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Introduction

In 2009, the TRLN Electronic Resources Access Restrictions (ERAR) Task Group recommended TRLN
explore methods for sharing of bibliographic records representing shared collections. Record sharing
was viewed as both a way to save disc space on the Endeca servers and to conserve staff resources, as

these records were currentlybeing | oaded and maintained sephar ately

TRLN Technology Council charged the Shared Records Task Group (SRTG) to investigate the feasibility of
sharing records for electronic resources within TRLN Endeca.

While the ERAR Task Group looked at several record sets as potential candidates for record sharing, it
was decided that two sets held particular promise as sets accessible to all partners. These two sets were
the records for the NC LIVE streaming video collection, distributed by NC LIVE to all NC LIVE affiliated
libraries across the state, and the MARCIVE GPO URL records. Each of these sets presented its own set
of requirements to enable record sharing, with the GPO records being the more problematic of the two.
Discussions held within SRTG brought a third record set to light as a good candidate for sharing, the
Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR) dataset records.

Testing was done to ensure that record sharing was technically feasible, that shared records could be
successfully reported to the public through Search TRLN and the local Endeca catalogs, and that it would
also be possible to exclude duplicate records for these sets entering Endeca through the pipeline should



libraries choose to continue to load the record sets to their local ILS. We concluded that the technical
hurdles to record sharing in Endeca are relatively trivial, especially when compared to administrative
issues, such as the integrity of multiple user interfaces (Endeca, local ILS, WorldCat, WorldCat Local,
Summon), the equitable sharing of metadata maintenance costs between responsible host agencies and
other TRLN members utilizing those records, and changing a library culture which strongly posits
institutional responsibility for record quality.

Data gathering from libraries

The task group held three meetings, both face-to-face and through conference calls, to discuss logistics
for testing the model and issues related to sharing the NC LIVE and GPO URL records. In addition, SRTG
representatives went back to their institutions to discuss local implications of the record sharing model
with interested staff. It was generally agreed that the NC LIVE streaming video collection could be
shared in this manner, but the sharing of GPO titles is more problematic. Both NCSU and NCCU were
quite happy to have GPO titles shared in TRLN Endeca and removed from their ILS. On the other hand,
Duke and Chapel Hill did not wish to remove these records from their local Ex Libris or Innovative
interfaces ILS, since many staff and faculty at those institutions rely on the legacy catalog. It was also
noted that there is a great deal of overlap between the URL and print records, with some print records
including URLs. Since these are needed to enable circulation of the print copy, excluding local records
from Endeca in favor of shared URL records without the print could be problematic unless a better
means for separating out the dual-format records could be found.

Other potential obstacles arose from local discussions as well. There was a call for reassurance that ARL
statistics could be generated from Endeca for any titles that were part of a shared record set no longer
maintained in the local ILS. Since there are already statistics being generated from Endeca in similar
circumstances now, concerns here were abated.

A more potent problem area, at least for libraries not continuing to maintain shared record sets locally,
was the existence of other discovery interfaces which report TRLN member holdings. For instance, the
three UNC institutions (NC Central, NC State, and UNC Chapel Hill) participate in the UNC System-wide
implementation of WorldCat Local which poses two challenges: setting holdings at OCLC for shared
collections and ensuring e-resource hyperlinks function correctly in WorldCat Local. Each campus
reports its holdings to OCLC so holdings will display to users at other campuses through the statewide
WorldCat Local interface. We woul d need mec h an0Cs ondehdlf of eachs e t
institution sharing metadata for a given collection. WorldCat Local libraries have several options for
displaying hyperlinks to digitized materials such as e-journals and e-books. One option is to generate a
| i nk t o tphndRLdesbhen Asecynd aptiods to retrieve locally maintained hyperlinks from
t he | i br ar y 'Sisceshated®recards @ouldndthecessrily be maintained in all four ILSs, so
739.50 searches for locally maintained URLs could fail. It is unknown how much of a problem this is for
the UNC system libraries, but this area needs further attention.
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NCSU has implemented a Summon interface and sends its bibliographic metadata to Serials Solutions for
indexing in Summon. A separate workflow that delivers metadata for shared collections to Serials
Solutions will be required to support this requirement.

There is general concern that TRLN maintain an archived set of MARC records for use by member

libraries in future platform migrations. This could involve maintainings t at i ¢ f il es, ,a shar e
maintaining agreements with the host of each set to enable extracts for sharing institutions, or relying

on third parties to provide archival services.

