Members Council

Resource Sharing Interest Group

Monday, February 9

Open WorldCat – Ericka McDonald

Ericka gave an overview of Open WorldCat pilot, focusing on authentication and fulfillment.  She asked the group to comment on the currently supported fulfillment options -- all those supported by FirstSearch -- and on the currently supported authentication method – IP address recognition.  

Group discussion:   IP-authentication is limited, OCLC should consider support of  EZ proxy and other proxy servers.   Open WorldCat and FS will share authentication methods, and the group seemed to agree that sharing authentication between FS and open WorldCat is a good approach.

How will patrons request items?  System takes patrons to their local catalog.  Ericka showed the ILL interface via open WorldCat.  NCIP will also be supported.   Patrons want to get items without having to complete online forms.  Will RSIG members be supporting NCIP?  Yes, but only Montana was planning on an imminent implantation and will use SIRSI.  OCLC had tested w/SIRSI.  

What is the benefit to libraries?  Ericka reviewed the purpose of the pilot, ie, making library collections visible and available on the open Web where both library users and non users are most likely to begin their search (eg, search engines, etc).  

RSIG asked, if OCLC is making WorldCat publicly available for discovery what is value of retaining the local system?  If the ILS were modular enough this could serve as the public interface with the ILS supporting the actual circulation transaction and storage/maintenance of valid patrons and patron data  

FRBR for FS WorldCat--Deb Bendig

Deb briefly reviewed the project for implementing a FRBR view of WorldCat on FirstSearch.   WorldCat records describe manifestations of works, that is, particular editions/versions of given books, etc.  FRBR will allow OCLC to co-locate records that describe the same work, thus reducing the display of duplicate records within FS WorldCat and ILL.  This will improve workflow for ILL staff and library patrons.

Deb showed a mock-up of a FRBR presentation scheme and listed a few of the questions that OCLC will address with its membership in implementing FRBR by the end of calendar 2004.  

Group  Discussion:   FRBR will require cooperation with the ILS vendors, because patrons will need to specify language and format.  Currently requests are often placed on inappropriate records.  Patrons usually want a particular work, not a particular manifestation.  

Deb suggested that this will not be an optional feature in WorldCat, that is, WorldCat will display a FRBR view or a record-level view, based on the type of search, user, etc.  

Joan K. volunteered to sit on Deb’s virtual advisory group for FRBR implementation in reference and resource sharing.    The group suggested that OCLC consider having faculty participate in the interest group.    

The need for FRBR will vary by user, so the system should allow for this.  Grad students, for instance, might need a particular edition.  There needs to be customization options for libraries as well as tools that would support group deployment.  Rich Greene (OCLC)  reported on the OCLC Office of Research’s project to “FRBRize” WorldCat.  The algorithm is available on the Web; VTLS has their own; and the LC has one or more tools. Algorithms vary across implementations because FRBR is flexible.  Which ILS vendors OCLC is working with?   OCLC has worked with VTLS, but the other vendors seem to be waiting for a clearer implementation path.  

Will OCLC provide marketing/informational materials to help libraries communicate what FRBR is and how it benefits staff and patrons? 

Are there FRBR standards?  Deb reported that there is a standard but it is open to interpretation.  Rich said that FRBR is just a conceptual model, not a standard yet.  There are several task forces in JISC considering AACR2 and FRBR, and MARC will follow that.  Nevertheless, it is still possible to use the concept for making decisions about collocating records.

Tuesday, February 10, 2004

Models of Resource Sharing--Magda El-Sherbini (Ohionet)

Discussed OhioLink resource sharing model, which allows patrons to request items via OhioLink ILL and receive materials in two days.  Most of their requests go through circulation, but there is still growth in ILL traffic.  Non roman language materials, materials not available via circulation, AV materials, etc still come through ILL vs. circulation.  Article requests also tend to come through ILL.  

Most requests are filled through other libraries, not through ILL.  Staff tend to go directly to partners, such as CIC, first, and then to other direct partners, rather than OCLC.  There is software that supports this.

Group Discussion:  Does WorldCat’s provision of holdings devalue the library?  No.  OCLC should be promoting holdings and promoting use of tools and data such as union listing and custom holdings to facilitate better use of OCLC ILL.

How are other committee members integrating their ILL/circ-based resource sharing workflows and systems?   Remote circulation in among the ILCSO group accounts for 10% of all circulation.  Many institutions are ILLiad, and the state will implement group services.  Statewide, it is a multi-tiered approach to resource sharing.   Others reported that 85-90% of their resource sharing can be fulfilled within their consortium.   It’s important that resource sharing be developed to support all types of libraries including school and public libraries.

