COUNCIL MEETING Agenda
Thursday, December 3, 2009
Sudakoff Center
New College
Sarasota, Florida
8:30 a.m. – 3:00 p.m.
New College Reception: Cook Hall, 5:00 – 6:00 p.m.
Dinner – Treviso Restaurant, Ringling Museum – 6:30 p.m.
1. Agreement on Agenda
2. Minutes of September 10, 2009 [CSUL Attachment 1]
3. Schedule of next meetings
•
•
•
•

March 4-5, 2010 – UF
June 3-4, 2010 – FIU
September, 2-3 2010 – FAU
December 3, 2010 – with CCLA; CCLA to arrange

4. CPC Quarterly Report [Attachment 2, 2A, 2B]
Action Items (CPC)
•

•
•

The ERS recommends purchasing the ProQuest African American Biographical
Database with 2009-2010 database funds, with a nominal annual access fee
thereafter. The final purchase price will be equivalent to the previous year’s
subscription expenditure.
The ERS recommends reducing the number of ports in the OCLC Research Package
databases to 1 port per database, with the exception of Anthropology Plus, which will
stay at 10 ports.
CPC requests permission to hold a face-to-face meeting at a central location in
February 2010. The intent of this meeting is to discuss contracts in negotiation and to
develop the 2010 Action Plan.

5. PSPC Quarterly Report [Attachment 3, 3A, 3B]
Action Items
•
•
•

PSPC request CSUL approval for the Access Services Sub-committee to hold a face
to face meeting.
PSPC request CSUL’s approval of a Government Document Subcommittee
PSPC requests that CSUL approve the 2010 Action Chart

6. TSPC Quarterly Report [CSUL Attachments 4, 4A]
Action item: The TSPC requests approval of the new TSPC Chair for 2011.
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7. TAG Quarterly Report [CSUL Attachments 5, 5A, 5B]
8. RDA/FRBR Tutorial – Bill Garrison [Attachment 6, ppt. FRBR]
9. OSTI MARC Records [Attachment 7] – Judy Russell
10. Updates
• Unmediated Borrowing – Julia Zimmerman
Brief demonstration of UBorrow – Jean Phillips and Jennifer Kuntz
• Single Bib – Laurie Probst
• Storage Facility – Judy Russell
11. Director’s Discussion
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CSUL Attachment 2 CPC Quarterly Report
Council of State University Libraries
Collections Planning Committee
Quarterly Report: December 2009
This report includes discussions and activities from committee meetings conducted in person
via conference call on September 9, October 13, and November 24, and via e-mail. Attached is
the ERS quarterly report (Appendix A). The E-book usability study survey form is sent
separately. The report from the Primary Vendor Task Force will be distributed at the meeting.
Action Items
1. The ERS recommends purchasing the ProQuest African American Biographical Database
with 2009-2010 database funds, with a nominal annual access fee thereafter. The final
purchase price will be equivalent to the previous year’s subscription expenditure.
2. The ERS recommends reducing the number of ports in the OCLC Research Package
databases to 1 port per database, with the exception of Anthropology Plus, which will
stay at 10 ports.
3. CPC requests permission to hold a face-to-face meeting at a central location in February
2010. The intent of this meeting is to discuss contracts in negotiation and to develop
the 2010 Action Plan.
Information Items
1. FCLA Database Budget: All renewal quotes have been received, and with the
cancellations approved at the September CSUL meeting and the recommended changes
to AABD and the OCLC Research Package, a modest amount of money will be left to
support the CPC pilot e-book collection.
• AABD is no longer being updated. ProQuest was willing to sell us perpetual
access to the database for the cost of one year’s subscription fees, with a modest
annual platform fee. ERS voted 8-2 in favor of purchasing the product.
• OCLC Research Package usage statistics are low due to the narrow focus of most
of these databases. Our current pricing is based on 5 simultaneous users (except
for Anthropology Plus, which is more heavily used). There are no options
between 1 and 5 users. ERS voted to reduce the number of ports to 1
simultaneous user and will analyze turnaway statistics to determine whether it
will be necessary to increase ports selectively next year.
• The Web of Science contract renewal proposal was received; it is for three years.
The proposal included 2 options (one with backfile and one without).
Institutions have sent their preferences to Claire Dygert.

2. Electronic Journal Packages are in various stages of negotiation.
•

•
•

•

Wiley-Blackwell. The three-year Wiley contract is up at the end of December 2009,
and although we have been asking them for a proposal for 18 months, they sent their
first proposal in October 2009. They are charging SUL libraries different base prices for
their journals and their fee structure is inconsistent. Claire Dygert will take a
counterproposal to Wiley-Blackwell, requesting that they normalize their subscription
costs and create a tiered fee structure that distributes the burden fairly among the
universities.
Springer. Seven ICUF institutions are joining the FCLA contract in January 2010. Their
participation allowed for a reduced annual price cap.
Elsevier. Elsevier amended their current contract to lower their price caps for 2010 and
to allow continued access to the Freedom collection at the Uniform Title List fee level
(the higher Freedom collection fees were originally to start in 2010). Invoices are in
process.
Sage. Sage offers consortial pricing on their all-access package but because so many
new titles are included, the pricing is prohibitive for most of us. This is not a centrallybrokered package; each institution has an individual contract.

3. Primary Vendor Task Force update A detailed report will be available for distribution at
the meeting.
4. The E-book usability Task Force has targeted the study to review subject areas in the
humanities, social sciences, science and medicine. The goal is to determine if there are
different use patterns associated with the different disciplines and whether patterns
differ among graduate, undergraduate, and professional students. UF has received IRB
approval to distribute the attached survey (Appendix B), which they will feature on their
website and will promulgate through departmental liaisons. The task force is looking
for four or five SUL institutions of varying size to distribute this survey locally.

Respectfully submitted,
Rebecca Donlan, FGCU
Chair, Collections Planning Committee
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Appendix A

State University Libraries - Electronic Resources Subcommittee Quarterly Report
November 20, 2009
This report reflects discussions and activities from conference calls on September 14, October 5, and
November 6, 2009, and e-mail activities.

Action Items:
1. The ERS recommends Athena Hoeppner (UCF) to serve as ERS Chair and Anjana Bhatt (FGCU)
as ERC Vice Chair for the 2010 calendar year.
2. The ERS recommends purchasing the ProQuest African American Biographical Database with
2009-2010 database funds, with a nominal annual access fee thereafter. Final purchasing price
will be equivalent to previous year’s subscription expenditure. (see Information Item 3a)
3. The ERS recommends reducing the number of ports in the OCLC Research Package databases
to 1 port per database, with the exception of Anthropology Plus which will remain at 10. (see
Information Item 3b)

Information items:
1. FCLA Database Budget
All renewal quotes have been received for this year. With the cancellations approved at the
September CSUL meeting and the above changes, a modest amount of money will be leftover in
the FCLA budget to support the CPC Pilot E-book Project.
2. Electronic Journal Packages
a. Springer – Seven ICUF institutions will be joining the FCLA Springer contract beginning in 2010.
The additional participating institutions allowed for a reduced annual price cap.
b. Elsevier – Elsevier amended the current contract to lower their price cap for 2010 and allowed
continued access to the Freedom collection at the UTL fee level (Freedom fees were scheduled
to begin in 2010.) Invoices should be received by the institutions within a week or two.
c. Wiley/Blackwell – Despite repeated requests, Wiley/Blackwell has not provided an SUS
proposal for 2010. Claire developed a proposal Wiley/Blackwell with fees based upon a
percentage of subscribed titles . As of the last ERS conference call Wiley has not responded.
Claire is trying to arrange a call with them to discuss our negotiations.
d. Sage – Institutional renewals of Sage have been problematic, with inconsistencies in the
information provided by Sage across libraries. The cost of the all-access package that Sage is
promoting is prohibitive; even though it is a significant number of new titles, most libraries do not
have the budget to increase their holdings. Chris Poehlmann (UF) had recent contact with Sage
and asked the representative to forward information to the consortium members. Valerie is
arranging a conference call with Sage to answer questions on the renewal. Each institution has
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an individual contract with Sage. It was determined in the annual CPC/ERS meeting not to
pursue a centrally FCLA brokered deal with Sage.
3. Databases

a. African American Biographical Database – AABD will no longer be updated. The ERS
requested that Claire inquire about purchasing access to the database rather than continuing on
a subscription model. ProQuest responded positively with a cost that was advantageous to the
consortia, but requires a modest annual platform fee. The ERS voted 8-2 in favor of purchasing
the product.
b. OCLC Research Package – Due to the narrow research focus of majority of these databases,
usage statistics are low. Claire explored the possibility of changing to a lower number of
simultaneous users. Our choices are either one user or five (our current spending level). One
institution is using WorldCat Local as an interface to their resources and has activated all OCLC
databases in this portal. There was some concern that this would persistently tie up the one port
for the OCLC Research Package databases. After repeated attempts at contact, OCLC clarified
the point at which a port is in use. The ERS voted unanimously to reduce the number of ports,
and will analyze turnaways if necessary to try to determine the cause.
c. Web of Science – Thomson Reuters submitted a renewal proposal for the Web of Science
products based on a three-year contract renewal. The proposal included two options, one of
which was predicated on purchasing backfiles. The institutions were polled as to which option
they preferred.

E-resource Issues & Initiatives
1. Appropriation 81 – Claire regularly updates the ERS on the progress of the Appropriation 81
documentation.
2. NetLibrary – The ERS discussed whether our libraries are still purchasing Lyrasis netLibrary
packages. Some libraries have moved away from netLibrary as a preferred interface due to
access and printing restrictions.

Respectfully submitted,
Valerie Boulos, Chair, Electronic Resources Subcommittee
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CSUL Attachment 2A E-Book Usability Study

E-Book Usability Study
1. Study Consent Form. Survey.
Purpose of this Study
We are inviting you to take part in a research project to study how faculty, staff and students use ebooks. This study is led by researchers from the University of Florida’s Health Science Center Library and
Smathers’ Libraries.
The “Survey” aspect of the study is described in this consent form.
What Will Happen During the Study
You will be asked to answer an online questionnaire about your use and experiences using e-books.
You will also be asked to answer a few demographic questions, such as your department, status
(graduate student, post-doc, etc), and if you have received prior training in using online resources.
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CSUL Attachment 2A E-Book Usability Study

E-Book Usability Study
2. Consent

* 1. Your Privacy is Important
Your answers are completely anonymous, and no information about you will
be recorded except for the demographic information. The answers to your
questions, as well as the demographic information, will not be linked to your
name in any way. The investigators will not have access to your name or
other identifying information. The investigators will publish and present
results from this research study as they think best for research and
teaching purposes.
If you have any questions regarding this study, please contact the principal
investigator, Cecilia Botero(cecbote@ufl.edu ).

Risks and Discomforts
We do not know of any personal risk or discomfort you will have from being
in this study.
Compensation
You will receive a snack (granola bar or similar item) for your participation
in the online assessments.
Benefits
You may learn more about e-books available from the University of Florida
libraries.
Your Rights
You are free to refuse to participate or to withdraw from the study at any
time without penalty and without jeopardy.
For questions about your rights as a research participant, contact the IRB
office at 352-392-0433 or irb2@ufl.edu .
Consent
j
k
l
m
n

I have read the procedure described above. I voluntarily agree to participate in the procedure.
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CSUL Attachment 2A E-Book Usability Study

E-Book Usability Study
j
k
l
m
n

I do not wish to participate in this study.

UF IRB-02 Approved Study #2009-U-0261
Approved through 4 March 2010
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E-Book Usability Study
3. Demographic information

* 1. 1. University of Florida division (e.g., college, school):
* 2. 2. Department (if you are not a student) or Major or degree program (if
you are a student):

* 3. 3. Your primary status:
j
k
l
m
n

Undergraduate Student

j
k
l
m
n

Masters Degree Student

j
k
l
m
n

Doctoral Degree Student (PhD)

j
k
l
m
n

Professional Degree Student (MD, DVM, etc)

j
k
l
m
n

Post-doctoral Associate

j
k
l
m
n

Assistant Professor

j
k
l
m
n

Associate Professor

j
k
l
m
n

Professor

j
k
l
m
n

Other: please specify in box

Other (please specify)

4. What is your age group?
j
k
l
m
n

18-22

j
k
l
m
n

23-27

j
k
l
m
n

28-34

j
k
l
m
n

35-45

j
k
l
m
n

46-55

j
k
l
m
n

56-65

j
k
l
m
n

Over 65

5. What is your gender
j
k
l
m
n

Female

j
k
l
m
n

Male

Page 4

CSUL Attachment 2A E-Book Usability Study

E-Book Usability Study
6. What is your work or study status?
j
k
l
m
n

Full Time

j
k
l
m
n

Part Time
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E-Book Usability Study
4. E-Book usability survey questions

* 1. 4. How often do you use the web to find information for research?
j
k
l
m
n

Daily

j
k
l
m
n

A few times a week

j
k
l
m
n

Weekly

j
k
l
m
n

Every couple of weeks

j
k
l
m
n

Monthly

j
k
l
m
n

A few times a semester

j
k
l
m
n

A few times a year

j
k
l
m
n

Never

j
k
l
m
n

N/A - I do not perform research

2. How often do you pay a visit to your university library in person?
j
k
l
m
n

Daily

j
k
l
m
n

Weekly

j
k
l
m
n

Every two weeks

j
k
l
m
n

Monthly

j
k
l
m
n

Once a semester

j
k
l
m
n

Rarely

j
k
l
m
n

Never

3. Why do you go there?
c
d
e
f
g

Use reserved materials

c
d
e
f
g

Borrow books

c
d
e
f
g

Study in quiet environment

c
d
e
f
g

Relax between classes

c
d
e
f
g

Check my email or surf the web

c
d
e
f
g

Ask a librarian for help

c
d
e
f
g

Study in a group

c
d
e
f
g

Browse books or journals
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E-Book Usability Study
4. Do you use e-books?
j
k
l
m
n

Yes

j
k
l
m
n

No

5. How did you access the last e-book you used?
j
k
l
m
n

Bought a copy

j
k
l
m
n

Got it from the university library

j
k
l
m
n

Got it from another library

j
k
l
m
n

Got it free off the internet

j
k
l
m
n

Got it from a friend or colleague

j
k
l
m
n

Don't remember

6. How did you read the content?
j
k
l
m
n

Read the content from a screen

j
k
l
m
n

Printed the content and read from the paper

j
k
l
m
n

E-book reader

j
k
l
m
n

Smart phone

j
k
l
m
n

Other hand held device

7. How much of that e-book did you read online?
j
k
l
m
n

The whole book

j
k
l
m
n

Several whole chapters

j
k
l
m
n

One whole chapter

j
k
l
m
n

Browsed throughout the book

j
k
l
m
n

Looked at it very briefly

8. How many e-books have you used in the past semester?
c
d
e
f
g

More than 5 titles

c
d
e
f
g

3 - 5 titles

c
d
e
f
g

1 - 2 titles

c
d
e
f
g

None

c
d
e
f
g

Not sure
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E-Book Usability Study

* 9. What aspects of e-books do you like the best?
* 10. What aspects of e-books do you dislike?

