Cataloging & Metadata Interest Group

May 2004 Notes

Member’s Council Delegates attending one or both days:  Ed Weissman (Chair), Karen Boehning; Greg Cotton, Cliff Glaviano, Betsy Hine, Jan Ison, Barbara Kriigel, Sue Phillips, Norma Read, John Whisler.  (On Day 1, delegates from the Global Librarianship Interest Group were also in attendance for the first topic)

OCLC Staff attending: Glenn Patton (OCLC Liaison), Cynthia Whitacre (Recorder), and many others for one or both days

Others attending: Larry Alford (Board Liaison), Kevin Furniss (OLAC), Maurice Glicksman (Board Liaison), Mark Scharff (MOUG)

Day 1: 

Topic 1: Update on batchloading issues:  Issues raised at previous meetings this year have been addressed by OCLC staff in a detailed memo from Liz Bishoff and Glenn Patton that was sent to both interest groups prior to the meeting.  Phyllis Spies stated that batchload is critical in building extended WorldCat and devoted the rest of this time on the topic to issues that OCLC needs to address in the future.  OCLC needs to step back and build a new framework in expectation of loading all kinds of metadata beyond MARC21.  The Oracle platform will allow this development as we move forward.  Phyllis distributed a one page Strategic Directions handout graphically representing possible future directions.  The chart shows types of collections for ingest, functions of the repository, and possible end user views.

Mike Teets discussed potential new frameworks that are under consideration.  OCLC is in the brainstorming stage right now with research, development, and product managers all contributing their thoughts.  There are questions of storage of data:  Will OCLC store incoming data in their original formats or convert them to other formats?  Will they be stored in one bucket or many buckets?  There are also questions regarding display.  OCLC currently stores records in an internal common data format, not in MARC or in Dublin Core.  This allows different views of the same data to be displayed.  The conversion into or out of the common data format happens as data is input and output.  Data could potentially be displayed to users in a variety of ways.  Users may be given options about how they want to view the data (in what format or formats) and may be given options regarding which categories of records they wish to view.  OCLC hopes to build an architectural framework throughout all the data stored.  Collection level metadata and item level metadata will be included.

Question:  Is this governed by standards and who maintains the standards?

Answer:  All incoming data must be governed by standards and must be in an agreed upon format (such as MARC21, EAD, VGA, DC, ONIX, etc.)  As additional standards are defined for exchanging and storing metadata, OCLC hopes to allow for input and export of records in those standards.  Standards will generally be maintained by bodies outside of OCLC, such as NISO and MARBI.  

Question:  What is the common data format that OCLC uses?

Answer:  It is based on MARC and written in XML.  It is an internal OCLC format that is flexible.  OCLC can expand this format to accommodate various needs.  It allows us now to display something that comes in as MARC21 in Dublin Core.  

Question:  How will subject access be handled when melding all these different formats into one database?  

Answer:  A number of avenues are under consideration.  LCSH often is not useful in digital collections, so additional thesauri, taxonomies, and vocabularies will need to be employed.  We are in the beginning stages of exploring this; the Office of Research is exploring various ways of handling this, including mapping of terminology between various thesauri.

Question:  The changes made to the current batchload system are good and the immediate problems have been solved.  Will there be recurring problems?

Answer:  Fundamental structural changes have been made, so OCLC does not expect the previous batchload problems will recur.  Improving communication with batchloading libraries will be an ongoing effort.  

Question:  How many records have been loaded from international libraries?

Answer:  So far this fiscal year, 620,000+ records have been loaded from international sources.  This is 2 ½ times more than the last fiscal year.  We will load more in the remaining month of this year.

Question:  What does the new framework mean for the OCLC – PICA handshake?

Answer:  Searching of the PICA GGC database through the current Connexion interface is quite low.  Various options are under review regarding better linking or the possibility of one larger database instead of two.  No decisions have been made.

Question:  What will extended WorldCat (XWC) allow that we don’t have now?