There was also discussion regarding the equitable distribution of responsibilities for maintaining shared
record sets. As the Regional Depository, it would make sense for UNC to assume responsibility for
maintaining the GPO set. As the cataloging agency for NC LIVE' shared electronic content, NCSU
volunteered to oversee the much smaller video collection. Other potentially sharable sets would
similarly vary in size from a few hundred to over 100,000 titles each. However this work is distributed,
rules will need to be in place to manage expectations within the shared environment. These would
include working with vendors to enable record sharing, development of minimal bibliographic standards
and maintenance (authority control, URL checking) schedules, and archiving of records in the event that
Endeca were to be superseded, either in its entirety or for an individual library. Suggested standards
are described in appendix 1.

Shared record data model in Endeca

A shared record data model was created on the TRLN Endeca development server to support this
project. The shared record data model in Endeca requires tagging shared records with a shared record
flag and three facet values (institution, location, and format). The values of these elements are
described in more detail in appendix 2.

The presence of these fields in a record allows the user interface to detect a shared record and handle it
as needed in Search TRLN or the local catalogs. Forinstance, a shared record tagged for all four
institutions would display in all four local catalogs (skins) and holdings for each institution would be
presented in Search TRLN. Modifications have been made to the Search TRLN code base to ensure that
Shared records display correctly in Search TRLN and in Local skins. This work is complete and examples
can be seen in a development version of Search TRLN and a development version of NCCU catalog.

Record preparation
We considered two models for maintaining shared records.

The first invol ves ofnoer Itihber anteyt aadcattian gr ealsa t‘ehdo stto a
library would retain the records in their ILS and perform necessary maintenance such as authority

control and correcting URLs. The host institution would then export that dataset as needed to Endeca.

In some cases, non-host libraries may want to retain MARC records in their ILSs. In these cases, the

Endeca pipelines for the non-host libraries will exclude these records during ingest.


http://search-dev.trln.org/trln-shared/search?N=0&Nty=1&Ntk=Keyword&Ntt=NC+LIVE+digital+media+collection
http://search-dev.trln.org/search-trln-shared-nccu/search?Nty=1&Ntk=Keyword&local-filter=TRUE&Ne=2+200043+206472+210899&affiliation=NCCU&N=0&Ntt=one+sky+above+us

The second model does not involve hosting any metadataintheli br ar i e s’ |l LSs. |l nst ea
would rely on a third party to maintain and archive metadata of record for the collection. TRLN would
provide indexing services through Endeca. The 3" case study, ICPSR, illustrates how this model works.

As noted above, one obstacle to metadata sharing is setting holdings at OCLC. Currently, the libraries

use Connexion or ILS-based processes for setting holdings with OCLC. Discussions were held with OCLC

staff to explore the creation and use of a group OCLC BatchlLoad profile to set holdings for appropriate

members of the consortium. For a onetime charge of $338, TRLN could set up a group profile with OCLC

to facilitate this process. Mapping group holdings could be done for all shared record sets, shared by

two or more libraries, by adding a 9xx field to set records for each holding institution. This would

enable all TRLN shared records to appear in individual library or group WorldCat Local catalogs. There

are no ‘per record’ ¢ hlldourgReNslibrdries maintaih OCEC cappaloging e s si ng s
subscriptions. See section 3.6 in the OCLC Batch Services Guide for more information.

Workflows for these operations are illustrated in appendix 3.

Case studies

The task group conducted three case studies to consider the feasibility of using the shared
record data model to share records for three shared collections: the NC LIVE Streaming Media
Collection, GPO URL records, and metadata records for research datasets from the
Interuniversity Consortium for Political and Social Research.

Case study 1: NC LIVE Streaming Media Collection

Current status

At present Duke, NCSU, and UNC library staff retrieve MARC records for NC LIVE streaming videos from
the NCLIVE server and load them into their respective ILSs. NCCU has not loaded these records at all.
Record maintenance strategies vary. At UNC and NCSU, the NCSU proxy server URL is added to the
records. At all three loading institutions, the records are sent out to vendors for authority control. As
the NC LIVE license expires after some period of time, records may be removed from the local catalog
and from Endeca. There are currently 410 MARC records in this collection. These are licensed resources
so URLs in the Endeca applications need to route users through appropriate authentication mechanisms
such as proxy servers.