11. How often do you physically visit the library on average?
j
k
l
m
n

Daily

j
k
l
m
n

Weekly

j
k
l
m
n

Monthly

j
k
l
m
n

Once a semester

j
k
l
m
n

Almost never

j
k
l
m
n

Never

12. How often do you use the library's online resources on average?
j
k
l
m
n

Daily

j
k
l
m
n

Weekly

j
k
l
m
n

Monthly

j
k
l
m
n

Once a semester

j
k
l
m
n

Almost never

j
k
l
m
n

Never

13. If the library offers the same title both as an e-book and print book
which format would you elect to use?
c
d
e
f
g

e -book version

c
d
e
f
g

print book version

c
d
e
f
g

I could see using both depending on the need
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E-Book Usability Study
14. Have you use any of the electronic books that are available from your
university library?
j
k
l
m
n

Yes

j
k
l
m
n

No

j
k
l
m
n

Don't know

15. How did you first find out about them?
j
k
l
m
n

Library staff

j
k
l
m
n

Library website

j
k
l
m
n

Library newsletter

j
k
l
m
n

Word of mouth

j
k
l
m
n

Library catalog

j
k
l
m
n

Don't remember
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E-Book Usability Study
5. Exit Survey
Since you did not consent to participate, you have exited the survey.
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E-Book Usability Study
6. Thank You
Thank you.
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CSUL Attachment 2B Action Plan
Collection Planning Committee
ACTION PLAN for 2009
Revised November 25, 2009
CSUL Core Activity 1. Acquire, manage, and provide access to scholarly information resources in multiple formats, subjects, and languages in
support of academic programs.
CPC Objective
1.1 Analyze areas of high
overlap and identify key
publishers to supply shared
core collections in electronic
format, using OCLC WorldCat
Collection Analysis business
and psychology results.

Activity
a) With report data,
create Access
database to
determine high-use,
widely-held publishers
in these areas.

Timeline
MarchNovember
2009

b) Create a process for Augustacquiring shared core December
collections in business 2009
and psychology

Resources
CPC, support
staff at FGCU and
UWF

Assessment
A list of key
publishers is
identified in business
and psychology.

ERS, CPC

Key publishers
contacted to
determine eligibility
for e-book provision.

Status
In process;

1.2 Begin comprehensive
identification of subject
collection strengths at the
institutional level, starting
with WCA business and
psychology report results.

a) Using WCA data in
Access database,
determine individual
collection uniqueness
and strength.

JulyOctober,
2009

CPC, support
staff at FGCU and
UWF

A matrix
demonstrating
subject strengths is
created.

Will commence on completion of
overlap project.

1.3 Develop and acquire a
shared e-book reference
collection using funds from
existing institutional
acquisition commitments.

a) Appoint task force
to create common eresource object codes
across libraries,
enabling consistent
comparisons.

March-July,
2009; phase
2 July 2009June 2010

CPC, TSPC, FCLA

Institutions will be
able to run reports
capturing
expenditures on
specific types of eresources

August 2009: Object Code task
force has completed new eresource codes.
Phase 2: implementing a one-year
pilot with volunteer libraries.

CSUL Attachment 2B Action Plan
CPC Objective
(1.3)

Activity
b. Appoint task force
from CPC and subject
specialists to select
reference works for
joint purchase; cancel
local subscriptions

Timeline
AugustOctober,
2009

Resources
CPC, subject
specialists,
Health/Medical
Libraries Task
Force

c. Identify local funds
to be diverted to
consortial purchase

NovemberJanuary
2010

CPC, local
acquisitions staff

Assessment

Status

CSUL Attachment 2B Action Plan
ON HOLD PER CSUL MEETING JUNE 2009 CSUL Core Activity 2. Develop and deliver services to facilitate user-centered discovery and
understanding of the record of human knowledge and to promote scholarship leading to new knowledge.
CPC Objective
2.1 Explore a common
gateway for existing SUL
digital collections (PALMM,
UFDC, others)
AND
2.2. Begin designing a
scholarly communications
portal that links local IRs with
general information about
scholarly communications
issues.
2.3 Support statewide
education about scholarly
communication, either
through hosting an ARL
Scholarly Communication
Institute and/or by applying
for an IMLS grant to fund
education initiatives. (Funds
for holding institutes are
repaid by participant fees. )

Activity
a) Work with TAG to
recommend a product
to serve as the
common platform for
digital collections and
for a scholarly
communications
portal, if feasible, or
two separate products
if necessary.

a) Submit a proposal
to ARL to host a
regional institute for
scholarly
communication. If
proposal is accepted,
host the event in late
2009 or early 2010. All
CSUL institutions will
be expected to send
teams.

Timeline
June 2009-

Resources
TAG, CPC, DISC,
FCLA, UFDC

JuneDecember,
2009

$40,000 to ARL
upfront to pay for
promotion and
faculty expenses,
to be recovered
via registration
fees.
Participation of
CPC, Scholarly
Communication
TF

Assessment
A product is identified
and a strategy
developed for
creating the common
gateway for digital
collections and/or
scholarly
communication
issues.

Status
August 2009: On hold pending TAG
report to CSUL.
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CSUL Core Activity 3. Collaborate to increase access to content, to create economic efficiencies, and to employ information technology in
support of development and delivery of services.
CPC Objective
3.1 Seek CSUL approval for
and begin system-wide
adoption of licensing
principles and best practices
for e-books and e-journals as
submitted by the Licensing
Task Force.

Activity
a) Proposal submitted to
CSUL and approved.
b)Training in
implementing these
principles will be offered
by CPC and FCLA
licensing specialist

3.2 Pursue greater
centralization of electronic
resource negotiations and
management, starting with
the delegation of all consortial
e-journal package
negotiations and management
to FCLA licensing specialist.
(3.2)

Assessment

Status
Accepted at June 2009 CSUL
meeting.

Training session will be
presented at CPC/ERS
annual meeting.

Could not present at August
meeting; not enough time on
agenda. Will reschedule,
investigate webinar.

a) Review all CSUL ejournal packages to
determine whether they
are candidates for central
management.

A detailed document
will be created and
shared with CPC and
ERS.

Proposed Action & Status for SUL
E-Journal Packages document
created; updated 8/5/2009.

b) Identify serials vendors
that manage consortial
packages, request demos
and quotes.

A single subscription
vendor is identified to
handle e-journal
packages renewal and
invoicing, with FCLA EResource Licensing
Specialist as the main
account manager.

Initial proposal from Harassowitz
was reviewed but no agreement
reached among libraries; timing
was an issue. Continue to
investigate for next year. Ebsco
may have a new option for
consortial package management.
November 2009: Ebsco contacted
FCLA to offer free access to
RapidRenewal, which would allow
read-only access to e-journal
packages (if institution uses
Ebsco).

c) At renewal time,
individual libraries will
work with the FCLA
licensing specialist and
the subscription agent to
transfer subscriptions to
the subscription service
platform.

Timeline

Resources

Significant savings
recognized in dollar
figures and staff time
across the system.
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3.3 Begin drafting RFP
specifications for a statewide
single vendor print/electronic
approval/firm order plan to
support continued
development of identified
areas of specialization within
each library. Institutional
participation will be voluntary.

a) Draw from work done
at the CDRS
preconference on ebooks to begin drafting
RFP specifications for
statewide approval/firm
order plan.

Preliminary findings
and recommendations
will be submitted to
CPC for review prior to
December 2009 CSUL
Quarterly Meeting.

A task force was created at the
August CPC meeting. November
2009: In consultation with state
university purchasing officers it
was decided to follow the ITN
format. Members of ICUF and the
SCS are interested in participating.
A full report will be ready for
distribution at the December CSUL
meeting. The finished ITN will be
ready for CSUL review and
approval by Spring 2010.

CSUL Attachment 2B Action Plan

CSUL Core Activity 4. Archive and preserve the scholarly record for use by future members of the communities served
by Florida’s state universities.
CPC Objective
4.1 Identify journal and
monograph print core
collections for placement in
the state-wide storage facility.

Activity
a) Establish a
collection
development policy
for the shared
storage facility.

Timeline
Storage TF,
Members of CPC,
PSPC/ILL?

Resources
Assessment
Status
November 2009: CPC has been included in the
Core journal lists and
Statewide Storage Facility Task Force
monographic selection
criteria are created and considerations, specifically regarding the
approved for the shared disposition of JSTOR titles, but otherwise there
has been no action.
storage facility.

ON HOLD PER CSUL MEETING
JUNE 2009 4.2 Institute a CSUL
Recon team to assess and
coordinate current and
planned digitization initiatives
to achieve best use of existing
digitization facilities and
expertise.

a) Charge a
statewide recon
team (Janus Recon
TF?) to prepare a
"best practices for
digitization" manual.
Approval from CSUL
directors will assume
statewide
compliance at the
institutional level
and for the shared
storage facility.

Janus Recon TF,
CPC, FCLA

CSUL recon team is
established and “best
practices” manual is
completed, approved,
and widely distributed.
Training is developed
and undertaken as
necessary.

ON HOLD PER CSUL MEETING
JUNE 2009 4.3 Create
harmonized policies and
procedures for digitization of
materials by the CSUL Recon
team and the Shared Storage
Facility.

a) Charge working
group (Janus Recon
TF) to develop a
statewide collection
development policy
document that will

Janus Recon TF,
Storage TF, FCLA
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CSUL Core Activity 5. Conduct assessments to achieve preferred learning outcomes and continuous service improvement.
CPC Objective
5.1 Complete usage/cost
analysis of shared FCLA
databases.

Activity
a) Rank shared
FCLA databases
for renewal
purposes.

Timeline
MarchJune, 2009

Resources
ERS, ERS
subject groups,
FCLA licensing
specialist,
subject
specialists in
individual
libraries.

5.2 Begin usage/cost
analysis of consortial ejournal packages
managed by FCLA and
acquired with
institutional funds.

a) Review data to
set acquisitions
priorities.

ERS, ERS
JulySeptember, subject groups,
FCLA licensing
2009
specialist,
subject
specialists in
individual
libraries.

5.3 Conduct an e-book
usability study among
SUL library users to
identify
issues/preferences prior
to purchasing major ebook collections.

a) Draw from
work done by the
Health/Medical
Libraries TF to
create and
conduct a study.

September
2009-June
2010

Assessment
Ranked list of
databases is finalized
and approved by
CPC/ERS.

Status
List complete as of June 2009. ERS identified
databases for cancellation at August meeting.

System wide ejournal statistics are
posted on FCLA
website. Packages
are prioritized for
review; cancellation
decisions made in
prep for contract
negotiations.

November 2009: Statistics can be generated for
all e-journal packages from the FCLA website
(http://www.fcla.edu/system/DBstats_intro.html).
Serials Cancellation TF has not yet met due to
time constraints.

Preliminary findings
CPC, ERS,
Health/Med Lib & recommendations
will be submitted to
TF
CPC for review prior
to December 2009
CSUL Quarterly
Meeting.

November 2009: E-book TF has established target
subject areas and created survey which will be
distributed at UF and other participating SULs.

CSUL Attachment 2B Action Plan

ON HOLD PER CSUL MEETING JUNE 2009 CSUL Core Activity 6. Seek sufficient resources to provide superior services, spaces, and infrastructure.
CPC Objective
6.1 Identify grant and other
funding sources for
digitization projects.

Activity

Timeline

Resources
CPC, Special
Collections
Subcommittee,
DISC

Assessment
A list of potential grant
sources is created and
one grant identified for
application by 2010.

Status
August 2009. Awaiting TAG
digitization status report to CSUL.
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Public Services Planning Committee of the SUL
Quarterly Report to the Council of State University Libraries (Final)
Submitted by: Dawn Smith, PSPC Chair, 2009
November 27, 2009
The PSPC had two teleconference meetings this quarter: September 28, October 26, and one face to face meeting
November 19 -20 at Florida State University in Tallahassee, FL.
Action Items
1.

PSPC request CSUL approval for the Access Services Sub-committee to hold a face to face meeting.

•

The Access Services Subcommittee resubmits its request to hold a face-to-face meeting in Tampa on December
11, 2009. No year has seen as many changes in workflow as will occur in 2010. Libraries are being called upon
to test or implement as many as three additional resource sharing systems leading to multiple complex
decisions. The draft agenda follows:

Agenda Topics
•

Review U-Borrow Planning Document Draft 1A

•

U-Borrow Implementation – Discussion of service implementation:
o Work flow and procedures, local and system-wide
o System-wide and local staff training, publicity, etc.
o What to use for U-Borrow processing? Aleph ILL or ILLiad evaluation
o Varying loan periods for U-Borrow, interlibrary loan, local circulation
o Communication, processing and shipping guidelines
o Aleph table changes

•

Assessment of U-Borrow – survey to be conducted system-wide, local, or both?