Answer:  Display of records in formats we cannot now load, records for cultural heritage resources, graphic display of some resources themselves, more Amazon like interaction.

Question:  A big challenge within the metadata realm is the granularity issue.  How will context be conveyed to the end user?

Answer:  We’re just starting to discuss versioning of WorldCat.  We know we need to address this.  WorldCat will contain metadata content, with links to graphic, textual, audio, etc. content.  WorldCat will keep growing with ½ the metadata being added in the long-term future expected to be non-MARC21.  

Question:  Some local systems are loading enhanced content (TOCS, cover art, etc.) from companies such as Syndetic Solutions.  But, many library catalogs are not equipped to handle or display this sort of data.  Library catalogs are often the weakest databases that libraries offer to their patrons.  When will things change and all this power be incorporated into WorldCat?  What is the timeframe for this project?

Answer:  We’re starting now.  OCLC plans to make incremental ongoing changes and improvements.  There is no end date for this effort.  

Question:  What are the implications for local systems?  Will WorldCat be a better tool than the ILS for end-user searching?  

Answer:  OCLC is trying to build strong links to local systems.  These are emerging issues that we are exploring.  OCLC may build some web services or small applet type tools that can be utilized by local systems, such as a validation routine for bibliographic records.  If data could be validated locally to OCLC standards, load into WorldCat will be made that much easier.  ILS vendors must adopt standards more quickly.  OCLC is talking to ILS vendors about all of these issues.  

At this point the two groups moved to separate rooms to discuss additional topics.

Topic 2: Update on Holdings and Rights:  Bill Carney presented the latest news on OCLC’s plans for a rights database.  (See the PowerPoint handout from the meeting for additional detail.)  OCLC learned a great deal from investigating this potential product over the past few years.  There is no easy way to manage rights for electronic resources.  The ultimate decision was not to build a standalone system, but to integrate rights information with WorldCat.  OCLC is currently working on the migration of the OCLC Union List data to Connexion and FirstSearch.  OCLC plans to build rights management into the new Union List.  OCLC hopes to migrate from the LDR (local data record) format to MFHD (MARC format for Holdings Data).  The concept of building a rights database didn’t die, but instead evolved into a new concept.  

Bill invited feedback from the group.  Comments and questions:

· There is a real problem with getting local holdings and rights data into a format that can be shared.  Many holdings are not in MFHD.

· The model presented appears very print based.  Where does the electronic fit in?

· Would this service be like Serials Solutions? 

· Data will come from libraries, from multiple subscription agents, and from publishers

· Serials Solutions cannot handle merged records (print and electronic on the same record)– will this service be able to do that? 

· We want holdings in WorldCat and would prefer to get data from OCLC if it is available

· Can OCLC beat other services on price?  It will come down to cost as a bottom line for choosing which service to use.

· Many local systems are bringing out rights management modules.  Will OCLC be competing with them?  (Answer:  OCLC wants to provide the data, not the system).  

As further investigation is done, Bill will come back to this group for additional feedback.

Topic 3: FRBR update:  Deb Bendig gave a PowerPoint presentation entitled “Optimizing FirstSearch WorldCat Results”.  OCLC is looking for a way to solve the problem of perceived duplicates for patrons in FirstSearch.  Unique cataloging for many different editions often don’t meet patron needs.  But, since cataloging each manifestation uniquely does meet the needs of scholarly researchers, different approaches within the display may be the answer.  Results within FirstSearch are currently sorted by holdings, with those most held displaying first.  This has helped end users, but more is needed.  OCLC plans to use FRBR concepts to further organize displays within FirstSearch to bring versions together and show relationships among versions.  This may also enhance resource sharing by increasing the potential pool of lenders, as other versions may be acceptable to patrons.  