Work accomplished
Data loading

NCSU provided copies of the NC LIVE streaming video records from the NCSU ILS and sent them to the
TRLN devel opment server. This processtmtmichkead t
described above.


http://www.oclc.org/support/documentation/batchprocessing/using/guide/3_projects.pdf

An Endeca pipeline dedicated to the PBS records ingested the records, removed NCSU specific holdings
fields, and added holdings for all four libraries. Before ingesting the records into Endeca, NCSU proxy
server prefixes were removed from the URLs with a sed script. In production, proxy server URL cleanup
will need to occur in the pipelines.

Modifying theuser interface

The records were then loaded into the Sandbox MDEX on the development server. These records can
be searched and viewed on the development server at

http://search-dev.trin.org/trin-shared/search?Ntk=Keyword&Ntt=pbs+video.

Search TRLN has been modified to detect shared records and display their holdings and links to
electronic access appropriately. Licensed e-resources will need to be proxied. Under the shared record
model, the bare URL for a resource is stored in the Endeca indexes such as:

Primary URL: http://media.nclive.org/play_video.php?vid=219|View this streaming video via NC LIVE's
website

On presentation, the appropriate proxy server prefixes are prepended to the URL so users are
authenticated appropriately. In the following example, the holdings for all four institutions are

displayed for a single shared record. URLs have been prepended with the appropriate proxy server.

.BEI! Little Dorrit. [Episode one] [electronic resource]

Format: @Imernet resource; |[fa Online Wideo
Fublished: [England] : BBC Worldwide ; Burbank, A Distributed in the USA and Canada by
Warner Home Yideo, c2009.
Lacation: B Duke Available Online (Cuke anly)
B MNC Central Available Online (MCCU onky
B MG State Available Online (MCSU only)
LIMNGC Chapel Hill Available Cnline (UMNC anly)

Record exclusion

The UNC pipeline on the development server was modified to evaluate methods of removing NCLIVE
streaming video records from the UNC data set and preventing duplication of these records in the TRLN
indexes. A component was created in the Endeca pipeline to evaluate each incoming record for the
presence of the string “NC LIVE media coll
removed from the pipeline and not included in the TRLN indexes.

Findings

The original MARC records provided by NCLI
the 710 field. Duke and NCSU records for
the 773 field. The tool used to remove these records is configurable to support institution-specific
filters, so this is not an obstacle.

ection
VE i ncl
t hese
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http://search-dev.trln.org/trln-shared/search?Ntk=Keyword&Ntt=pbs+video
http://search-dev.trln.org/trln-shared/search?id=NCSU2259801

Recommendations

We recommend that this set be shared in production within the consortium. Titles arrive and are
removed episodically, though more or less on an annual basis and NC LIVE itself serves as an archive for
the MARC records, so this set is somewhat of an ideal model for record sharing.

Case study 2: GPO URL records

Current status

This case study focused on GPO URL records defined as MARC records describing government resources
that are only available electronically. MARCIVE, provides a service called Documents without Shelves
(DWS) in San Antonio, Texas through which subscribing libraries receive new and updated MARC records
for these materials. At present NCSU subscribes to the Documents without Shelves (DWS) service from
MARCIVE in San Antonio, Texas. There are 90,000 records in the DWS backfile and approximately
18,000 records are added each year. Duke and NCCU receive DWS records for titles that match their
GPO selection profile. UNC receives all DWS titles because UNC is a Regional Depository library. These
records are batch loaded into the local ILSs on a monthly basis and updated via the monthly MARCIVE
notification service. Maintenance operations include correcting URLs and authority processing at 3 of
the 4 institutions.

Work accomplished

UNC provided a set of GPO URL records from the UNC ILS for use in the Shared Records project. An
Endeca pipeline dedicated to the GPO URL records ingested the records, removed UNC specific holdings
fields, and added online holdings for all four libraries.

The records were then loaded into the Sandbox MDEX on the development server. These records can
be seen on the development server at http://search-dev.trIn.org/trIn-shared/search.

The UNC pipeline on the development server was modified to filter these records during ingest to
prevent duplication in the TRLN indexes. Parameters used included the presence of the string Mvl in the
040 field and the presence of a URL.