•

Rapid ILL – review of implementation at participating SUL’s,

•

ILLiad – plan for ILLiad 8.0 upgrade (installation, testing, training)

•

CSUL Action Plan 2009 – Sections 2.1 (three parts) and 4.1

•

FCLA Update Information – Note: this is a critical portion of each face-to-face meeting, including introduction to
SUL committee of new FCLA circulation contact

•

Introduction of new committee members/new employees, and overview of their participation expectations as
members of an SUL committee/group

•

Development of committee goals and objectives for 2010; introduction of new chair; election of vice-chair/chairelect for 2010/2011
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2. PSPC request CSUL’s approval of a Government Document Subcommittee with the following charge (see
attached) :
•
•
•
•
•
•

3.

Serve as the coordinating body for projects involving government documents across the SULs,
depository and non-depository.
Make recommendation to PSPC regarding government documents
Assist in coordination of collection development among selective depository libraries.
Advise on the presentation of government documents record in Mango.
Advise the Statewide Storage Facility Task Force on issues involving government documents.
Establish liaison representation with other committees/subcommittees and FCLA as appropriate to
ensure effective communication and decision-making.

PSPC requests that CSUL approve the 2010 Action Chart. (see attached)

Information Items
This report includes discussions and activities from PSPC and PSPC subcommittees from September through November,
2009:
1.

Public Services Planning Committee
•

Teleconference with PSPC members and Government Documents subcommittee task force to create
subcommittee. Task Force members: Jan Swanbeck (UF), Cheryl McCoy (USF), Rich Gause (UCF), Bruce
Barron (FAU), Dawn Smith (FAU) and Mary Anne O’ Daniels, (FCLA).

•

Provided feedback to the Statewide Storage Task Force Policy on their recommendations.

•

Plan face to face meeting at Florida State University in Tallahassee, FL November 19 -20, 2009.

•

At face to face meeting the Committee revised Action Chart for 2010, participated in FCLA
demonstration of UBorrow, update on Single Bib and Section 81, tour FSU’s new Scholarly Commons.

•

Elected Vice Chair Elect 2011 – Elizabeth Outler (UF-Law)

2. Access Services Subcommittee – Merilyn Burke, Chair
This report includes discussions and activities from the Access Services subcommittee from September through
November, 2009
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•

RapidIll- users are quite pleased with the borrowing side of RapidIll, but there have been some
issues with the lending side. RapidX offered a solution and libraries were directed to the Rapid
Website to solve this situation.

•

Self Check out and the Aleph 19 upgrade- a reminder was sent to “accept the new host” when the
upgrade was complete-(a reminder to read Wendy Ellis’s email- FCLA).

•

FCLA, as requested, ran a session on review of reports and applications via Elluminate for part of the
August meeting. There was a question and answer session concerning reports, and FCLA said that
there would be a page where statistics would be available.
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The two big topics with ongoing discussion include:
1. Storage facility – there will be an impact on the borrowing and lending of materials statewide and a
change in workflow for all involved.
2. UBorrow – the November session was run by FCLA and there was an Elluminate session that
demonstrated how UBorrow should work. FCLA will be working with several libraries to conduct a pilot
to see how the project functions. There will be several Elluminate sessions demonstrating UBorrow to
other SULs committees and subcommittees.
With the upcoming adoption of UBorrow, the group was asked to look at their workflow and how the
UBorrow will impact each library. Also issues of circulation times, lost items, overdues, and billings
have not been totally addressed along with items rolling into an Interlibrary Loan request. While there
had been a request to have a face-to-face meeting in December, this may have to wait for a future date.
Respectfully submitted
Merilyn Burke
Chair, Access Services Group.
3. OPAC Subcommittee – George Pearson, Chair
No report at time of submission however, the subcommittee has been working on updating priorities and goals
for OPAC enhancements.
4. Information Literacy Subcommittee - Nancy Allen, Chair
The subcommittee was convened during September, October and November. The following is a brief overview
of the major discussion items:
September
• It was reported that no revisions were made to the Endeca tutorial. Outline contents for the two new tutorials,
“Scholarly vs. Popular” and “Peer Review Process” were completed.
• Kristy Padron volunteered to be the subcommittee leader/chair for next year.
October
• No progress has been made on the revised version of the Endeca tutorial. A decision was made to use Camtasia
for all of the tutorials. There was discussion about branding the tutorials. Suggestions were made to use the
CSUL logo and/or the state of Florida shape with each institution’s logo that is found on the combined catalog of
the State University Libraries of Florida website (http://catalog.fcla.edu).
November
• Updates on the tutorials were given. Plans for launching the Endeca tutorial have been delayed. It was reported
that plans are being made to present a draft of the “Scholarly vs. Popular” tutorial in the December meeting.
Submitted by
Nancy Allen, Chair
Respectfully submitted,
Dawn Smith
Chair, Public Services Planning Committee
November 24, 2009
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Proposed Charge of the Government Documents Subcommittee of PSPC
Draft, 11/20/2009

Mission & Procedures:

Composition & Meetings:

The Government Documents Subcommittee of the Public Services Planning
Committee will serve two functions. First, the subcommittee serves as an open forum
for the sharing of information about the technical and procedural aspects of managing
government documents, particularly within the context of the statewide shared library
management system as implemented by FCLA for the SUL (State University
Libraries). Second, the Subcommittee promotes coordination of government
documents policies and procedures among the libraries. In both functions, the
subcommittee serves as an advisory instrument for medium- and long-range planning
in the area of government documents. The subcommittee sends any formal
recommendations concerning government documents policies or procedures to the
Public Services Planning Committee.
The discussions of the subcommittee are open to all staff of SUL involved or
interested in government documents. However, any SUL which wishes to participate
on an official basis is asked to designate a single representative for those occasions
when an official vote is required. The subcommittee chooses its own chair and vicechair elect, who serve for one year.
Most of the subcommittee’s discussions take place on their listserv, SUSDOC-L,
which can be joined by contacting Mary Ann O'Daniel (fclmod@ufl.edu). The archives
can be viewed at http://lists.ufl.edu/archives/susdoc-l.html.

Responsibilities:

The subcommittee arranges meetings and workshops in response to needs
articulated by members. Any meetings requiring travel must be submitted by PSPC
to CSUL for approval.
•
Serve as the coordinating body for projects involving government
documents across SULs, depository and non-depository.
•

Make recommendation to PSPC regarding government documents.

•

Assist in coordination of collection development among selective depository
libraries.

•

Advise on the presentation of government documents record in Mango.

•

Advise the Statewide Storage Facility Task Force on issues involving the
State University Libraries government documents collection.

•

Establish liaison representation with other committees/subcommittees and
FCLA as appropriate to ensure effective communication and decisionmaking.
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CSUL Public Services Planning Committee
2010 ACTION PLAN
November 20, 2009
CSUL Core Activity 1. Acquire, manage, and provide access to scholarly information resources in multiple formats,
subjects, and languages in support of academic programs.
PSPC Objective
Activity
Timeline Resources Assessment
Status*
Required
Measures
1.1 Collaborate with CPC to
Propose Govt. 2009 and PSPC and
Documentation of Nancy Cunningham (USF)
establish a voluntary cooperative Docs
ongoing
FCLA
outcome of the
and Dawn Smith (FAU) –
collection development /
subcommittee
Committees’
Marcive – Conference call
management policy for federal
to CSUL
investigation into held 4/2/09. FCLA will
government documents (FDLP)
the feasibility of
separate the egov records
profiled for Selective Libraries in
loading Marcive
from the combined records
SUL.
records centrally to load into a test database.
On FCLA backburner.
Scheduled to move forward
soon.
1.1
Draft a
Govt. Docs
Assign to Govt. Doc
statewide plan
Subcomm
Subcommittee if CSUL
for documents
approves their formation
among
statewide
selective
libraries
1.1
Develop
Submit to
Assign to Govt. Doc
specifications
Subcommittee if CSUL
PSPC by April
and criteria for
2010
approves their formation
display of egov collections
in Mango (i.e
which SULS
want which
records
loaded)
1.1

Test the e-gov
specifications

Govt Docs
subcomm
provide input
regarding
policies and
procedures
1.3 Reduce redundancy among Govt Docs
legacy federal government
Subcomm will
documents collections in Florida investigate
selective depositories
ways to
reduce
redundancy.

July 2010

Assign to Govt. Doc
Subcommittee if CSUL
approves their formation
Assign to Govt. Doc
Subcommittee if CSUL
approves their formation

1.2 Participate in the Single Bib
project, as appropriate

U of Miami and
other ICUF

Assign to Govt. Doc
Subcommittee if CSUL
approves their formation
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CSUL Core Activity 2. Develop and deliver services to facilitate user-centered discovery and understanding of the record of
human knowledge and to promote scholarship leading to new knowledge.
PSPC Objective
Activity
Timeline Resources
Assessment
Status*
Required
Measures
2.1 Increase patron
Participate in
Jan-Feb
UBorrow Task Feed back is
Merilyn Burke SULs
empowerment
UBorrow pilot and 2010
provided by
Force
UBorrow Policy Task- force
provide feedback
UBorrow Pilot
has been discussing and
Access Services Libraries initially developing a draft of
Subcomm
followed by
standardized policies via
feedback to PSPC email and conference calls
FCLA and other from Access
committees as Services, OPAC,
required
and Govt Docs
subcomm
reflected in
Minutes
Plans and
procedures are
documented for
each library.
2.1 Increase patron
empowerment

OPAC
Subcommittee
evaluate and make
recommendations
regarding Mango
interface and
usability for
UBorrow
Plan workflow,
training, and
resource allocation
for UBorrow

February
2010

Minutes will
reflect final
recommendations

March
2010

Responsibility of
the UB Task Force

2.1 Increase patron
empowerment

Develop publicity
for UBorrow

Mar-Apr
2010

Responsibility of
the UB Task Force

2.1 Increase patron
empowerment

Test and assess
Alias (OCLC)

TBD

2.1 Increase patron
empowerment

Assess RAPID ILL

2.1 Increase patron
empowerment

Investigate single
sign-on (SSO)

2.1 Increase patron
empowerment

Access Services PSPC Minutes will
reflect results of
Subcomm;
Test libraries; the assessment
Elluminate
sessions
Assess and Access Services PSPC Minutes will
report to Subcomm
reflect the results
PSPC in
of the assessment
February
2010
February
2010

PSPC

There is a plan for
2011 SSO
activities by
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Assign a PSPC lead
person for SSO to
educate PSPC re
SSO

December 2010

2.2 Examine how each
Continue analysis Jan-Feb
institution defines (or may be of 2009 data
2010
redefining) and delivers
“research support services”
with goal of setting best
practice.

Report results to
PSPC
Plan for 2011
assessment

PSPC and other Anecdotal
committees as evidence that
required
availability of
statewide best
practice has had
positive impact
on local delivery
of research
services.
March 2010 Elluminate

2.2 Elizabeth Outler (UFLaw), Mary Edwards (UFHealth) - Elizabeth reported
the preliminary results of
the survey at the Dec 2009
F2F PSPC Meeting.

March 2010 PSPC;
– December Assessment
2010
librarians

Elizabeth Outler and Mary
Edwards will work with
other assessment librarians
to develop the
methodology for the 2011
assessment

CSUL Core Activity 3. Collaborate to increase access to content, to create economic efficiencies, and to employ
information technology in support of development and delivery of services.
PSPC Objective

Activity

Timeline

Resources
Assessment
Status*
Required
Measures
3.1 Nancy Allen (USF)–
3.1 Collaborate to increase
At least 2
1st podcast PSPC, Info Lit Members of
Information Literacy
access to content, to create electronic content finished in and OPAC Sub- Information
Committee
Literacy and
Subcommittee
economic efficiencies, and to products will be
2008
available to all SULs
Nancy reported that the
Circulation
employ information
nd
for delivery to
subcommittees to subcommittee will submit
technology in support of
2 by
the Endeca tutorial to PSPC
Winter 2009
develop one
development and delivery of online users
e.g. podcast, RSS
for approval in Winter
product each;
services.
analyze user access 2010. Other tutorials
feed, Interactive
data to measure planned are scholarly
tutorial
impact of eversus popular journals,
delivery of content and peer review process

3.2 Plan for future OPAC
development

Prioritize OPAC
development
requests

2009 and
ongoing

PSPC, TSPC,
OPAC

Recommendations 3.2 George Pearson (FIU)
for a next
The subcommittee voted
generation OPAC to coordinate the term of
their chair with the other
subcommittees and task
forces of the PSPC. The
chair will serve a term
starting January 1 and
ending December 31 of
that same year. The
current chair George
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Pearson offered to extend
his tenure until December
31, 2010. This was
approved by the
subcommittee.