Collette mentioned that one goal of the request manager project is to make it interoperable with circulation systems.  Chip also mentioned that OCLC is developing a Web services model that will make OCLC ILL interoperable with other circ-based systems.  

Group members stressed the importance of patron self-service and encouraged OCLC to build tools that support it.   It’s also important to improve staff workflow by integrating ILL into the circulation workflow and allow the majority of resource sharing to be conducted by circ staff.

ILS vendors and WorldCat holdings—Doug Loynes

Doug reported on group catalog implementations by MERLN, MO, Florida, with a number in the pipeline.   OCLC is seeing even more clearly with the group catalog service that holdings are critical to the success of the cooperative.  Only 8,300 of 20,000 libraries using WorldCat on FirstSearch have holdings in the database.  OCLC’s traditional methods of obtaining holdings probably won’t scale to close this gap.  As a result, OCLC is considering working directly with ILS vendors to populate WorldCat holdings information, including serials holdings.  In this model, ILS vendors that have access to holdings could provide OCLC with a single holdings feed directly, rather than the traditional model of gathering holdings directly from individual libraries.  

Doug asked the group what libraries would think of this approach to gathering holdings information.

Group discussion:   SIRSI has  a “reports” package that does provide this service, albeit in a very hands on way.  It should be possible to refine this tool and then perhaps expand its use to include other vendors.  

Isn’t this (loads from ILS) being done today.  Doug reported that we do receive feeds from vendors today, which is output in MARC format.  Libraries need to be polled or consulted about this, because many libraries aren’t aware that they can do this.  

Why haven’t libraries contributed holdings?  Does OCLC know?  Some consortium catalog under one symbol so that 150 libraries are all under one symbol.  There are libraries with multiple branch campuses in the same situation.  This is important because it works against efficient resource sharing.

How does this new model differ from batchloading?   Doug said that is a matter of scaling up, so that OCLC is working directly with the local system vendors, on behalf of libraries.  This would mean fewer batchloads for OCLC.   What is the advantage of this would be to the ILS vendors?   It extends their service model, by supporting seamless access into OCLC at the point of need within their application.   This model would still require the permission of libraries to ad records.  Are libraries not contributing because of cost or for other reasons?  OCLC needs to understand the barriers.  

Anne Craig reported that Illinois does a statewide batchload four times a year for 1,200 libraries in the state.  Built into this has to be acknowledgement of the work that needs to be done on the input side to clean up the records being submitted.  Illinois is also mandating the use of OCLC records.  It’s also a quarterly process, which isn’t ideal.  

ILL pricing--Chris Keyser

Updated group on ILL subscription pricing.  OCLC has calculated FY05 subscription price for every ILL institution, and this pricing will go out to the networks in the next 2 weeks.  Pricing is based on most recent twelve months.  Networks will also receive two years of history (01/02) in order to allow them and libraries to assess the value of subscription pricing.  

Group discussion:  The price for statewide models will differ from the OCLC list price.  We need to come at the problem from a different angle.  

Chris talked about OCLC’s experience in pricing ILL subscriptions for groups, particularly statewide groups.  OCLC bases group pricing on actual use plus a premium for new libraries.  

Libraries may be hesitant to commit to a subscription, if they are planning to move to a circ based system.   Indiana plans to foster direct borrowing among academic libraries.  They are not positioned to create a catalog and database through a single ILS vendor, but this “OhioLink” model has influenced the thinking of many library directors.  What they will face is the question of what is attractive about this model.  The directors need to see group services as a circ-based/regional resource sharing model.  The OhioLink model offers many efficiencies but is expensive.  Others agreed that OCLC needs to show that this model is less expensive than an OhioLink model.   A possible approach is to front-load the expense of the OCLC model to make pricing to make it consistent with vendors and the funding arrangements that many groups have.

Sandra Yee shared Mary Jackson’s recent report on ARL resource sharing costs, which compare mediated and unmediated requests.  

Issues for the Members Council—Sandra Yee

Last time we met, said it would be nice to have a brochure or something to hand to their constituency.  

What issues would you like us to bring to OCLC?  

· Request Manager project (particular interest in load leveling and changing roles in the library vis a vis ILL, circulation, resource sharing)

· OCLC’s long-run position in “stitching together” the various fulfillment options supported by libraries

Possible topics for May meeting:

· Request manager project update

· More discussion of Open WorldCat

· Environmental Scan

· Redefinition of requesting

· User demand—is there no end or no end in sight?

· Stitching together “get it”—mapping out the integration of discovery and delivery

· Pricing

