols to be included in the pilot.  An option for the pilot is to load only those records with RLF holdings that already have OCLC#s.)   

OCLC record numbers must be the same (and remain the same) in RLF records and campus records for the same item

Option 1:  The existing but as-yet-unused RLF symbols, ZAP and ZAS, possibly in addition to the current individual campus institution symbol, assuming that there would be a method to set the individual campus symbol as a non-supplier for records with ZAP or ZAS holdings.  ZAS and ZAP symbols are added as-is to all OCLC records for material in their facility.

Requirement:  

· In order to prevent ILL confusion, campus symbols for materials assigned ZAS or ZAP symbols would be deleted or changed to ‘non-supplier’ status on OCLC. This could be done in a batch process, but would need to be done to each affected record. 

· Uniform acceptance by all RLF participants that the RLFs can provide service to non-UC libraries along with the resources to do the job.

(Currently, SRLF is providing this service, although their ZAS symbol is not on OCLC.  Non-UC patrons have discovered their symbol and will send directly to the facility.  The southern campuses approve of this approach and would like to have SRLF holdings directly on the OCLC record (per Sara).  The northern campuses have mandated that NRLF send all non-UC OCLC requests directly to them. According to Jutta Wiemhoff, Head of Access Services at NRLF, we get the same kind of non-UC direct requests; however, her staff redirects them to the owning library’s ILL office. )
Positives:

· Easily fits into OCLC’s structure.  No special adjustments for UC.  

· Makes unrestricted UC material easily available to all libraries subscribing to OCLC.

· Streamlines the requesting process thus saving time and providing better service.

· Repositions the RLFs into a more active participatory service role.

Negatives:

· It may not be possible to get uniform agreement by all campuses.

· The RLFs are not staffed or funded to provide full ILL service for UC and non-UC patrons.  Funding may be a issue.

(Although SRLF is providing service for the users who have “discovered” them, it appears to still be a small amount.  If the RLF symbols were the first link in OCLC, this volume may increase significantly.  The ILLs should be able to provide statistics to help with the analysis. It should be pointed out that the total ILL work might be less under this scenario, since the work of moving materials to and from the home campus for ILL purposes would be reduced.)

Option 3:  A new institution symbols for each campus.  Each campus has a unique OCLC symbol consisting of their institution and the matching RLF where their material is housed.

Requirement:  

· Currently, would require at least 10 new OCLC symbols.  Eventually, if material can go to any RLF, it would require at least 20 OCLC symbols. 

(More OCLC symbols would be needed for the campuses that have more than one ILS, such as Boalt Law at UCB, or that use more than one OCLC symbol, such as UCD.)

· Each campus would need to be able to batch load holdings updates (adds or deletes) to OCLC and limit the batch to this unique combo RLF symbol. 

Positives:

· Would follow current practice of campuses being responsible for their RLF holdings in the UC Union Catalog.  Costs & staffing would continue to be supported at the local level.  

· Possibility of each campus/library determining unique priority of routing circulation requests.  (This could be a positive or negative…) 

· Existing RLF symbols could be dedicated to the UC Library shared collection titles.
· Each campus could, if desired, make a different choice as to whether the RLF or the campus would handle ILL requests for these new symbols.

· In WorldCat Local, each campus could, if desired, make a different choice as to whether the campus ILS or the RLF “ILS” would be the source of circulation information.
Negatives:

· The campuses would most likely have to implement new procedures for collecting updated records and batch loading info to OCLC.  (For example, batch loading of holdings updates just require the OCLC#, not the entire bib record.)  
· Temporary negative effect on Collection Analysis Tool.
Option 4:  Use the existing but as-yet-unused RLF symbols, ZAP and ZAS, for unrestricted RLF materials, and use new institution symbols for each campus to handle the restricted RLF materials; perhaps have multiple RLF symbols depending on circulation.
Requirement:  

· Each RLF would have the following symbols (made-up examples):  

Unrestricted circulation:  ZAP-U or ZAS-U.  

Building Use Only circulation:  ZAP-B or ZAS-B

Shared Print Collections:  ZAP or ZAS

Restricted circulation:  Owning library symbol on OCLC record.  No RLF symbol. 

· OCLC, the campus and the RLFs will have to go through a sequence of steps to be in sync. (This will need to happen eventually, regardless of the final decision concerning the RLFs.)
1. All campuses would need to go through an OCLC Replacement project and send updated records with the correct OCLC# back to the RLFs.  

(For this to work, it would need to be done programmatically, with the acknowledgement that problems will kick out and need some manual work.)

2.  Once the RLFs are loaded with OCLC#s, UCB and UCLA respective systems people would need to collect the data per circ type and send the appropriate RLF symbol to add to the matching OCLC record. 

3.  The campuses would be notified when the RLF symbols work has been completed.  They would then collect the OCLC#s for those records that fit the criteria above and send a batch update to OCLC to delete the owning library’s symbol from the OCLC record, leaving only the RLF symbol.
Note: If OCLC is able to deflect from the institution symbols and send requests directly to the RLFs, there will not be a need to delete campus institution symbols from OCLC.
4.  At this point, all records should be in sync.  From then on out, the RLFs would be responsible for switching, adding and deleting RLF symbols from OCLC.   They would only need to do this when a new record is created, a title is recalled or deaccessioned, or if the material is moved to restricted access (special collections.)

· Uniform acceptance by all RLF participants that the RLFs can provide service to non-UC libraries along with the resources to do the job.

(As above in scenario 1 and 2: Although SRLF is providing service for the users who have “discovered” them, it appears to still be a small amount.  If the RLF symbols were the first link in OCLC, this volume may increase significantly.  The ILLs should be able to provide statistics to help with the analysis.)

Positives:

· Would streamline patron requesting.  Unrestricted symbol would be open to UC and non-UC; Building Use Only symbol would only be available to UC libraries; ZAP and ZAS would only be available to UC libraries; and special collection requests would go directly to the campus/library that have control over access.

· RLF symbols could be dedicated to the UC Library shared collection titles.

· Easily fits into OCLC’s ILL structure.  No special accommodations unique to UC are necessary.  

· Makes unrestricted UC material easily available to all libraries subscribing to OCLC.

· Streamlines the requesting process thus saving time and providing better service.

· Repositions the RLFs into a more active participatory service role.

Negatives:

· The campus symbol would need to be deleted from the OCLC record for their RLF material.  This would be the case for single monographs, and where the complete holdings are at a RLF.  (This doesn’t have to be absolutely precise -- they could decide to only do monographic material and keep the symbol on their serials.)   They would most likely have to implement new procedures for collecting updated records and batch loading info to OCLC.  (For example, batch loading of holdings updates just require the OCLC#, not the entire bib record.)  

· It may not be possible to get uniform agreement by all campuses.  

· The RLFs are not staffed or funded to provide full ILL service for UC and non-UC patrons.  Funding may be a issue.

(Although SRLF is providing service for the users who have “discovered” them, according to Jutta’s reading of their stats reports, this is still a small amount.  If the RLF symbols were the first link in OCLC, this volume would increase significantly.  The ILLs should be able to provide statistics to help with the analysis.)
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