CSUL Core Activity 4. Archive and preserve the scholarly record for use by future members of the communities served by
Florida’s state universities.
PSPC Objective
Activity
Timeline
Resources
Assessment
Status*
Required
Measures
4.1 Collaborate with CPC Develop
2009 and ongoing Statewide
Successful
Continue to monitor the
on recommendations for recommended
(contingent on
Storage Task implementation progress of shared storage
efforts; Provided feedback
guidelines and statement guidelines for
the specific
Force, PSPC, of the storage
recommendations CPC, TSPC,
to the Statewide Storage
of principles for merged access to
facility
included in the FCLA, staff in satisfaction
Task Force Policy on their
collections for proposed collections in
final Task Force the SULs
recommendations.
SUL Shared Storage
storage facility
report)
Facility, as part of the CPC
goals derived from the
Janus principles.
(in cooperation with Task
Force)
CSUL Core Activity 5. Conduct assessments to achieve preferred learning outcomes and continuous service improvement.
PSPC Objective
Activity
Timeline
Resources Assessment Measures Status*
Required
Meg Scharf (UCF),
A report will be
5.2 SUL’s will voluntarily Report results to PSPC Each SUL PSPC, SULs
presented that outlines Caroline Reed (NCF) submit data staff, Acc
participate in application
by January Svcs, Info
the assessment results PSPC reviewed each
of qualitative or
30, 2010
Literacy
for:
SULs methodology;
quantitative measures
final data is due
assessing the same service
• ILL service
Report
1/30/2010
areas so that data can be
• Hours of
results to
compared and a possible
operation
PSPC
service benchmark
Library instruction
February
established
program
2010 and
CSUL in
March 2010

5.2

Plan for 2011
assessment

April – June PSPC
2010

2011 assessment
plan is complete

CSUL Core Activity 6. Seek sufficient resources to provide superior services, spaces, and infrastructure.
None
Other
Improve PSPCs efficiency and

Develop

Fall 2009-

PSPC;

Procedural

Nancy Allen will draft
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communication

procedures and
guidelines for
PSPC
committees and
subcommittees

2010

subcommitt
ees

guideline
document(s) will
be posted to the
web.

procedures and
guidelines (e.g. posting
Minutes; updating
Committee members’
contact information;
Communications
between subcommittee
members and PSPC
representatives)
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TSPC Quarterly Report
Nov. 20, 2009

Since the August report, the Technical Services Planning Committee met in conference calls on Sept. 17,
Oct. 8 and Nov. 12. All three meetings were held via Elluminate. During this period, the TSPC focused on
the face-to-face meeting of catalogers—first the final planning details and then the preparation of a
report. The report from the Oct. 2 Cataloging Summit is attached as Appendix 1.
We wish to acknowledge the University of South Florida for hosting the meeting. We particularly want
to thank Susan Heron, who handled local arrangements, and Dean Bill Garrison, who welcomed the
group. Dean Garrison and Dean Laurie Probst (FIU) began the meeting by reporting on the plans of the
CSUL Single Bib Task Force.
Action Plan:
The TSPC also focused on making progress on the goals of our 2009 Action Plan. We have updated the
status column to reflect our accomplishments. (Attached as Appendix 2)
Leadership:
• Amy K. Weiss (FSU) has agreed to be the in-coming Vice-Chair/Chair-Elect of the TSPC and Chair
in 2011. [In-coming Chair is Cecilia Botero (UF).]
• The Acquisitions Subcommittee co-chairs, Victoria Stanton (UNF) and Robb M. Waltner (UNF),
will continue during 2010.
• The Authorities Subcommittee co-chairs, Priscilla Williams (UF) and Elaine Winske (FIU), will
continue during 2010.
• The Metadata Subcommittee will be chaired by Kimberly Montgomery (UCF) in 2010 with Brian
Falato (USF) as Vice-Chair/Chair-Elect.
Action item: The TSPC requests approval of the new TSPC Chair for 2011.
Subcommittee reports:
The Authorities Subcommittee and the Metadata Subcommittee decided that the status column of the
TSPC 2009 Action Plan would serve as their subcommittee reports.
Acquisitions Subcommittee:
• The Acquisitions Subcommittee has formed task forces to examine two issues:
1. Sharing Aleph acquisitions data and order records
2. Use of open-access journals and IR publishing as an alternative to commercial publishing
• The Acquisitions Subcommittee is participating on the CPC task force to bid out monographic
materials.
• The Subcommittee is also compiling a spreadsheet on materials expenditures (monographs,
serials, ebooks, etc.) and associated vendor information using the Google Documents platform.
The purpose of the spreadsheet is to share information, identify possible areas of mutual
interest, and to support the work of task forces which need access to budget information.
Respectfully submitted,
Sue Wartzok (FIU), Chair
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Cataloger Summit Report
Oct. 2, 2009
A

Attendees: 47 librarians representing 18 libraries
Participant list, agenda, and questions addressed by the groups are attached.

B
Goal: “begin to standardize cataloging practices and expand collaboration statewide in order to
achieve efficiencies and facilitate user access; to begin planning the future of cataloging services for the
SUL.”
C
Single Bib: Dean Bill Garrison (USF) welcomed the group. He and Dean Laurie Probst (FIU)
reported on the work of the CSUL Single Bib Task Force and announced that UF, FSU, and USF would be
the pilot libraries. The local facilitators will be:
UF: Rachel Schipper, Betsy Simpson
FSU: Amy Weiss
USF: Charles Gordon, Jamie Hansen, Susan Heron
The time table currently is (changes are expected):
1. September, 2009-January 2010: the Task Force will design the bib merge specification and
create a testing plan with TSPC and PSPC
2. December, 2009-January, 2010: FCLA will determine the best configuration of databases
3. February-March, 2010: the records will be merged
4. April-May, 2010: the merge will be tested
5. June-July, 2010: a report of the outcomes will be written and presented to CSUL
6. July-September, 2010: FCLA will program Phase Two, testing the multiple ADM environment,
including item and patron records
7. October, 2010: the ADM environment functionality and data merge will be tested
8. November, 2010: the report on Phase Two recommendations will be prepared
9. December, 2010: a report will be made to CSUL culminating in a decision about whether to
proceed
D

The Strategic Direction for SUL Catalogers document (attached) was unanimously accepted.

E
A discussion of the biggest challenges to instituting consistent practices ensued. These included
(in no special order):
• Varying standards
• Uneven quality of work
• Local vs consortial needs
• Lack of communication throughout the state
• Fear of criticism by peers
• Lack of staff
• Lack of training or training opportunities
• Need for agreement on what is “good enough” cataloging
• Anticipation of the implementation of RDA
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F
The participants broke up into groups of six to try to establish points of commonality and
concern.
Agreement was reached on several points:
1. Whenever possible work should be apportioned to the appropriate level of staff, e.g., materials
with LC or good cooperative cataloging should be done by paraprofessionals, etc.
2. Common standards were accepted, including those from PCC, CONSER, OLAC, FRBR, etc.
3. Interest in promulgating the NACO funnel and perhaps pursuing a SACO program were
discussed.
4. A proposal was made to identify a cadre of trainers and/or mentors among the various libraries.
5. Webinars could be held using Elluminate and could be recorded for future trainings.
6. Establishment of a common standard for the recording of holdings and items was deemed
important.
G
A major point of discussion was how to accomplish the collapse of the bibliographic records for
the single bib pilot without loss of vital information.
H
Concern was expressed that catalogers were being inaccurately perceived as slow to adopt new
ideas and workflows. The eight poster presentations are evidence that this is not true.
I

The action items from the morning discussion were:
1. Survey SUL re. HOL practices (e.g., use of separate holdings for copies)
2. Appoint a TSPC task force to draft statewide guidelines for format-based bibliographic record
standards
3. Solicit participation for a TSPC working group on single bib merge specs to collaborate with the
CSUL Single Bib Task Force (seek broad-based membership - e.g., reps from a small library, a
special library, special collections, and public services)
4. Communicate with CPC if the directors move forward with plans for a statewide approval plan
5. Promote CATCLIENT among catalogers statewide as a vehicle for sharing information and asking
questions
6. Host Web-based training sessions centered on areas of need as outlined in the planning survey
(e.g., music cataloging)
7. Offer mentor service for catalogers seeking assistance with particular areas of expertise (e.g.,
map cataloging)
8. Explore possibilities for consortial outsourcing and consortial hiring

J
In the afternoon the group split into six functional groups: e-resources, monographs, serials,
authorities/database maintenance, batch loading, and special libraries. The charge was to identify the
two to four top issues for each area, with the goal of adding these to our strategic plan if they were not
already represented there. The results are:
E-Resources:
1. Consensus was reached to use separate records for each format
2. Task forces relating to other formats and batch loading should address e-resources as well
3. Committee is needed to determine e-resource metrics for cost, count, discipline, and subject
4. MESS (Microform, Electronic, Serial, & Special) Committee is needed to address multi-formats
on single bib records (includes microform, print, CD-ROM, e-resources)
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Serials:
1. Statewide cooperation desired for serials bibs and holdings
2. To that end, we would like to explore the creation of a statewide serials group, possibly a
CONSER funnel, and statewide best practices for holdings
Monographs:
1. If/when local bib information is put on the holdings record and the information needs to be
edited, two issues arise:
a. Fields that have been moved should be editable via global change.
b. Additional indexes should be built in the holdings library for general retrieval and
maintenance purposes and to make file creation for global change more efficient.
2. Local revisions should be made globally via the OCLC expert community project. Especially
important are:
a. table of contents notes
b. subject headings, including works of fiction
c. media summaries
3. Media summaries, table of contents notes, and subject headings should be preserved during the
merge process
4. Statewide decisions regarding genre headings should await results from other national projects
currently underway
Authorities & Database Maintenance:
1. Consensus of the group in the Authorities Breakout session: Using the LC resource file (LCA10) to
record local authority control practices could reduce authority file maintenance. Conditions that
would need to be in place for this to happen:
a. Local authority control practices could be recorded in LCA10
b. Authority staff from each SUL would be authorized to update records in LCA10
c. Instead of creating local authority records for names without LC name authority records,
new name authority records would be contributed through the NACO funnel
2. Investigate a mini-grant for training new members for the NACO funnel
3. Use authority control survey to address questions including:
a. how to handle thesis notes
b. 440 clean up
c. NACO funnel
4. Prepare specs for merging local authority files for single bib pilot project
Batch Loads:
1. Consider greater centralization and statewide coordination of batch loading records
2. Address quality of batch load records
3. Batch loading does not necessarily require its own task force; incorporate with acquisitions and
cataloging
4. Discuss the staging of batch loading for the single bib pilot project
Special Libraries (Music, Law, Medicine, & Special Collections):
1. Retain unique information in the merge process
2. Harmonize holdings practices
3. Adopt consistent policy for serial title changes
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4. Special library representation needed during the single bib pilot project
K
Eight poster sessions were presented on a range of topics from Mango and WorldCat to
cataloging tools and maintenance projects. They demonstrated the responsiveness of cataloging
departments to the SUL's changing needs as well as the continual implementation of new tools and
procedures to increase staff effectiveness and efficiency.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

CatQC, a workflow improvement developed at UF
USF WorldCat Local implementation
USF WorldCat Selection implementation
Use of the OCLC bibliographic notification service in the state
OCLC reclamation
Mango merge
FSU’s duplicate copies withdrawal project
Results of the TSPC survey of the SUL technical services

5|Page

CSUL Attachment 4 TSPC Quarterly Report
TSPC Quarterly Report Appendix 1A

Cataloging Summit: Participant List
October 2, 2009
FAMU
Emmett Denny
FAU
Janice Donahue - Assistant Dean, Technical Services
Helen Laurence - Electronic Resources Cataloger
FCLA
Daniel Cromwell
Mary Ann O’Daniel
Jean Phillips
Josh Greben
FGCU
Catherine Gardiner - Cataloging & Metadata Librarian; Supervisor, Technical Services
FIU
Dan Hardin – Music Librarian
Mirtha Hernandez – Principal Monographic Cataloger
David Lawson – Serials Cataloger
Sue Wartzok – Dept Head
Elaine Winske – Asst. Dept. Head; Head, Authorities & Database Maintenance Unit
FSU
Amy K. Weiss – Associate Director for Technical Services
Tamara Weatherholt - Serials
Ruth Ziegler - Head, Authorities / Catalog Management Unit
FSU-Law
Patricia Bingham-Harper - Assistant Director, Cataloging
FSU-Music
Sarah Cohen
NCF
Tom Tharrington
UCF
Lyn Case - Department Head (former special collections and serials cataloger)
Kim Montgomery - E-Resources Cataloger
Jeanne Piascik - Special Formats Cataloger and Authorities
Peter Spyers-Duran – Serials Cataloger
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UF
Jimmie Lundgren - Associate Chair, Cataloging and Metadata Department
Betsy Simpson – Chair, Cataloging and Metadata Department
Priscilla Williams - Head, Authorities and Database Quality Unit
Naomi Young - Principal Serials Cataloger
UF-Health
Cecilia Botero - Assistant Director for Content Management
UF-Law
Susy Potter
UNF
Jeff Bowen - Director of Technical Services
USF
Susan Heron – Associate Director for Technical Services
Charles Gordon – Principal Cataloger
Donna Menendez – Serials Cataloger
Lorel Reinstrom – Music Cataloger
Rue McKenzie – Media Cataloger
Jamie Hansen – Special Collections Cataloger
Brian Falato – E-Resources Cataloger
Melanie Griffin – E-Resources Cataloger
Barbara Lewis – Coordinator for Digital Collections
Patricia Pettijohn – Head, Collections & Technical Services, St Pete
Allison Etzel – Manager, Library Operations, St Pete
Kay Tapley – Monographs Supervisor
Sharon Hancock – Database Maintenance
Gladys Moore – Monographs Cataloger
USF-Health
Allison Howard
UWF
Esmer Brown- Coordinator of Cataloging
Lynn Shay - Head of Serials
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Agenda
Cataloging Summit
Sponsored by the Technical Services Planning Committee (TSPC)
of the Council of State University Libraries (CSUL)
Oct. 2, 2009
Location: Grace Allen Reading Room (4th floor, Special Collections in the 6-story University of
South Florida main library; building opens at 7:30)
Goal of the meeting: begin to standardize cataloging practices and expand collaboration
statewide in order to achieve efficiencies and facilitate user access; to begin planning the future
of cataloging services for the SUL.
Poster sessions: all day:
• CatQC – Betsy Simpson (UF)
• WorldCat Local – Monica Metz-Wiseman (USF)
• WorldCat Selection – Lorel Reinstrom (USF)
• Bibliographic Notification Service of OCLC – Betsy Simpson (UF)
• OCLC Reclamation – Daniel Cromwell (FCLA)
• Mango merge – Josh Greben & Jean Phillips (FCLA)
• Duplicate Copies Withdrawal Project – Ruth Ziegler (FSU)
• Survey Results – Betsy Simpson (UF)
8:00-8:30 Registration & posters
8:30-8:45 Welcome – Dean Bill Garrison (USF)
Introductions & organizational matters – Planning Task Force
8:45-9:30 Single Bib Task Force report – Dean Laurie Probst (FIU; Chair of Task Force) and
Dean Garrison; with Q&A afterwards
9:30-10:00 1) vote on acceptance of Strategic Direction for SUL Catalogers; 2) full-group
discussion on the importance of uniformity in cataloging practices (for a shared OPAC and
eventually shared bibs) and the need for decisions and tangible results to report to CSUL by the
end of this meeting. What are the biggest challenges in moving toward more consistent
practices across the SUL?
10:00-10:45 small group discussion of these challenges
10:45-11:00 Break
11:00-12:00 Reports from discussion groups
12:00-1:00 Box Lunch
12:30-1:00 Poster presenters available for questions
1:00-2:00 small-group discussion of those challenges within the context of these groups:
8|Page
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•
•
•
•
•
•

e-resources
serials
monographs
authorities/database maintenance
batchloads
special libraries (law, music, medical)