Findings

One finding from this case study i s tGR@URL it i s di
recor ds -famrdma tmeoddEcBRri@ntly irethe ILSs. “Online only’ records
records that include a UBLmbut necotrdser i hocl dideger
holdings as well as URLs to online equivalents. When UNC extracted the GPO URL records from the

l nnovative I'LS, there was no simple way to extrac

the multi-format records as well.


http://search-dev.trln.org/trln-shared/search

For the purposes of the pilot, two workatheunds we
shared record ingest and for institutional state file ingests. The first solution ensures that UNC GPO

records with print or microfilm holdings were excluded from the Shared Record pipeline. The second
solution ensur es t hnatlie non-bost institotiens @nbé excluded f@mathosed s f r o
pipelines.

Recommendations

The Task Group recommends that TRLN implement a shared record approach for the GPO URL records.
This would be accomplished through a combination of changes in MARCIVE subscriptions and work in
systems and technical services.

MARCIVEBubscriptions

- MARCIVE was contacted and asked for aquoteforac onsor t i al |l icense for a
S h e | (DVESpslbscription meeting the following requirements.

- UNC and Duke both retain the ability to load records into their ILSs

- TRLN libraries would share the records within the TRLN Endeca system and in each local
Endeca catalog

The annual cost of the consortium subscription is $3425 (Duke, UNC, NCSU: $881 each, NCCU:
~$780)

MARCIVE is also capable of setting holdings at OCLC for the 4 libraries at a cost of approximately
$2,300. This is not necessary if we choose to use the OCLC Batchload service to set library
holdings for these collections.

Note: Institutions would need to retain their MARCIVE‘'En hanced GPO Database Servi
subscriptions for “print and microfil m’ mat er i

Note: It is beyond the scope of the task group to recommend compensation models, but it needs
to be addressed by Technology Council.

One time effort byechnical services and systems staff

-UNC retrospectiveloynliyde nrteicfoiredss GO t‘hoenilri ndeat ab
DWS”’ val ue t o a 9 NCZU mhayibeabldto progide @CaCaelaordmnuenbees fod .

this set . A list of UNC control numbers may also be available from the Endeca processing done

for the pilot for this purpose.

- NCSU has the option of cancelling the DWS portion of its GPO MARC Records subscription.

-Create ‘' GPO shared record pipeline in Endeca



-Create ‘'record suppressi on me cohlyretdrdsfamNCCW r excl ud
Duke, and NCSU Endeca pipelines’ (compl et e)

- Implement User interface features to support shared records in Search TRLN (complete) and
local catalogs

Ongoing effort performe by technical services and systems staff

- MARCIVE provides a monthly file of new and updated DWS "online only" records. MARCIVE
adds a ‘| o prabdbly iDa¥ fiefd,itosedchdrécord indicating that the records belong
to the TRLN DWS online-only collection.

- UNC sends DWS online-only records to LTI for authority processing as part of current workflow.

- UNC extracts any new or changed records in this shared collection for Endeca on a daily basis.
UNCUs es t he ‘1 ocal ecddddBat dreipatlofdhis shdredl coliegian] at e r

- UNC Innovative ILS serves as database of record for the DWS collection.
- Duke, NCCU, and NCSU load DWS online-only records into their ILSs if they desire.

Anticipated mitcomes

Each library inthe consortium ef f ecti vely becomes a ‘' Regional depo
virtue of shared access to the DWS records.

Estimated savings accrued by NCSU because of joint licensing of DWS online-only MARC records: ~$650

Estimated savings accrued by NCSU because UNC bears the cost of authority control processing
computed based on MARCIVE estimate of 18,000 records per year and MARCIVE' %.05 per record
processing charge.: $900

Savings in effort: NCSU no longer has to load or maintain these records in their ILS. Authority processing
is no longer necessary.

Case study 3: ICPSR records

Current status

All four TRLN institutions are members of the Interuniversity Consortium for Political and Social Research
(ICPSR), which maintains an archive of over 500,000 datasets from research in the social sciences.

Faculty and students affiliated with member institutions can create ICPSR accounts and download

datasets to conduct analysis. ICPSR makes available to subscribing institutions approximately 7,500

MARC records describing these collections. Currently UNC and NCSU load MARC records for ICPSR

datasets into their ILSs. Each record includes a description of the dataset, various access points, and a



hyperlink back to the ICPSR archive for the dataset itself. The MARC records are actually derived from
the Data Document Initiative (DDI) formatted records used by ICPSR for these datasets. New and
modified DDI records are made available on a monthly basis, MARC records are updated annually.
Duke, while interested in these records, has not loaded the ICPSR MARC records into the Aleph ILS.

