DRAFT MINUTES

UC Heads of Technical Services (HOTS) 
Meeting at the California Digital Library, 415 20th Street, Oakland,  9:30-2:30, Nov. 2, 2001

Members present: Lee Leighton (UCB), Clint Howard (UCD), Carole Kiehl (UCI), Sara Shatford Layne (UCLA), Nancy Douglas, Chair (UCR), Karen Cargille (UCSD), Paul Wakeford (UCSF), Cecily Johns (UCSB), Larry Millsap (UCSC), Karen Coyle (CDL); unable to attend: R Bruce Miller (UCM), Kate Pecarovich (LAUC)

Minutes 

1. SOPAG Task Force on Access Integration (Douglas, from John Tanno) 
Tanno said he'd be glad to have us discuss this, "providing, of course, that it is clear that SOPAG has not yet reviewed it or determined what action will be taken on the report. I would find it helpful if you could share with me any preliminary thoughts you and HOTS may be able to offer." SOPAG will be discussing it fully at a Dec. 7 meeting that will include chairs of the all-campus groups.

HOTS came to several points of agreement about the report to forward to SOPAG:
1) We view very positively the proposal to reuse the existing MARC records as much as possible. 

2) We agree that the union catalog should continue to be the primary discovery tool.  We could add a field or code to records to support inclusion into a directory if it were so desired.

3) However, we question the future of directories, particularly in how well a directory scales up as it grows, and would support it only if it can be done with minimal time or effort from local campuses or CDL.  With no clear characterization of what “directory style” means, we find no clear justification of why a directory is better than a subset of the catalog.  If a directory is simply a browsable list, we suggest its abandonment as not maintainable as it grows.  We do support access to electronic databases as a category, however.

4) We suggest this report be referred to the Aleph implementation team as a reference, in order to retain the effort and thought that has gone into it.  However, it is not yet known what might be potentially easy to do in the new system, and we think the report goes too far into details of implementation, when there might be better ways of achieving goals in the new system.

5) The suggested added information about type and browsable subjects would require considerable cleanup of existing records, or could be begun only with new materials but that would leave the file uneven.  There are some 160,000 plus electronic materials records (before merging -- some 20-30,000 when merged) involved at present.  Although we might be able to agree on a field to designate electronic resources, or a set of vocabulary for the 655 fields, we would prefer more checking on national standard changes that are underway, rather than creating some local standard change which might come into conflict with the national standards.  We suggest that this sort of decision-making might be more profitably done through HOTS and input from the campuses, rather than delegating to a SOPAG task force or SCP.

6) In regard to the discussion of directories versus catalogs and providing users with the sort of access they’ve come to expect in other access to the internet, we would like to see more user statistics and user studies.  If the catalog can be made to provide better access than a “Google-type” approach, we should be working toward that.

2. SCP Steering Committee proposal on clustering (Shatford Layne) 
Proposal about clustering records in the new MELVYL. We are requested to respond to the Shared Cataloging Steering Committee soon.  CONSER guidelines also provided for reference.

HOTS concern was in questioning how far “equivalent content” could go, in inadvertently clustering versions that should be kept apart.  Shatford Layne explained that the proposal could allow the campuses more freedom in choice of how titles are cataloged (as compared to the concept of TFER2), while compensating by still allowing the records to cluster in MELVYL.  With that, HOTS endorsed that the SCP Steering Committee address more thought and exploration along these lines, first for the records with 856 fields and then more widely, and suggested that they also consider input from Karen Coyle and current national efforts.  Coyle said that CDL probably could not test a change in the merging algorithm for a year or so.  We would like the Steering Committee to have a progress report for our next meeting.

3. Draft Standard for UC Union Catalog Input Records, last revised in 1990. The standard is being revised in preparation for moving into the new environment when MELVYL is running on the Aleph software platform.  Comments to Christina Campbell by Friday, November 9.  (All, Coyle)

HOTS accepts the recommendation from CDL and forwards to SOPAG with our endorsement.  Our discussion focused on the fact that this document only directs us toward the national standard for the 852 field, and requires no campus changes at present.  As any campus migrates into a new system, the standard should be part of any new implementation.  It does not make requirements on how our local catalogs look.  CDL is paying for Aleph to provide a way of accepting our current local data for this implementation of MELVYL, so no immediate local changes are required.

4. Copy level information in the MELVYL Union Catalog (All, Coyle)

The heart of this issue seemed to be that, occasionally, information that looks like copy information may show up in a holdings statement.  In some cases, although it looks like copy information, it really is more detailed location information.  Since it does have varying campus interpretations, we would prefer the information appear rather than being rejected.  To HOTS, it doesn’t seem to be a problem; we wondered if it were more a public services concern.

5. Cataloging with vendor records (Leighton) 
Leighton reported on records primarily from Western European vendors that weren’t really copy cataloging, yet with something present in OCLC could not be considered original.  He asked how the campuses were treating these.  UCB is sorting them into CATME Plus and doing a national level enhance, and UCLA is upgrading about 200/month.  Lee urged us all toward trying CATME Plus and upgrading, as a benefit to the quality of the database and so each of us doesn’t have to clean up the same record locally.

6. E-resources acquisitions and processing (Shatford Lane) 
How are different campuses handling acquisitions and processing of e-resources? More specifically, who has separate "digital acquisitions" databases and what are they like? How are we assigning responsibility for processing and cataloging e-resources-- devoting individual fte's or spreading the responsibility among many individuals?

Only UCLA was creating a separate database; other campuses were generally tracking information on the order record.  UCR adds information to the order record regarding proxy access, ILL restrictions, e-reserves limits, course pack restrictions, and when the database can be canceled.  Most campuses had the Acquisitions activities concentrated in a person or two, with a split between concentrated and distributed cataloging.  Only UCSF seemed to have all aspects fully integrated.

7. Who is using EDI to pay invoices and order? With what vendors? (Shatford Lane)
Campuses seemed to be doing electronic invoicing with any vendor that offered it, particularly with serials, and all were very happy with it.  Specific vendors mentioned included Yankee, Harrassowitz, Academic, Nijhoff, Touzot, Cassolini, Ebsco, Swets, Book House.

8. CDL Coinvest reports (Cargille)
Cargille distributed and explained the reports.

9. CDL licenses that specify the use of only one vendor (Cargille)
This was a heads-up, as Cargille explained that there has been a request from Elsevier that we go to only one or at most two vendors in order to get the deep discount from Elsevier.  It could not take place as soon as next year.  It is something we would try to dissuade publishers from demanding.  The top two providers would probably be Ebsco and Swets, though Cargille will probably be polling the Acquisitions contacts.

10. SCP - Proposals for new cataloging projects  (Cargille)
Not discussed, due to lack of time.

11. Round robin
HOTS members agreed to share their round robin comments electronically, due to running out of time.

Not an agenda item, but we did mention briefly that it might be a useful topic for discussion at SOPAG:
Particularly during this Aleph implementation project period, should there be some discussion of what and how questions or tasks go to HOTS and what goes to SOPAG?

The next HOTS meeting is scheduled for Friday, April 12, 2001.