2:00-2:15 Break
2:15-3:45 Reports from break-outs
3:45-4:00 Wrap up and filling out the evaluation form.
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Cataloging Summit
Sponsored by the Technical Services Planning Committee (TSPC)
of the Council of State University Libraries (CSUL)
Oct. 2, 2009
Goal of the meeting: begin to standardize cataloging practices and expand collaboration
statewide in order to achieve efficiencies and facilitate user access; to begin planning the
future of cataloging services for the state university libraries (SUL).
The purpose of the topical small groups is as follows:
•
Build on the questions and issues provided below
•
Identify additional questions and issues
•
Determine areas of likely consensus
•
Outline areas needing further investigation and discussion
Morning small group breakout: questions to spur discussion
1. Can we agree that faculty catalogers should not routinely be handling DLC records?
If there are SULs that disagree, why do they disagree?
2. Can we agree that manual review of access points on DLC records is not
necessary? If there are SULs that disagree, why do they disagree?
3. Can we agree that trained paraprofessionals should be able to handle OCLC
member copy that has subject headings and an LC call number? If there are SULs
that disagree, why do they disagree?
4. Would any SULs agree that bibs with subject headings and call numbers should not
be checked beyond a basic verification that what is received is what was ordered?
What would be the pros and cons of such a practice?
5. Can we agree on a statewide minimum standard for MARC bib records; should we
apply the same standards to originals and purchased/batch-loaded records; if we
agree on a minimum, can we further agree that it’s OK for SULs to go beyond the
minimum? For example:
•
Core-level = PPC standard
•
http://www.loc.gov/catdir/pcc/bibco/corebook.html
•
Minimum-level = MARC standard [OCLC has created a summary version for
their Contract Cataloging service]
•
FRBR standard
•
CONSER standard for serials
•
OLAC standard for media
6. Do we need a task group to continue the discussion of a statewide minimum
standard for MARC bib records?
7. When does your library input a local bib record rather than creating an original in
OCLC? Should there be statewide standards for local vs OCLC? Should we strive to
put more into OCLC because of bib reclamation and sharing bibs? [Please bring
examples of the types of materials that your library catalogs locally rather than in
OCLC—e.g., “Advance uncorrected proof” version of a book; gift photocopies for
which copyright clearance is unknown]
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8. Should we agree on consistent policies for holdings and items?
9. Can we come up with a less brutal merge paradigm than the one used by Maryland?
(e.g., preserve certain categories of records known to have high quality—FSU’s
music records, some other school’s map records)
10. Do we need to have a task group to advise the Single Bib Pilot Project on the merge
paradigm?
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Cataloging Summit
Sponsored by the Technical Services Planning Committee (TSPC)
of the Council of State University Libraries (CSUL)
Oct. 2, 2009
Afternoon small group breakout: questions to spur discussion
All groups, please keep these points in mind:
• Three months from now will any of us have changed our practices as a result of this
meeting?
• Can we identify and agree on some “best practices” for SULs?
• What are our action items to report to CSUL?
• What task groups do we need to set up—e.g., general task groups (to organize training
for RDA) and task groups to deal with issues raised by sharing bibs (serials, eresources, batch loading, authority control, holdings & items)?
A. E-resources
1. Do all SULs create HOLs for e-materials? If not, can we agree on a common practice?
2. Do all SULs create item records for e-materials? If not, can we agree on a common
practice?
3. Do any SULs use a single bib record for multiple formats for monographic materials?
4. Does your library assign classification numbers to e-resources? If yes, do the call
numbers display to your users? FCLA has designed special coding for the 852 so that
class numbers may be assigned but not displayed; does your library use this option? Is a
uniform practice something we can agree on today?
5. Or, do we need a task group to explore further the issues of holdings, items and the
display of call numbers for e-resources and to make a recommendation for a statewide
policy?
6. Do we need to have a task group to advise the Single Bib Pilot Project on e-resource
matters?
B. Serials
1. How do you catalog a title that’s available in multiple formats?
2. How do you handle title changes?
3. What challenges do we face in bringing our holdings practices into alignment with each
other? For example, consistency in captions, how we show gaps, etc. Also, do we need
multiple HOL records when we have multiple copies of a serials issue or could we agree
to have just one HOL record per sublibrary/collection with multiple item records for the
multiple copies?
4. Do some SULs use SerialsSolutions records while others use MarcIt records? If different
vendors are used, will this be a problem if we share bib records for serials?
5. Do we need to have a task group to draft a statewide serials holdings manual or to find
and agree on a serials holdings manual from another library?
6. Is there interest is setting up a CONSER funnel for Florida? If yes, do we need a task
group to look into the possibility of doing so?
7. Do we need to have a task group to advise the Single Bib Pilot Project on serials
matters?
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C. Monographic materials
1. Does your library add subject headings to the records for individual works of fiction or
does your library consider that such headings are only appropriate in public library
catalogs? Is this a practice where we can agree statewide? Do we need to agree
statewide? What are the pros and cons of agreement vs. varying practices?
2. Does your library have local practices that result in local subjects & local tracings? Can
these local practices be accommodated if we share bibs?
3. Does your library use genre headings? If yes, do you maintain a thesaurus of genre
terms? Is a statewide policy on genre terms needed? If yes, can we agree on one?
4. Does your library routinely change particular call numbers to some other class—e.g.,
bibliographies from Z to subject class? When you change a call number, do you edit
both the bib and the HOL? Do we need to have a statewide practice on changing call
numbers in view of the fact that call numbers are indexed from the HOL record?
5. Has your library outsourced any work in the last year or two? If so, what kind of work
was it and why did you decide to outsource the work? Were you satisfied with the
results? What do you see are the pros and cons of outsourcing? What is your advice to
other SULs considering an outsourcing project?
6. Do all SULs agree that tables of contents are desirable additions to bib records? If we
agree, is there some decision we can make to further their addition?
7. Can we agree to standardize the practice of having summary notes for media bib
records?
8. Does your library assign “copy 2” when a 2nd copy is in a different collection? (e.g., a
circulating copy of a book & a reference copy) Can we agree on a uniform practice?
9. What about doing away with copy numbers altogether? Have some SULs ceased to use
copy numbers already?
10. Does your library use subfield k of the 852 in the HOL record to display location
information, such as Oversize? Would using subfield k result in a more user-friendly
display? Is it important to have uniformity on the use of subfield k or is it OK to have
varying practices?
11. Should all SULs move 856 fields from bib records to HOL records? What are the pros
and cons of this issue?
12. Should all SULs move all copy-specific info to HOL records? What are the pros and cons
of this issue?
13. Or, should all SULs begin to add $5 (in bib records to MARC fields for which $5 is
authorized) whenever our use of that field is for local information?
14. What challenges do we face in bringing our holdings practices into alignment with each
other? For instance, can we agree to use only one HOL per sublibrary/collection and to
display information about multiple copies from the item records?
15. Do we need to have a task group to draft a statewide policy manual for holdings and
items or to find and agree on a manual for holdings and items from another library?
16. Do we need to have a task group to advise the Single Bib Pilot Project on holdings and
items for non-serials materials?
17. Do we need to a task group to explore other areas of monographic cataloging on which
we may agree?
D. Authorities/Database Maintenance
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1. Can series treatment be library-specific in truly merged/shared MARC bibs? If not, what
shall we agree to do? One solution would be to trace all series (and to either create a
statewide series authority record or to modify any existing LC/OCLC series authority
record so that it indicates that the SUL decision is to trace); another solution would be to
trace all series not specifically marked not to be traced in the LC/OCLC authority file.
How would we accommodate differing classification practice?
2. Should we have statewide agreement on theses notes (now that new subfielding is
available in the 502 field); or is agreement not needed since the records for a given
school’s theses would probably be unique to that school?
3. What are things that need to be cleaned up in our databases? For example, would we
want to clean up series coding now that 440 is no longer legit or is that low priority
because low impact on users?
4. Would it be appropriate for this group to ask CSUL to give higher priority to FCLA’s work
on getting the authority file loads up to date? If yes, is there some other priority that can
be downgraded to offset the upgraded authority priority?
5. Are authorities librarians aware that the Authorities Subcommittee and FCLA plan to test
a merged “local” authority file as part of the single bib pilot project? What do you see as
the pros and cons of this plan?
6. Are authorities librarians aware that there is a NACO Funnel for Florida libraries? Would
you library be interested in learning more and perhaps in participating?
E. Batchloads
1. FCLA always used ticklers on batchloads that they did. Does your library use TKR fields
for batchloads? Can we assume that TKR fields will be preserved if our bibs are shared
2. Are there other fields that you routinely add to batchloaded records?
3. What can we learn from each other’s practices of using either the Aleph loader or
GenLoad?
4. Should there be statewide coordination of how record sets (e.g., CIS, Serials Solutions,
netLibrary, Evans, EEBO) are loaded?
5. What will batch-loading be like in shared bib environment?
6. Would it be appropriate for this group to ask CSUL to give higher priority to FCLA’s work
on upgrading GenLoad? If yes, is there some other priority that can be downgraded to
offset the upgraded GenLoad priority?
7. Do we need to have a Task Group to advise the Single Bib Pilot Project on batch-loading
issues?
F. Special Libraries (law, medicine, music)
1. What kind of work might be done to a typical OCLC record to add value for your
collection, your patrons?
2. Are music libraries more likely to add full contents notes and analytic entries (including
name/title)?
3. Are law libraries more likely than other types of libraries to change call numbers—for
instance, to place materials in the K classification?
4. Does your library have local practices that result in local subjects & local tracings? Can
these local practices be accommodated if we share bibs?
5. How do you catalog a title that’s available in multiple formats?
6. How do you handle title changes in serials?
7. Should we agree on consistent policies for holdings and items? And, if we should, can
we agree on consistent policies for holdings and items? For example in serials,
consistency in captions, how we show gaps, etc. Also, do we need multiple HOL records
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when we have multiple copies (a serials issue or monographs) or could we agree to
have just one HOL record per sublibrary/collection with multiple item records for the
multiple copies?
8. Do we need to have a Task Group to advise the Single Bib Pilot Project on issues of
special import to music, law and medical libraries?
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Strategic Direction for SUL Catalogers
Vision
Respond to the needs of all State University Libraries’ constituents with collaborative and innovative
practices
Mission
Facilitate speedier and ever wider access to the resources available to our user communities and keep
the official record of the holdings of the State University Libraries
Goals
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Provide accurate metadata to ensure user success
Assure uniformity of names and subjects to benefit the end user’s discovery experience in nextgeneration library catalogs
Perform subject analysis to facilitate effective searching
Classify related material together to allow for subject browsing as well as to support collection
analysis and development
Offer convenient full-text access when available
Expose hidden collections to make transparent the extent of our resources
Create and maintain the inventory of the SUL’s collections
Continually review workflows and apply state-of-the-art technology to maximize efficiency
Adhere to internationally accepted metadata standards to make possible data-sharing and datamigration
Participate in resource sharing cataloging cooperatives to increase productivity and cost-savings
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NB: The 2009 action plan largely continues the work of the 2008 plan. Where individual items are contingent on other things happening before they can be
completed, e.g., decisions by other groups, this has been noted in the Timeline column.
Action Items to comply with the following core activities established by CSUL:
CSUL Core Activity 1. Acquire, manage, and provide access to scholarly information resources in multiple formats, subjects, and languages in
support of academic programs.
TSPC Objective

Activity

Timeline

1.1 Continue to
work with FCLA
and the OPAC
Subcommittee to
improve access to
information via
Mango/Endeca

Identify and recommend further
enhancements to Mango/Endeca to
both FCLA and the OPAC
Subcommittee, such as more
frequent updating of content,
expanding browsing indexes, etc.

2009 and ongoing

1.2 Support the
work of the Single
Bib Task Force in
investigating the
model of a shared
bibliographic record
file that replaces
local/institutional
SUL bibliographic
record files

1. Provide information or reports as
requested

1-2. 2009 and
ongoing (contingent
on CSUL decision
to proceed)

[Type text]

2. Work with FCLA and other
committees to plan and carry out all
TSPC-related required tasks

Resources
Required
TSPC, FCLA, and
OPAC
Subcommittee

Assessment
Measures
Functionalities
implemented and
information retrieval
is improved
accordingly

1. Single Bib Task
Force, TSPC,
FCLA, and other
committees as
required

1. Reports and
recommendations
submitted to the
Directors

2. Face-to-face
TSPC planning
meeting with FCLA
and other
committee
representatives as
initial step

2. Planning
completed and an
effective
implementation
process is begun

[Type text]

Status
TSPC members have participated in
discussing several new Mango
features, including which MARC tags
should be included in series
searches. -- In order to facilitate
broader discussion, TSPC questioned
the need for the restricted
SUSOPAC-L. The OPAC
Subcommittee agreed & has opened
up the list. -- The TSPC & OPAC Sub
have mutual liaisons. Jimmie
Lundgren will be our liaison next year
The pilot libraries are selected and
TSPC members head up their
working groups. -- Part of the Summit
discussion involved Single Bib issues.