Proposed next steps

A sub-group of the task group has devised a method for harvesting the DDI records from the Odum
I nstitute’s data archi ve wbBndecai Stepsevauldinclude: t hose reco

1. Harvesting new and updated DDI records using the OAI-PMH protocol

2. Transforming the DDI records into Endeca records. The xsl used by ICPSR
http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/files/ICPSR/or/metadata/marc/marcxml.xsl to generate MARC
records would serve as a starting point for the data transformation.

3. Loading the Endeca records into TRLN Endeca and tagging them for Duke, UNC, and NCSU
There are several advantages to this approach including

Timeliness — Accessing DDI records directly would allow the libraries to keep up to date with
new and modified records. Currently the MARC records are up to a year out of date.

Deferred work —Duke staff memberswoul dn’'t have to develop a | oad
ingesting ICPSR records into Aleph.

The potential for richer metadata — Direct access to the DDI records may provide richer
metadata than is available in the MARC records.

Archiving —Since the ICPSR serves as the archive of record, TRLN is not concerned with
archiving these data.

Recommendations

This collection of metadata records is a good fit for the shared records program. The Task group
recommends pursuing this effort.

A process for using the Shared Record model for other collections

Going forward, the consortium should be able to exploit the shared record model to reduce redundant
workflows at TRLN libraries and share expenses of jointly managed metadata. During the pilot we
derived several criteria to screen metadata records for sharing within the consortium.

- Are licenses required / available for the sharing of metadata records within the consortium?

If so, do consortium libraries already have licenses? Or are new licenses required?

9


http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/files/ICPSR/or/metadata/marc/marcxml.xsl

- Is additional processing required for these records such as authority control or URL maintenance?

| f s o, it i s best i f one TRLN Ilibrary took on
consortium.

- Does the consortium need to provide an Archive of record for these records? Or can the consortium
rely on an external agency (like ICPSR, NC LIVE for example) for this purpose?

I f TRLN needs to provide an archive of record,
responsibilities would be the best approach.

- Reporting and statistics. Are there implications for generating reports and statistics on this collection?

Local reporting needs may require libraries to continue to load shared records into their local
ILSs. At Duke for instance, the need to generate reports for selectors and faculty may require
continuing to load shared records into Aleph on a collection-by-collection basis.

Statistics. Can statistics on holdings be generated through Endeca or evaluation of the shared
metadata itself?

- Updating holdings at OCLC. Do TRLN libraries need to add holdings for shared collections at OCLC for
MARC metadata?

If so, Batch Processing services at OCLC for group projects can be used to set holdings for

multiple institutions.

- Sharing metadata with third party search applications. Do TRLN libraries need to provide metadata to
third party search applications, such as Summon?

If so, shared metadata provided to Endeca should be suitable for sharing with Serials Solutions
or other applications for ingest.

- Integration with OCLC Worldcat Local

As noted above, OCLC Worldcat Local generates three types of hyperlinks for electronic
resources: a link to the holding library ’OpenURL resolver, locally maintained hyperlinks
retrieved from the ILS by Z39.50, and master URLs in the OCLC records. Shared records may not
be in each ILS, so WorldCat Local will not be able to retrieve locally maintained URLs from the
ILSs. The impact of this barrier depends on how much importance the UNC system libraries
place on supporting access to electronic resources from WorldCat Local.

This is not generally a problem for e-journals as they are generally represented in Resolver
Knowledgebases. Increasingly, e-book collections are being represented in Resolver
knowledgebases as well. For instance, Serials Solutions provides linking capabilities for e-books.
UNC Chapel Hill, Duke, and NCSU are Serials Solutions subscribers, so it is conceivable that over

10


http://www.oclc.org/support/documentation/batchprocessing/using/bibbatchsolutions.pdf

time this will not be a problem for these institutions. NCCU, however, does not subscribe to
Serials Solutions. Nonetheless, TRLN libraries will need to be cognizant of this issue when
deciding on collections to be shared.

Categories of collections suitable for the Shared Record program

The Task group reviewed several collections that are shared by two or more institutions and classified
them into categories that would require slightly different treatment under the shared records model.

Licensed resources requiring licensing of metadata. This category includes several large sets such as
Early American Imprints, Series | and I, Early English Books Online (EEBO), and Eighteenth Century
Collections Online.