Deb recommended looking at the OCLC Office of Research project Fiction Finder (http://fictionfinder.oclc.org) as one example of FRBR implementation.  Deb then showed some mock-ups of potential screen shots of FRBR implementation for FirstSearch.  FirstSearch implementation will use the OCLC Office of Research FRBR algorithm.  Results for a search on Harry Potter and the Goblet of Fire showed 41 results rolled up into a single entry.  Details for that entry show numbers for various languages and formats (audiobook, paper, large print).  Another approach might be to collapse all records for the English book, show another record for the Spanish audiocassette, another for Braille, etc.  The group reacted more positively to the first example than to the second.  Reaction overall to the approach was quite favorable.

Question:  What happens if you start your search with limits (limit by language or medium)?

Answer:  Good question – we’re still exploring what to do.  Different types of searches might call for different result set displays.  

Question:  Could the user skip a layer?  For example, doing a broad title search at first, and then going from those results right to the Spanish audiocassette version?  

Answer:  Right now we’re showing language as the primary sort with format second.  But, this may very well change as we work on designing this.  

We’re also uncertain how to display and group results for subject searches.  The group recommended using the power of authority records to help.  

The emphasis with the FRBR-like display in FirstSearch will be to get the user what they want, not on a strict implementation of FRBR.  OCLC is targeting end of calendar year 2004 as a time to implement this within FirstSearch.  Cataloging records will be used as is; no changes to cataloging records are needed for this implementation.

Question:  Are academic library searches different in any qualitative way from public library searches in FirstSearch?  

Answer:  We don’t know.  We know that many users of FirstSearch are library staff members who are doing known item searching vs. library patrons who more often do keyword searching.  But, we haven’t differentiated searching statistics by type of library. 

ILL will still require a single record when phase one of FRBR display is implemented.  We hope in phase two to draw upon all the possible versions, using holdings from multiple records (if a specific version is not required) for potential lenders.  OCLC will be working closely with advisory groups and end users doing prototyping and usability testing before this is made generally available.  Feedback is welcome from all.

Glenn Patton asked the group if anyone had heard of Local System vendors working with FRBR other than VTLS.  Mark Scharff responded that Innovative Interfaces was developing a FRBR product that libraries could purchase as an option.  Glenn encouraged libraries to make their interest in FRBR known to their ILS vendors.  

Day 2:

Topic 4: Environmental Scan:  Ed Weissman passed out a one page snap shot of trends from the scan to begin the discussion.  The discussion then ranged over many points, including:

· Libraries need better access to other thesauri besides LCSH

· Silos were mentioned in the scan.  Libraries have silos for types of data.  We need a more integrated framework for all the information that can be provided by a library.  How can a single search be broadcast across many schemes of data and still provide coherent and useful results?

· Libraries need to do a better job of translating data for the lay person

· The immediacy of Google results makes it popular, but it is just another silo.

· People are sophisticated enough to know that you search Google for bits of information whereas you search a library catalog to retrieve specific items.

· WorldCat may not currently provide enough granularity in search results

· In the scan, p. 78 “Bibliographic information is a corporate asset …”  Libraries may want to focus on building that asset by cataloging the “hard stuff” that no one else owns.  Creation of metadata is very expensive and needs to be treated like a very valuable asset.

· Libraries need to bring structure to unstructured data; we need to automate those things that we can automate, so that we can concentrate staff resources on those that cannot be automated.

· What does “adding intellectual value” to content mean for libraries?

· Ought we to be scanning full-text into our catalogs instead of cataloging the item?

· Should we be cataloging web sites, or are search engines sufficient for coverage of web sites?

· What brings added value to library catalogs?  TOCs, links to TOCs, other evaluative content?  Do we keep these in our catalogs or delete them as distracting?  Some feel that linking out of the catalog to a resource elsewhere is a problem.

· Why are libraries still “futzing” in records and doing many steps beyond basic copy cataloging.  Is this worth the time devoted to it?  As library leaders, we need to set priorities for staff time and resources.

· Many library staff are retiring soon; how will this affect workflow in technical services?  