[Type text]
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TSPC Objective

Activity

1.3 Examine the
1. Finish the USF project
USF OCLC
Reclamation project 2. Analyze the results
as a pilot for the
other SULs to
implement as
desired

1.4 Advise on the
technical feasibility
of centralized
Marcive dataloads
for e-government
document records

1.5 Continue to
improve options for
loading
bibliographic
records into Aleph
using FCLA’s
GenLoad client

[Type text]

3. Other SULs do similar projects as
desired
Investigate the technical feasibility of
implementing any dataload process
that may be identified

Resources
Assessment
Required
Measures
1-2. 2009
1-3. FCLA and SUL 1-3. Projects
(contingent on a
libraries staff
completed
decision to proceed
successfully, and
with single bib, and
SUL catalogs and
other SULs
OCLC are both
deciding to do
more accurate,
Reclamation
leading to benefits
projects)
for ILL, UBorrow,
and other services
3. 2009 and
ongoing
Timeline

2009 (contingent on FCLA, TSPC,
a PSPC decision to PSPC and OPAC
proceed)
Subcommittee, and
Documents
Librarians

1. Prioritize the lists of
1-2. 2009 and
1-2. TSPC and
enhancements proposed for inclusion ongoing (contingent FCLA
in new releases of GenLoad
on availability of
work time at FCLA)
2. Test/review each new release of
GenLoad

[Type text]

Streamlined load
process
implemented and
all SUL users have
access to the
complete files of egovernment
document records
in both the union
catalog and their
local catalogs
1-2. Improved
GenLoad releases
in production

Status
1-3. USF & FCLA reported to the
TSPC on the USF reclamation
project; it appears that what FCLA
learned from the USF project will
facilitate reclamation by other SULs. - A poster presentation on the
process was presented at the
Cataloging Summit. -- UF’s project is
underway.

Awaiting word from other groups as to
the desirability of the centralized
loads.

1-2. Work on improving GenLoad has
ceased as other projects have taken
priority.
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TSPC Objective
1.6 Continue to
improve access to
digital/electronic
materials in
Mango/Endeca

Activity
1. Metadata Subcommitee will work
with the DISC Subcommittee to
coordinate the standards for
descriptive metadata across the
various sources of digital records

Resources
Required
1-3. Metadata
Subcommittee,
DISC
Subcommittee,
TSPC, and FCLA

Timeline
1-3. 2009 and
ongoing

2. Determine quality standards for
MARC descriptive metadata created
and purchased

3. Review and improve assignment
of facets for non-MARC metadata

1.7. Participate in
the upgrade to
Aleph v. 19

Perform various cleanup activities,
test new functionalities before and
after the actual upgrade to v. 19

January through
summer, 2009

FCLA, TSPC, SUL
staff

Assessment
Measures
1-3. Record display
and information
retrieval in
Mango/Endeca,
including
faceting, are more
consistent and
accurate, and
standards for new
cataloging of
descriptive
metadata are in
place

Status
1. A joint working group of DISC &
Metadata Subcommittee members is
studying the elements of Dublin Core
and making recommendations for
their application in SUL digitization
projects.
2. Standards for MARC record
creation were discussed at the
Cataloging Summit. The proposed
task forces on shared statewide
acquisitions and cataloging standards
and practices will have important
input on creating these standards for
purchased records as an important
part of creating statewide standards.

3. The Metadata Subcommittee has
been advised that DISC is working on
this, and will consult with Metadata
when DISC's work is nearer to
completion.
Upgrade completed Upgrade of all SULs was completed
successfully and all the first week of August.
Aleph v. 19
functionalities
operate
successfully

CSUL Core Activity 2. Develop and deliver services to facilitate user-centered discovery and understanding of the record of human knowledge and to
promote scholarship leading to new knowledge.

[Type text]
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CSUL Core Activity 3. Collaborate to increase access to content, to create economic efficiencies, and to employ information technology in support of
development and delivery of services.
Resources
Required
3.1 Explore creating 1. Explore with CPC the justification 1-4. 2009 and
1-2. Acquisitions
a new Acquisitions for, structural fit, and potential mission ongoing (contingent staff in SULs,
Subcommittee
of an Acquisitions Subcommittee
on the need for the TSPC, CPC
within TSPC or as a
subcommittee
joint subcommittee
being established)
with CPC; look into
2. Develop a proposal for CSUL
cooperative costsaving acquisitions including a charge document if the
need is established
activities
TSPC Objective

[Type text]

Activity

Timeline

Assessment
Measures
1-2. Proposal to
create the
subcommittee
submitted to CSUL,
and approved

Status
1. & 4. CPC approved of the
Subcommittee but indicated that it
should report to TPSC only; no need
for formal liaison.

2. A charge document was prepared
& approved by TSPC; CSUL
approved the subcommittee in
September.

3. Establish a working collaboration
with CPC to identify possible costsaving and other cooperative
acquisitions activities such as
consortial vendor agreements,
development of improved acquisitions
and collection reports, impacts of
single bib, etc.

3. Acquisitions
subcommittee,
TSPC, CPC, and
FCLA

3. Activities
identified and
implemented as
feasible and cost
savings, improved
reports, or other
efficiencies
achieved

4. Establish acquisitions liaisons with
other committees as needed

4. TSPC with
agreement of the
other committees
concerned

4. Liaisons in place 4. CSUL approved Subcommittee
and communication representation on 2 CPC task forces
with other
and a joint CPC-ERS task force.
committees is
improved with
appropriate mutual
benefits regarding
committee work

[Type text]

3. The Subcommittee worked with the
CPC Object Code Task Force on
consistent material type and object
codes for e-resources. Seven
institutions are using the object codes
with invoice data as a full-year pilot
project. Of those seven, five of them
are also using all of the new material
type codes in order records.
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TSPC Objective
3.2 Improve
reporting
functionalities on
Aleph data in order
to obtain a wider
variety of useful
reports with a richer
array of possible
data elements

Activity
1. Work with FCLA to improve
reporting within the Aleph modules

2. Evaluate Aleph and Aleph-ARROW
authority reports; recommend
improvements or new reports as
needed

Timeline
1-4. 2009 and
ongoing

Resources
Assessment
Status
Required
Measures
1. TSPC and FCLA 1-4. Report options 1. FCLA staff presented the new
improved in Aleph APEX versions of ARROW reports in
and Aleph ARROW three Elluminate sessions. A call is
out to the different functional areas for
suggestions for additional training
sessions.
2-3. Authorities
Subcommittee and
FCLA

2-3. In process: the content of a
survey on the status of authority
control in the SULs was approved by
the Authorities Subcommittee. The
design of the survey has been vetted
by the Co-chairs and will be
distributed by the end of November
2009. Survey Monkey will be used to
collect responses and analyze the
results. One little-used load report
(LCA19) was deemed unnecessary
and eliminated. FCLA also added a
tag sort feature to the main authority
reports to provide more flexibility in
processing the reports.

4. FCLA, TSPC

4. FCLA asked TSPC to test both
new and converted ARROW reports
running on Oracle Application
Express (APEX) software; comments
and suggestions for improvement
were solicited.

3. Create a report that identifies local
authority records that match an LC
authority record to facilitate the
deletion of duplicate local records
with usage that conforms to LC
practice

4. Continue to test reports converted
to or created in a new report-writing
software

[Type text]
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TSPC Objective
3.3 Complete the
reindexing project
begun in 2008

Activity
1. Implement the new indexing
parameters in production by
rebuilding the indexes in each SUL
bibliographic database

Resources
Required
1-2. 2009 (ongoing 1-2. FCLA,
if further review
Authorities
needed)
Subcommittee and
TSPC, OPAC
Subcommittee, and
SUL authorities
staff
Timeline

2. All ILS content
retrievable via new
indexing structure

2. Test indexing changes
Note: 3.3 activity 3 moved to 3.4
activity 5 as an ongoing, cooperative
authority control activity.

[Type text]

Assessment
Measures
1. Indexing
changes tested
successfully and
indexes
regenerated

[Type text]

Status
1-2. Completed May 2009.
Ongoing issues:
1) Adjustments to filing rules to
improve the browse display had a
negative impact on the call number
lookup function for shelflisting.
2) The best scenario setup of
‘categories’ for linking resulted in
some bad links from series authority
records to titles in a 245 field. Until
this is resolved, the ALEPH update Y
function will need to be used with
care for series headings and uniform
titles.

[Type text]
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TSPC Objective
3.4. Promote
cooperative
authority control

Activity

Timeline

1. Submit a report to TSPC on the
1. 2009
various ways in which the SULs could
cooperate on authority work

2. Authorities Subcommittee defines
specs to merge local authority files

Resources
Required
1-4. Authorities
Subcommittee and
TSPC, SULs staff,
and FCLA

2-4. 2009 and
ongoing

3. Authorities Subcommittee and
FCLA test a merged authority file as
part of the single bib pilot project.
4. Support Florida Name Authority
Cooperative (NACO) Funnel.
Participation in NACO allows
institutions to concentrate on adding
authority records to the shared
National Authority File as opposed to
building a local file that serves the
individual institution only

5. Make a recommendation to TSPC
on a revised configuration of the
scancode.dat table based on revised
Aleph indexes

[Type text]

5. 2009

5. Authorities
Subcommittee,
TSPC, and FCLA

[Type text]

Assessment
Measures
1-4. Report
submitted and
approved. A
shared local
authority file and
participation in the
NACO Funnel will
give many benefits,
including less
duplication of effort
and other
efficiencies, to
authority work
across the SULs,
and, together with a
shared LC authority
file, will be essential
for cataloging in a
single bib
environment

5. Changes made,
resulting in more
point of cataloging
functionality for
authority work,
consistent across
the SULs

Status
1. In process: data collected in survey
(SEE: obj. 3.2; activity 2-3 & status)
will inform and support efforts to carry
out this activity.
2-3. In process: a second survey is
being developed to obtain feedback
on which fields can be merged and
which fields should be protected.

4. In process: the results of the
survey (see: obj. 3.2; activity 2-3 &
status) will provide the current level of
NACO participation and the level of
interest in increasing participation in
the Florida NACO Funnel. The
advantages of participation in the
Florida NACO Funnel were discussed
at the Cataloging Summit. Also
discussed was the possibility of using
the LC resource file (LCA10) to
record local authority control
practices. This could reduce
maintenance for a separate local
authority file or eventually eliminate
the need for a local file. Conditions
that would need to be in place for this
to happen were identified.
5. In process: data from the 11 SUL
tables was compiled by FCLA to
compare the Search Headings
functionality used across the SULs.
An Elluminate session is being
scheduled to review the table
configurations and demonstrate how
the table configuration drives the
Search Field Headings feature.

[Type text]
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TSPC Objective
3.5 Improve
authority control by
testing/implementin
g the automatic
updating of
headings in
bibliographic
records in ALEPH

Activity

Timeline

1. Develop a testing plan for guidance 1-2. 2009-2010
on types of headings to be included
and SUL review/approval on how to
proceed
2. Test the functionality of updating
headings in bibliographic records
linked to an authority record with the
ALEPH update field set to ‘yes’
(UPD= Y) according to testing plan

Resources
Required
1. Authorities
Subcommittee and
FCLA

Assessment
Measures
1-2. Automatic
updating of
headings in
bibliographic
records linked to an
2-3. FCLA,
authority record
Authorities
with the ALEPH
Subcommittee, and update field set to
SUL authorities
‘yes’ has been
staff
tested according to
testing plan

3. Implement ALEPH update field set 3. 2009 and
to ‘yes’ functionality for suitable
ongoing
headings

3.6 Continue to
coordinate data
cleanup activities in
our local catalogs in
order to improve
accuracy of
information retrieval
and eliminate the
display of split
facets for the same
entity in
Mango/Endeca
3.7 Support the
work of the
UBorrow Task
Force

[Type text]

Identify and agree on cleanup
2009 and ongoing
projects and evaluate the feasibility of
cleanups based on the benefit of
improving access and the staff
resources/time required to implement

TSPC, FCLA, and
additional staff at
each SUL

Identify issues and concerns and
work with the Task Force to develop
solutions or take other appropriate
actions

UBorrow task
Force, TSPC, and
FCLA

2009 and ongoing

[Type text]

3. Headings in
bibliographic
records linked to
authority records
that are suitable for
updating with
ALEPH update yes
functionality are
automatically
updated
Data cleanup
projects of sufficient
benefit to users with
sufficient available
staff resources/time
for implementation
are carried out or
scheduled

Task Force report
and
recommendations
submitted to CSUL

Status
1-3. In process: a Working Group was
formed to conduct a pilot project.
Several categories of updates were
recommended for initial testing:
names with death dates added and
straightforward changes to topical
established headings.

TSPC continues to work with the
OPAC Subcommittee in reviewing
proposed enhancements and in
addressing problem reports as they
are submitted. Members also identify
and share information about local
cleanup projects and FCLA resources
available for assistance, such as
ARROW reports, ad hoc reports, and
FCLA-assisted resolution of issues
that affect OPAC display and utility.
TSPC participated in planning phase;
implementation group no longer has
TSPC representation. -- A UBorrow
demo is scheduled for TSPC’s
December 10 meeting.