Licenses: The libraries will need to ensure that consortium libraries have appropriate licenses in
place to support record sharing.

Maintenance: Authority control and URL maintenance are likely required for these collections,

therefore one institution shouldtakeon ‘ host institution’ responsi b
Archiving requirements: The host institution should provide archiving responsibilities on behalf
of the consortium.

Reporting and Statistics: Each library will need to evaluate their needs for each collection before
deciding to load records into their local ILS as well.

Updating holdings at OCLC: The libraries can use OCLC batchloading services for this purpose
through individual OCLC subscriptions or through a central TRLN batchload profile.

Sharing metadata with third party search applications such as Summon: Licenses may or may
not allow this activity. If allowed, the same metadata provided to Endeca should be usable in
other search applications.

Hyperlink support in WorldCat Local: Assuming this is a priority for the libraries, we recommend
relying on OpenURL resolvers to route users to appropriate resources.

Licensed resources wit h . Thiecatagwmyrinclyles eseurces pidtly * f r e e’ me
licensed by TRLN libraries or through other consortial memberships such as the NCLIVE Streaming Video

collection and Lyrasis E-Book packages where MARC records are available to subscripting institutions by

virtue of their electronic resource license.

Licenses: Licenses are not required.

Maintenance: Authority control and URL maintenance may be required for these collections
therefore one institution should take on
be made on a collection-by-collection basis.

host

11



Archiving requirements: The host institution should provide archiving responsibilities on behalf
of the consortium if authority control and metadata maintenance are required. In other cases,
the vendor can likely be relied upon to provide archiving services

Reporting and Statistics: Each library will need to evaluate their needs for each collection before
deciding to load records into their local ILS.

Updating holdings at OCLC: The libraries can use OCLC batchloading services for this purpose
through individual OCLC subscriptions or through a central TRLN batchload profile.

Sharing metadata with third party search applications such as Summon: Licenses may or may
not allow this activity. If allowed, the same metadata provided to Endeca should be usable in

other search applications.

Hyperlink support in WorldCat Local: Assuming this is a priority for the libraries, we recommend
relying on OpenURL resolvers to route users to appropriate resources.

Licensed e-Books.

Collections in this category include titles from eBrary, Springer, etc. The value of the shared
record model depends largely on the degree to which e-book collections are shared within the
consortium and the audit-trail requirements at participating institutions. If e-books as
collections or specific titles are not shared across the consortium —there is no benefit to sharing
metadata. Likewise, a local requirement to create order records and invoice records linked to
individual e-book titles will force libraries to load e-book metadata into their ILSs to purchase
these materials.

An interesting case can be made for sharing acquisitions-on-demand metadata at the pre-

purchase phase. PRUN haswe!' d med ad att tne a‘sprsehar ed
resources received enough use to justify purchase, those records could be ingested into the ILSs

to create links between orders and specific titles purchased by the libraries. Further

investigation of this approach in concert with collection managers may be of value.

Free resources that are cataloged by one or more institutions but may be of interest to other libraries
include OCA titles digitized by UNC, Duke, or NCSU. Partner libraries may want to include OCA books
digitized by TRLN partners in their catalogs. The group thought that was worth investigating in
coordination with the Collections Council.

Licenses: Licenses are not required.

Maintenance: Authority control and URL maintenance are likely required for these collections
therefore the creating institution should take

Archiving requirements: Thehost i nsti tution would by virtue of
provide archiving responsibilities on behalf of the consortium.

12



Reporting and Statistics: This is likely only relevant to the metadata creator institution.
Updating holdings at OCLC: This is likely only relevant to the metadata creator institution.

Sharing metadata with third party search applications such as Summon: This is likely only
relevant to the metadata creator institution.

Hyperlink support in WorldCat Local: This is unlikely to be an issue for these collections.

Conclusion

The Shared Records Task Group looked into both the technical and workflow implications of loading a
single record into Endeca for each title in three different Internet-accessible sets, the GPO URL
(“Docuwitlont sShel ves "NARCVE theNC dVE stréaming Rdeo records, and the
Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research (ICPSR) dataset records. The technical
feasibility for displaying holdings in the TRLN and institutional skins was demonstrated on the Endeca
development server, using single records whose proxy settings were stripped from the 856 on load and
then added again for each sharing library upon display.