· If institutions don’t replace cataloging staff when they resign or retire, this is a huge problem; bibliographic records don’t fall out of the sky.  Cataloging departments are where the magic happens.  

· Adding subject headings to copy to make it more useful based on actual usage patterns and patron search statistic is a top priority in one library.  

· Libraries need to share the enhancements they make locally to records with the world so that more libraries benefit.  This is what the cooperative is all about.  We need to change the mind-set about the sacredness of the master record among catalogers, especially the sacredness of LC records.

· We don’t yet know how FRBR will play into all of this.  It will be particularly useful for fiction, where more editions and versions of works are common.

Out of all this, the issues identified for potential discussion by the group next year are:

· Making subject thesauri and structured vocabularies for many disciplines more widely available

· Need to provide integrated searching across various metadata schemes and intelligible displays of search results despite differences in granularity.

· Make display of bibliographic records more understandable to the end user

· Enhancing records within WorldCat and through notification, distributing the enhancements to the local catalogs of institutions who have used the records:  broadening the ability to enhance records and add useful data; changing the mind-set of catalogers who fear editing the master record; display of who edited or added which data to the record

· Bringing structure to unstructured data--Coping with non-traditional items in library catalogs:  Different metadata schemes, training issues, management of new workflows

· Need for a federated searching tool

· Catalogers need to be proactive in setting priorities for themselves and presenting them to the world before others decide for them about what is important and what is not.

Topic 5: Update of past issues:  

Government documents:  Glenn communicated our discussions from the last meeting with the current chair of the cataloging committee of GODORT.  There is agreement that economic issues are the primary reason why some libraries are not cataloging documents within WorldCat.  Many initiatives are underway which may impact the arena of government documents and cataloging including: an ARL/GPO digitization project for older federal documents, GPO is seeking more efficient ways to set holdings within WorldCat for regional depositories (discussions are in the early stages), GPO is looking for a local system, which may change the way cataloging is done for government documents.  

Quality issues:  Jan Ison expressed concern about record selection by non-catalogers who are using OCLC, particularly CatExpress.  Setting holdings on the correct record has a huge impact on resource sharing (such as the difference between abridged and unabridged audiobooks).  This is a training issue and may mainly be a network responsibility.  However, everyone in the collaborative needs to understand the importance of quality.  OCLC needs to balance ease of use with quality considerations.  Jan’s concerns stem from experiences in her own local catalog where various libraries in the consortium have attached holdings to incorrect records, causing big clean-up problems.  

Some suggestions from those present:  

· Visual cues within cataloging records (format symbols such as VHS vs. DVD, book jacket images, etc.).  Most thought this a great idea, as long as it is optional and can be turned on or off by the individual cataloger.  

· Re-ordering the results list to bring the item with most holdings to the top might be another aid.  There were mixed reactions to this in the cataloging mode

· CatExpress training done by OHIONET was mentioned as a model that has been shared with other networks

· The group that needs this type of training the most is the group of people least likely to attend any training

· Adding a new component on record selection to the CatExpress online tutorial was suggested

Other:  

Appreciation was expressed for the batchload written response and for the work done to improve batchload over the past few months.  Volunteers were requested for a group to review the communications from OCLC to institutions concerning batchloading. 

Connexion update:  A conference call in summer (after June) or fall might be helpful.  

Ed thanked Glenn for his work as liaison this year.  Glenn thanked the entire group for their enthusiastic participation in all the discussions throughout the year.  

Topics for Discussion in the Future and/or for Conference Calls:

· Continued discussion of FRBR

· Continue discussion of integration of non-MARC metadata formats into WorldCat

· Discuss the problem of holdings maintenance in shared databases.  Many libraries don’t delete holdings in WorldCat or other shared catalogs even if they discard something and delete it locally.  How can we encourage and facilitate holdings maintenance within the OCLC cooperative?  

· Discussion of technical services issues arising from the Environmental Scan