[Type text]
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CSUL Core Activity 4. Archive and preserve the scholarly record for use by future members of the communities served by Florida’s state universities.
Resources
Required
4.1 Continue to
Work with the Statewide Storage
2009 and ongoing TSPC, additional
participate in
Task Force and FCLA on developing (contingent on the staff in the SULs,
planning for a
appropriate bibliographic standards
specific
Statewide Storage
proposed statewide for and providing access to materials recommendations Task Force, and
remote storage
that are preserved and archived in a included in the final FCLA
facility as it may
remote storage facility
Task Force report)
affect TS
operations in the
SULs.
TSPC Objective

Activity

Timeline

Assessment
Measures
Successful
implementation of
the storage facility

Status
Ben Walker reported to TSPC in July;
in-coming Storage Task Force Chair,
Cathy Martyniak, participated in the
November meeting to answer
questions about the proposed plan for
storing JSTOR materials.

CSUL Core Activity 5. Conduct assessments to achieve preferred learning outcomes and continuous service improvement.
CSUL Core Activity 6. Seek sufficient resources to provide superior services, spaces, and infrastructure.

[Type text]

[Type text]

[Type text]

CSUL Attachment 5 TAG Quarterly Report
Technology Advisory Group (TAG)

Members:

Beverly Caggiano (USF), Bill Covey (UF), Selma Jaskowski (UCF), Michael Kucsak
(UNF), Mark Stoffan (FSU)

Informational:
TAG met via Elluminate 3 September, 1 October, and 5 November, at 2:00 pm. Discussion
topics included video conferencing, Aleph reports, open source ILS development, RFID, campus
IT management. See the TAG 2009 Action Plan for more information and status updates.

Action Item:
TAG seeks approval from CSUL to schedule a face-to-face meeting in February 2010. The group
has had two new members join since the last face-to-face meeting in 2007 and would like to
use the time to become better acquainted, articulate interests and concerns, plan current
activities, and discuss areas of investigation for the future.

Video conferencing solutions for the SULs:
The agreement from the Florida Distance Learning Consortium and TAG recommendation were
forwarded to CSUL on 23 October 2009. The agreement gave SUL committees the use of
Elluminate through the FDLC license for 90 hours (30 session maximum each semester at 3
hours per session) with a maximum of 20 seats per session for $3,000 ($272.73 per institution).
Additional quotes were received from Elluminate directly and are attached. On one quote,
there is no limit on the number of meetings and each meeting room (voffice) can hold up to
100 people. There are 16 simultaneous voffices, each requiring a unique, designated
moderator. The moderator is given a key to open the room. Sixteen was chosen because the
minimum to buy is 10 and $300 per extra "key" provides one for each library to give to a
designated individual, and 5 extras to ensure that the major committees are all covered. The
cost is $4,800 ($436.37 per institution).
The second quote is an unlimited access quote for $12,120 ($1,101.82 per institution). It
accommodates 400 potential attendees for an unlimited number of meetings with an unlimited
number of moderators.

Council of State University Libraries
Technology Advisory Group (TAG) Quarterly Report
December 2009
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Digital Initiatives Subcommittee:
The DISC quarterly report is submitted separately. The DISC CSUL survey now has responses
from all SULs. Work with the Metadata Subcommittee continues. Discussion on ProQuest’s
ETD Administrator has begun as a result of visits by ProQuest to several Graduate Studies
offices.

Respectfully submitted by:
Selma Jaskowski
Coordinator, TAG

Council of State University Libraries
Technology Advisory Group (TAG) Quarterly Report
December 2009
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Digital Initiatives Subcommittee
Quarterly Report
December 2009

Summary

Lee Dotson, Chair
@mail.ucf.edu

Plato Smith, Vice-Chair
psmithii@fsu.edu

This report reflects DISC activity during September, October, and November of 2009. The
group met 3 times by conference call to discuss various issues related to DigiTool and the
Florida Digital Archive, provide updates on digital collections or other news, and coordinate
activities with the Metadata Subcommittee. The minutes of the conference calls are posted on the
DISC wiki at http://swiki.fcla.edu:8000/DISC.
Action item: Request to refer discussion for issues related to digital collections in Mango to the
PSPC and TSPC.
Background for Action Item:
In May, Priscilla Caplan (FCLA) shared a presentation on the overall architecture of DigiTool
and resource discovery tools. She emphasized three de facto policies:
•
•
•

If a record for local digital content goes to any Mango, it goes to all Mangos: the union
Mango and all 11 SUS Mangos;
Dublin Core records in PALMM DigiTool collections are sent to Mango by default; a library
can choose to "opt out" a collection by request ;
Dublin Core records in institutional (non PALMM) DigiTool collections are not sent to
Mango by default; a library can choose to "opt in" by request.

FCLA wanted DISC's opinion on these policies, particularly the first, but the subcommittee felt
that issues related to digital collections in Mango needed involvement by public services,
technical services, and special collections staff as well, and that there was no existing group with
such broad representation. It was recommended that the question be transferred to the TSPC and
PSPC committees.
Progress on activities
Recent discussions focused on finalizing the DISC CSUL survey distributed at the September
CSUL meeting. All institutions have now submitted responses to the survey. Several institutions
provided updated information for their responses. All responses have been incorporated and a
final version was posted on the DISC wiki. DISC members have been asked to review the final
version and submit changes by December 2nd. This final version will be archived to reflect
responses during the Fall of 2009. A new version will be made available to serve as a working
copy that members can update as projects are completed and needs change.
The survey results were discussed and it was noted that there is interest from most institutions in
pursuing grants or other collaborative projects. One idea that has received positive feedback is
Page 1 of 2
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the creation of a Digital Open Stacks collection in PALMM for materials that do not currently fit
into a current or Florida related digital collection. The idea was shared with the Special
Collections Task Force and DISC looks forward to collaborating with them in the near future.
The CAGER revision working group requested input from DISC and the Metadata
Subcommittee on the following elements: dc.title, dc.creator, dc.contributor, dc.coverage,
dc.description, dc.source and dc.location. The seven elements were discussed and
recommendations sent to CAGER.
The pros and cons of the new ProQuest ETD Administrator option were discussed. While the
new process would alleviate many of the administrative burdens, members raised concerns over
local catalog population, archiving, continued rights to pdfs and metadata, non-standard XML
metadata formats used by ProQuest, and lack of a written contract.
The suggestion to explore adding some of our PALMM collections to the Flickr Commons
project created by the Library of Congress was met with a favorable response. Some PALMM
collections that would work well for tagging by users on Flickr include Milemarkers, Koreshan,
West Florida Photohistory and Coral Cables Memory. For more information about Flickr
Commons, see http://www.flickr.com/commons. FCLA will investigate the possibility and report
back to DISC.
Additional Activities:
There was a change in UWF’s representation on DISC. Ray Uzwyshyn was welcomed as
UWF's new representative on DISC. Dean DeBolt had been pulling double duty on DISC and
Special Collections subcommittee so he was due for a bit of a breather. We thank Dean for the
contributions he has made to DISC/DDAC/DPPC over the years!
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TAG Action Plan 2009
TAG Objective
Adapted from 2008
Examine the technology landscape for new
developments that may be useful to the SULs. Inform
CSUL of emerging innovations, their feasibility in our
environment, and the resources required to
implement them.

Activity
Query peer institutions,
research the literature,
discuss via email and
conference call.

Timeline

Resources
Required

Ongoing

TAG

Assessment
Measures

CSUL Attachment 5B
Status

Report submitted to E-Book readers, RFID are two
CSUL
topics of interest.

Working with the SUL committees, identify 1 or 2 top Contact committee chairs,
priorities from each requiring TAG analysis and
compile priorities, submit
recommendation and present them to CSUL for
to CSUL.
evaluation.

2009

CPC - Common platform for
TAG, SUL
CSUL forwards
committees, CSUL selected priorities to digital collections is the only
objective listing TAG as a
TAG
resource.

For each priority selected by CSUL, perform a
technical analysis by evaluating the current state of
SUL/FCLA/vendor cooperative efforts to date for
each, with a written report detailing TAG's findings,
including recommendations.

Divide analysis among TAG
members, discuss and
collectively prepare report.

2009

TAG, SUL
Analysis received by
committees, FCLA
CSUL

With the Digital Services Subcommittee: Continue
assessing the most productive/urgent/effective digital
initiative to pursue at this time, based on an analysis
of: (a) current central/FCLA digital library services; and
(b) current individual digital library initiatives at
member institutions.

Year 1: Updating the
CAGER document
Year 2: DigiTool/PALMM/
FDA analysis

Ongoing

TAG, DISC, FCLA

Metadata document
created and
DigiTool/
PALMM/FDA
analysis submitted
to CSUL

Metadata standards being
discussed.
DigiTool/PALMM/FDA analysis
underway.

Compile problems/issues.
Identify possible solutions.

2009

TAG, DISC, FCLA

Improved
communication, a
central information
source, published
progress

DISC survey completed outlining
current state of digital initiatives
in the SULs. Data submitted to
CSUL in September.

Suggest new technologies for FCLA to explore, based
on current initiatives in SUL Libraries

Evaluate video
conferencing, single signon technologies, etc.

Ongoing

TAG

Reports submitted Video conferencing
to CSUL
recommendation submitted to
CSUL in October. Single sign-on
discussion ongoing.

Evaluate broad technology approaches (like Web
2.0) for appropriate applicability in SUL projects

Continue contact with
Duke OLE project,
investigate Serials
Solutions Summon
product.

Ongoing

TAG

Reports submitted Kuali OLE project includes Florida
to CSUL
consortium.
Investigation of Serials Solutions
Summon continues. A demo for
UCF is planned.

2008 priorities continuing
Harmonize FCLA Digital Library Services (FDA,
DigiTool, etc.) with the needs of SUL Libraries’ local
digital initiatives

CSUL Attachment 6 AACR2

AACR2
PART I

Description
Introduction Part I-1
1 General Rules for Description 1-1
2 Books, Pamphlets, and Printed Sheets 2-1
3 Cartographic Materials 3-1
4 Manuscripts (Including Manuscript Collections) 4-1
5 Music 5-1
6 Sound Recordings 6-1
7 Motion Pictures and Videorecordings 7-1
8 Graphic Materials 8-1
9 Electronic Resources 9-1
10 Three-Dimensional Artefacts and Realia 10-1
11 Microforms 11-1
12 Continuing Resources 12-1
13 Analysis 13-1

PART II

Headings, Uniform Titles, and References
Introduction Part II-1
21

Choice of Access Points 21-1

22

Headings for Persons 22-1

23

Geographic Names 23-1

24

Headings for Corporate Bodies 24-1

25

Uniform Titles 25-1

26

References 26-1
APPENDICES
A Capitalization A-1
B Abbreviations B-1
C Numerals C-1
D Glossary D-1
E Initial Articles E-1

CSUL Attachment 6 AACR2
INDEX Index-1

RDA
0 Introduction
Section 1: Recording Attributes of Manifestation and Item
1 General Guidelines On Recording Attributes of Manifestations and Items
2 Identifying Manifestations and Items
3 Describing Carriers
4 Providing Acquisition and Access Information
Section 2: Recording Attributes of Work and Expression
5 General Guidelines on Recording Attributes of Works and Expressions
6 Identifying Works and Expressions
7 Describing Content
Section 3: Recording Attributes of Person, Family, and Corporate Body
8 General Guidelines on Recording Attributes of Persons, Families, and Corporate Bodies
9 Identifying Persons
10 Identifying Families
11 Identifying Corporate Bodies
Section 4: Recording Attributes of Concept, Object, Event, and Place
12 General Guidelines on Recording Attributes of Concepts, Objects, Events, and Places
13 Identifying Concepts
14 Identifying Objects
15 Identifying Events
16 Identifying Places
Section 5: Recording Primary Relationships between Work, Expression, Manifestation, and Item
17 General Guidelines on Recording Primary Relationships between Work, Expression,
Manifestation, and Item

CSUL Attachment 6 AACR2

Section 6: Recording Relationships to Persons, Families, and Corporate Bodies Associated with a
Resource
18 General Guidelines on Recording Relationships to Persons, Families, and Corporate Bodies
Associated with a Resource
19 Persons, Families, and Corporate Bodies Associated with a Work
20 Persons, Families, and Corporate Bodies Associated with Expression
21 Persons, Families, and Corporate Bodies Associated with a Manifestation
22 Persons, Families, and Corporate bodies Associated with an Item
Section 7: Recording Subject Relationships
23 General Guidelines on Recording the Subject of a Work
Section 8: Recording Relationships between Works, Expressions, Manifestations, and Items
24 General guidelines on Recording Relationships Between Works, Expressions, Manifestations,
and Items
25 Related Works
26 Related Expressions
27 Related Manifestations
28 Related Items
Section 9: Recording Relationships between Persons, Families, and Corporate Bodies
29 General Guidelines on Recording Relationships Between Persons, Families, and Corporate
Bodies
30 Related Persons
31 Related Families
32 Related Corporate Bodies
Section 10: Recording Relationships between Concepts, Objects, Events, and Places
33 General Guidelines on Recording Relationships between Concepts, Objects, Events, and
Places
34 Related Concepts

CSUL Attachment 6 AACR2
35 Related Objects
36 Related Events
37 Related Places
Appendicies
A Capitalization
B Abbreviations
C Initial Articles
D Record Syntaxes for Descriptive Data
E Record Syntaxes for Access Point Control
F Additional Instructions on Names of Persons
G Titles of Nobility, Terms of Rank, etc.
H Dates in the Christian Calendar
I Relationship Designators: Relationships Between a Resource and Persons, Families, and
Corporate Bodies Associated with the Resource
J Relationship Designators: Relationships Between Works, Expressions, Manifestations, and
Items
K Relationship Designators: Relationships Between Persons, Families, and Corporate Bodies
L Relationship Designators: Relationships Between concepts, Objects, Events, and Places
M Complete Examples