The NC LIVE and ICPSR record sets present the least difficulty, in that these data can be easily identified
in our local catalogs and represented titles with electronic holdings only. These are also sets which
might be more likely maintained within Endeca and not in the local ILS, and for which there is already an
archiving mechanism in place at the vendor. The GPO URL records presented difficulties, both for
identification, but also for isolating from print materials which are often represented on GPO records
including an 856 field. If we are to proceed with sharing of the GPO records, it will have to be on the
basis of the Documents without Shelves service, as this identifies the records that do not also have a
print equivalent.

The concept of record sharing was generally viewed positively, although local staff needs may also cause
individual TRLN libraries to load records for some shared sets in their local catalog as well. Obviously,
greater savings will be possible when all TRLN libraries become comfortable enough with both a shared
catalog (Endeca and beyond) and a shared cataloging effort. Still, it is important to begin testing
acceptance of this model now for a future which may make this necessary.

The group recommends that we proceed to share records for these three sets in TRLN Endeca, both to
better test the model for future sets and to save disc space on the Endeca servers, where we now host
as many as four copies of some records. Furthermore, we recommend that this model be extended to
other electronic resource sets ordered in common in the future, and to sets acquired in the past where
MARC record licensing permits. Even if only two TRLN members hold the set, it is still worthwhile to
share those records, as it saves space and has the potential to cut down on redundant processing and
maintenance.

To manage the sharing process, we recommend that the Endeca Operations Committee screen record
sets for sharing in the future, working with the Electronic Resources Committee as needed. These
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groups could consider additional sets to share, recommend joint purchasing or licensing of metadata as
needed, assign responsibility for hosting shared record sets, and oversee expectations for description
and access. The task group recommends the Technology Council consider means for equitably
distributing processing costs associated with authority control, record maintenance, and URL checking.

Appendix 1: Expectations for record set host institutions

1 Record license rights for consortium use must be secured prior to load

91 Description standards for any set should be agreeable to all sharing institutions (standards may
be less than full AACR2/RDA if agreed upon by sharers)

1 Maintenance institution should be prepared and able to supply current version of set records in
full MARC format (including leader/fixed fields) if needed by another member library for
migration to new system

91 Forinstitutions other than the designated maintenance agency, set records that continue to be
maintained in the local ILS should not be extracted to Endeca, or should be rejected from load at
the Endeca end

9 Local proxy information should be omitted from 856 or can be stripped on load. Proxy data for
local users will be supplied by Endeca on display

9 Links to resources specified in 856 should be maintained and current

1 Name and subject headings in set records should be under authority control, either locally or
through a vendor process
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Appendix 2: Required fields in Endeca

Shared Record Flag
- The presence of this flag indicates the record is shared and the user interfaces should render it as such.

SharedRecordFlag: Shared

Institution Facet

- This facet would be populated for every institution that wants to share the record. This can be set on
a collection by collection basis. For instance, records for a collection shared by 3 institutions would only
be tagged for those three institutions.

Institution: Duke
Institution: NCCU
Institution: NCSU
Institution: UNC

Format Mappings
- This facet ensures the record is tagged with the correct format facet value for each institution.

Format: Videos and DVDs > Online Video
Format: Online > Online Video

Location Mappings
- These values ensure the title will display in local skins and when users filter by institution in Search
TRLN.