Bill Garrison
CSUL Meeting
September 10-11, 2009






Work
Expression
Manifestation
Item



Work
Henry Gray’s Anatomy of the human body
* Expression1: text and illustrations for the
first edition
* Expression2: text and illustrations for the
second edition
* Expression 3: text and illustrations for the
third edition



Work

J.S. Bach’s The art of the fugue
* Expression 1: the composer’s score for organ
* Expression 2: an arrangement for chamber
orchestra by Anthony Lewis



Work

Jules et Jim (motion picture)

* Expression 1: the original French language
version
* Expression 2: the original with English
subtitles added

BUT:
Work:
John Bunyan’s The pilgrim’s progress
New work:
An anonymous adaptation of The pilgrim’s
progress for young readers

Work 1: William Shakespeare’s Romeo and

Juliet

Work 2: Franco Zeffirelli’s motion picture

Romeo and Juliet

Work 3: Baz Lurhmann’s motion picture

William Shakespeare’s Romeo and Juliet



Work: Franz Schubert’s Trout quintet

◦ E1: the composer’s notated music
◦ E2: the musical work as performed by Rosina
Lhevinne, piano, Stuart Sankey, double bass …
◦ E3: the musical work as performed by Jorg Demus,
piano, and members of the Collegium Aureum
◦ E4: the musical work as performed by Emanuel Ax,
piano, members of the Guarneri String Quartet …



Work: Harry Lindgren’s Geometric dissections
◦ E1: original text entitled Geometric dissections
 M1: the book published in 1964 by Van Nostrand

◦ E2: revised text entitled Recreational problems in

geometric dissections …

 M1: the book published in 1972 by Dover



Work: J.S. Bach’s Six suites for unaccompanied

cello

◦ Expression 1: performances by Janos Starker recorded
partly in 1963 and completed in 1965

 Manifestation 1: records released on 33 1/3 rpm sound
discs in 1966 by Mercury
 Manifestation 2: recordings re-released on compact disc in
1991 by Mercury

◦ Expression 2: performances by Yo-Yo Ma recorded in
1983

 Manifestation 1: recordings released on 33 1/3 rpm sound
discs in 1983 by CBS Records
 Manifestation 2: recordings re-released on compact disc in
1992 by CBS Records



Work: The Wall Street Journal

◦ Expression 1: the Eastern edition

 Manifestation 1: the print format of the Eastern ed.
 Manifestation 2: the microfilm of the Eastern ed.

◦ Expression 2: the Western edition

 Manifestation 1: the print format of the Western ed.
 Manifestation 2: the microfilm of the Western ed.



Work: Ronald Hayman’s Playback

◦ Expression: the author’s text for publication

 Manifestation: the book published in 1973 by DavisPoynter
 Item: copy autographed by the author



Work: Allan Wakeman’s Jabberwocky

◦ Expression: the author’s design for the game and
text for notes

 Manifestation: the game and accompanying notes for
teachers issued in 1974 by Longman
 Item: copy lacking notes for teachers



RDA stands for “Resource Description and
Access” and is the working title of the new
standard that will be the successor to AACR2.



The name “RDA - Resource Description and
Access” reflects the changes both in format and
scope envisioned by the JSC and CoP at their
April 2005 meeting. RDA will be a new standard
for resource description and access designed for
the digital world. RDA will provide:
◦ A flexible framework for describing all resources analog and digital
◦ Data that is readily adaptable to new and emerging
database structures
◦ Data that is compatible with existing records in online
library catalogues



AACR2 was first published in 1978. Although it
has been updated many times through the
revision process that was established by the JSC,
it is largely designed for an environment
dominated by the card catalog. The International
Conference on the Principles and Future
Development of AACR that was held in Toronto in
1997 identified substantive problems with
AACR2. Although the updates issued in the years
following that conference addressed some of
these problems, it became clear that a
fundamental rethinking of the code was required
to respond fully to the challenges and
opportunities of the digital world.



RDA is built on the foundations established by
the Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules (AACR). It
will provide a comprehensive set of guidelines
and instructions on resource description and
access covering all types of content and media.
The new standard is being developed for use
primarily in libraries, but consultations are being
undertaken with other communities (archives,
museums, publishers, educators, book dealers,
ILS vendors, etc.) in an effort to attain effective
levels of alignment between RDA and the
metadata standards used in those communities.







The acronym “FRBR” stands for Functional Requirements for
Bibliographic Records. FRBR was developed by an IFLA Study Group
(1992-1997), and IFLA continues to monitor the application of FRBR
and promotes its use.
FRBR includes a conceptual model of entities and relationships and
attributes; identifies specific user tasks that bibliographic records
are intended to fulfill: find, identify, select, obtain; and recommends
a set of elements for inclusion in national bibliographic records.
FRBR provides the conceptual foundation for RDA. RDA will include
the FRBR terminology when appropriate (for example, use of the
names of bibliographic entities: “work”, “expression”,
“manifestation”, and “item”), will use the FRBR attributes as the basis
for specific data elements to be included in bibliographic
descriptions, will address FRBR relationships, and will use the FRBR
user tasks (Find, Identify, Select, Obtain) as the basis for defining a
set of mandatory data elements. RDA will also use FRAD (Functional
Requirements for Authority Data) as the basis for instructions on
authority control.











The structure relates data elements more closely to both
FRBR entities and user tasks. RDA will consist of 10
sections which focus firstly on recording attributes for
FRBR entities, and then on recording relationships between
these entities.
Recording attributes
Section 1 - Recording attributes of manifestation and item
Section 2 - Recording attributes of work and expression
Section 3 - Recording attributes of person, family, and
corporate body
Section 4 - Recording attributes of concept, object, event,
and place
Recording relationships
Section 5 - Recording primary relationships








Section 6 - Recording relationships to persons, families, and corporate
bodies associated with a resource
Section 7 - Recording subject relationships
Section 8 - Recording relationships between works, expressions,
manifestations and items
Section 9 - Recording relationships between persons, families, and
corporate bodies
Section 10 - Recording relationships between concepts, objects, events,
and places
Each section will contain general guidelines and a chapter for each
entity. Each chapter will be associated with an FRBR user task. The
chapters on recording attributes and relationships for concepts, objects,
and events will be placeholders for completeness in mapping to FRBR
and FRAD and may developed further in future releases of RDA. The
instructions on recording attributes and relationships for places will not
initially go beyond the scope of AACR2 chapter 23. There will be a
General Introduction and appendices on abbreviations, capitalization,
initial articles, and data presentation as previously planned.



RDA will include guidelines and instructions on
recording the attributes of the entities identified
in FRBR (initially works, expressions,
manifestations, and items) and the relationships
between them as well as those creating them
(persons, families, and corporate bodies). As was
the case with AACR2 and earlier cataloguing
codes, RDA includes guidelines and instructions
that govern resource description and choice and
form of access points. RDA will also include
information regarding references (AACR2's
chapter 26) and the relationships between and
among records.



While RDA does not include instructions on how
to create or format subject headings (FRBR's
Group 3 entities), it does refer to them with
regard to their relationship to Group 1 FRBR
entities. Even so, there are “place-holder”
chapters (found in sections 4 and 10) for the
Group 3 entities, anticipating future work on
RDA. RDA does not include instructions on the
provision of classification or Cutter numbers, or
on content designation used in formats such as
MARC 21 and mark-up languages such as XML.



One of a number of key elements in RDA is
that it establishes a clear line of separation
between the recording of data and the
presentation of data. The major focus of RDA
will be on providing guidelines and
instructions on recording data to reflect
attributes of, and relationships between, the
entities defined in FRBR and FRAD.



The ISBD order of areas, data elements and
punctuation will not be required. Information
on presenting RDA data in an ISBD display will
appear in an appendix (Appendix D).



The concept of main entry as used in a card
catalogue is no longer applicable in online
catalogues, and this term will not be used in
RDA. Nevertheless, there is still a need to choose
a preferred access point for a work or expression
in order to create bibliographic citations, and to
collocate works and expressions in the online
catalogue. Section 2 of RDA will provide
instructions on constructing the preferred access
point representing the work or expression.





These questions address current practices in cataloguing multiple
manifestations of the same title. There are two primary techniques
in use for doing this. The first is to create a separate bibliographic
record for each manifestation (as in AACR2 and RDA), and bring
these records together when displaying them to users. The second
involves using the same bibliographic record (most often that of the
print manifestation) for all manifestations of a title.
The technique of using a single record for all manifestations was
developed as a way of presenting a library's holdings of a particular
title to users in a usable and meaningful display. Although the
practice of describing multiple manifestations on a single record is
widely used, it prevents libraries from sharing data effectively.
Bibliographic records that combine data about more than one
manifestation cannot be used by other libraries without substantial
editing to remove the information about versions not held locally.
This single record technique was developed before the FRBR
(Functional Requirements for Bibliographic Records) model was
created.





In the FRBR model, the attributes of a resource
are grouped in four levels: work, expression,
manifestation, and item. Work and expression
level records can be used to collocate
manifestations in way very similar to uniform
titles, but with greater precision than possible
previously. These records can then be used to
create usable and meaningful displays for users,
while still ensuring that libraries can share data
effectively.
RDA, like AACR, will recommend the use of a
separate record for each manifestation.



The JSC agreed early on that records created by
using RDA would be compatible with AACR2
records and that any instance where
incompatibility might exist would be scrutinized
very carefully before recommending a change.
This commitment holds true today. But, there will
be a few instances where headings will require
modification, such as the headings for “Bible”.
Using computers' abilities for global updating will
make these changes considerably easier than in
pre-online system days.



In large part, this depends on how ILS vendors
decide to incorporate RDA into their software.
The Outreach Group and the RDA Project
Manager see the ILS vendors as major
stakeholders in the RDA process and will
continue to inform them when important RDA
documents are available for comment, and keep
them up-to-date regarding progress in RDA's
online development. Regardless, the RDA
instructions are designed to be independent of
the format, medium or system used to store or
communicate the data, and be readily adaptable
to newly-emerging database structures.



It is hoped that eventually library systems and OPACs will
evolve to take full advantage of the data created using
RDA, with its underlying FRBR structure of work,
expression, manifestation, and item. These changes will
improve the ease and effectiveness with which users are
able to find, identify, and obtain the resources they
require. For example, resources in a variety of formats
such as print, online, microform, sound recording might
be grouped to display purposes to show they belong to a
particular work or expression, allowing users to view and
navigate between related works much more easily. (Text
taken from the National Library of Australia's RDA FAQs
about system changes:
http://www.nla.gov.au/lis/stndrds/grps/acoc/documents/
RDAFAQsaboutsystemchanges.pdf)

CSUL Attachment 7 OSTI MARC Records

OSTI MARC Records
The U.S. Department of Energy’s Office of Scientific and Technical Information (OSTI) makes available
MARC records for full text (pdf) reports for download by libraries. These records are derived from existing
Information Bridge records The Information Bridge provides public access to full-text documents of
Department of Energy research report literature. The documents are primarily from 1991 forward and
were produced by the Department of Energy, the Department of Energy contractor community and/or
Department of Energy grantees. The reports cover the subject areas of physics, chemistry, materials,
biology, environmental sciences, energy technologies, engineering, computer and information science,
and renewable energy.
The University of Florida is already a heavy user of OSTI with over 23,000 retrievals in 2009. Libraries
that have loaded the OSTI records into their catalog have experienced a sizeable increase in the number
of files downloaded from OSTI. Purdue experienced a fifty percent increase and Missouri nearly doubled
their usage.
There are currently 209,000 records. OSTI has been adding 1300 records each month. UF cataloging
staff have worked with Tim Byrne of OSTI to test the down loading capability and are satisfied with the
results. Details about the OSTI MARC records are available at http://www.osti.gov/marcrecords. Below
are key points:
•
•
•
•
•

•

OSTI records do not have OCLC numbers. A unique OSTI ID number prefixed with “OST” is
placed in the 001 field.
Summary notes are included.
Personal names are placed in the 500 and 720 fields. In Aleph the 720 field (uncontrolled name
heading) is included in the keyword author index. Currently, in Endeca the 720 field is not
keyword searchable, but FCLA could easily make it so.
Corporate names are recorded in the 710 (controlled corporate name) and/or 500/720 fields.
OSTI-specific subject categories and descriptors are placed in 650 fields with second indicator 4
(source not specified). In Aleph the 650_4 field is included in the keyword and browse indexes
for “other” subjects and in the keyword index for “all” subjects. In Endeca the 650_4 field is
searchable and included in the Subject facet. Library of Congress Subject Headings are not
assigned.
Subject Keywords are placed in the 653 field. In Aleph the 653 field is included in the keyword
indexes for “other” subjects and “all” subjects.

Mary Ann O'Daniel of FCLA presented two models for loading the records: loading them directly into
Endeca (the CRL model) or loading them into UF's Aleph first and then into Mango. Either way, SUL
libraries could choose to include or exclude them from their institutional Mango interface. The Endeca
cost would be the same for either approach.

•
•
•
•
•

UF Aleph Load
Available in UF Aleph OPAC
Available in institutional Mango interfaces for
all interested SUL
Requires 1-2 weeks to load records after specs
for set up are configured.
Updates managed by UF staff
Could complicate authority maintenance due to
uncontrolled headings

•
•
•
•
•

Endeca Load
Not available in UF Aleph OPAC
Available in institutional Mango interfaces
for all interested SUL
Quick load process (within day)
Updates managed by FCLA
Would have no effect on authority
maintenance

CSUL Attachment 7 OSTI MARC Records

Our Endeca license is for 10 million records and we are currently at 9.6 million records. This load would
not trip the threshold for the next higher license fee, but its consideration brings to the forefront the
ongoing issue of the record limit ceiling, which CSUL needs to address.
The government documents librarians held a virtual meeting this past week and the possibility of loading
the OSTI records was raised. There was enthusiastic support for the value of these records although
some of the smaller institutions felt they would not want that many records loaded into their catalog.