Location: Duke > Duke Internet Resource

Location: UNC Chapel Hill > Electronic Resource

Location: NCCU > Shepard > Electronic Resources

Location: NCSU > Online Resources
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http://trln2950.trln.org:8888/endeca_jspref/controller.jsp?sid=1272F9AE9B82&enePort=8074&eneHost=trln2950.trln.org&N=206586
http://trln2950.trln.org:8888/endeca_jspref/controller.jsp?sid=1272F9AE9B82&enePort=8074&eneHost=trln2950.trln.org&N=206589
http://trln2950.trln.org:8888/endeca_jspref/controller.jsp?sid=1272F9AE9B82&enePort=8074&eneHost=trln2950.trln.org&N=206588
http://trln2950.trln.org:8888/endeca_jspref/controller.jsp?sid=1272F9AE9B82&enePort=8074&eneHost=trln2950.trln.org&N=206587
http://trln2950.trln.org:8888/endeca_jspref/controller.jsp?sid=1272F9AE9B82&enePort=8074&eneHost=trln2950.trln.org&N=206431
http://trln2950.trln.org:8888/endeca_jspref/controller.jsp?sid=1272F9AE9B82&enePort=8074&eneHost=trln2950.trln.org&N=206628
http://trln2950.trln.org:8888/endeca_jspref/controller.jsp?sid=1272F9AE9B82&enePort=8074&eneHost=trln2950.trln.org&N=206432
http://trln2950.trln.org:8888/endeca_jspref/controller.jsp?sid=1272F9AE9B82&enePort=8074&eneHost=trln2950.trln.org&N=206629
http://trln2950.trln.org:8888/endeca_jspref/controller.jsp?sid=1272F9AE9B82&enePort=8074&eneHost=trln2950.trln.org&N=206474
http://trln2950.trln.org:8888/endeca_jspref/controller.jsp?sid=1272F9AE9B82&enePort=8074&eneHost=trln2950.trln.org&N=206540
http://trln2950.trln.org:8888/endeca_jspref/controller.jsp?sid=1272F9AE9B82&enePort=8074&eneHost=trln2950.trln.org&N=206475
http://trln2950.trln.org:8888/endeca_jspref/controller.jsp?sid=1272F9AE9B82&enePort=8074&eneHost=trln2950.trln.org&N=206601
http://trln2950.trln.org:8888/endeca_jspref/controller.jsp?sid=1272F9AE9B82&enePort=8074&eneHost=trln2950.trln.org&N=206476
http://trln2950.trln.org:8888/endeca_jspref/controller.jsp?sid=1272F9AE9B82&enePort=8074&eneHost=trln2950.trln.org&N=206524
http://trln2950.trln.org:8888/endeca_jspref/controller.jsp?sid=1272F9AE9B82&enePort=8074&eneHost=trln2950.trln.org&N=210920
http://trln2950.trln.org:8888/endeca_jspref/controller.jsp?sid=1272F9AE9B82&enePort=8074&eneHost=trln2950.trln.org&N=206477
http://trln2950.trln.org:8888/endeca_jspref/controller.jsp?sid=1272F9AE9B82&enePort=8074&eneHost=trln2950.trln.org&N=206490

Appendix 3: Data handling workflows for shared records

Shared record loading processes

Host Institution Responsibilities

1.

3.

Performs record maintenance including update, delete, authority control, url
corrections, and other necessary operations and Exports the shared records in each

collection in discrete file(s).

Serves as database of record for the MARC records for shared collections and agrees to
provide MARC records to libraries that need them for migration purposes.

Sets holdings at OCLC using TRLN group batchload profile

TRLN Endeca Processing

1. Ingests the metadata for the collection into a pipeline dedicated to this specific
collection and removes existing holdings fields
2. Adds new shared record fields (SharedRecordFlag, Institution, Location, and Format).
Additional processing may include removing proxy server urls from 856 fields if needed.
3. Passes records to the TRLN indexes for use by the user interfaces
Shared Record Loading Processes
Host institution Endeca
responsibilities processing

Perform
record
maintenance

Extract
records

Set holdings
at OCLC with
TRLN group
profile
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Record Exclusion Processes

Cataloging institution responsibilities

1. Non-host libraries may or may not retain copies of shared records in their ILSs. This has

no bearing on sharing records in Endeca
2. Institutions execute record extracts as normal.
TRLN Endeca processing

1. TRLN Endeca ingests the institutional extracts as normal but filters out records that

match a given pattern.

Filters exclude shared records by pre-defined criteria. For instance the presence of the

string, NC Live Media Collection in the MARC 710, has been used to filter out PBS video
records.

Record Exclusion Processes

May or may not
retain shared All catalogi
recordsin local ILS cataloging

institutions

Extract full set
of MARC
recordsfrom
ILS

Pass
remaining

Filter out
records

Ingestrecords

known to be rlel:;lrdis o Endeca
ndexin )
S pmessfs processing

Add to
TRLN
indexes
available
to all user
interfaces
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Processes for loading externally hosted metadata (ICPSR, etc.)
Host institution responsibilities
1. Performs record maintenance as appropriate to the collection
2. Makes data available for harvest by TRLN
Cataloging institution responsibilities

3. There are no record maintenance responsibilities, but institutions should maintain
licenses that grant access to the metadata when needed

TRLN Endeca processing

4. Endeca harvests and ingests the metadataasneeded. Ho|l di ngs are ‘attache
for licensing institutions.

Loading Processes for externally hosted
shared records

Maintain
records; make Host institution

responsihilities

available for
harvest

Endeca
processing
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