. - DOCUMENT RESUNME

BED 254 243 IR 051 045

AUTHOR . Davis, Jinnie Y.

TITLE Shelf~ * Conversion at NCSU: Factors in Decision
' Kaking

PUB UATE 18 Nov 83 ’

NOTE 22p.; Pa er presented at the SOLINET/TSRT

Retrospective Conversion Workshop \Montgomery, AL,
: November 18, 1983).
PUB TYPE Reports - Descriptive (141) -- Speeches/Conference
Papers (150)

EDRS PRICE MFO1/PC01 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS *Academic Libraries; Higher Education; Library
, Administration; *Library Automation; *Library
Catalogs; *Library Collections; Library Networks;
' Library Techaical Processes; Online Systems
IDENTIFIERS *Monographs; North Carclina State Universityz OCLC;
*Rotrospective Conversion (Library Catalogs

ABSTRACT -
: Written when an in-house retrospective conversion
project on the monographs collection of an academic library was 80%
complete, this paper presents factors for considerction by
decision~makers prior to establishing a similar project. Topics
. considered together with a Jdescription of how North Carolirna State
--—- University (NCSU) handled each, include: (1) why a library should
undertake retrospective conversion; (2) how to set up the project;
(3) what is the scope of the project; (4) what resources (e.g.,
equipment, personnel, funds) are needed to perform in-house
. conversion; (5) procedural decisions that must be made: and (6) an
assessment of the project. It is noted that the variety of conversion
methods and the number of vendors offering services to libraries
today offer much greater flexibility in approaching conversion
activities. (Author/THC)

ERARARRRARARRARARARRERAANERARRRNARRARANRRARRARARARARA RN ARNRARRNRRNARARRNAERAEAN

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. *
_ BARBRARARNALRARRNARARNRANANARNEARANAARAANRARNRANRRRRANRRAARRERNEAANRNAAARARAR




U8 CEMNRTIENST OF EDUCATION
.. NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF SDUCATION ¢
CENTER (ENIC)
Wt documen: hes boen reproducad os \
receved fiom the person or OrGATEStON
oniginetmyg &
1! Minor changes have beesn meds 10 mmprove
RPAOGUCTION ety
® Pomts of view or opawans stated m th docy ‘
MOt do NOt NECESEady raPresent ot wl NIE
POKTION OF PokCyY

SHELFLIST CONVERSION AT NCSU:

FACTORS IN DECISION MAKING

ED25424 3

by
Jinnie Y. Davis
o, North Carolina State University

-

Paper presented at:
SOLINET/TSRT Retrospective Conversion Workshop
Montgomery, Alabama

November 18, 1983

“PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

Jinnie Y. Davis

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES

ELROSIO4s™

_V:E (T
=




I'm goinﬁ to be talking about the factors im decision naking related
to the retrospective conversion project at North Carolina State University--
it began in 1976; we do use OCLC to convert the shelflist by ourselves;
we're 80% of the way through; and we would wake the same decision again,
under the same circumstances.

Instead of giving you a straight chromological account of what we did,
I thought it would be more useful to focus on the topics or questions that
come up in making the decisions involved in setting up and maintaining a
retrospective conversion project. 1'll use our case and our decisions as
examples under each topic. The topics themselves, I think, are factors in
decision making that you will need to consider no matter which method of
conversion you select.

First, let me give you some background information about N.C. State as.
a8 context for ;nderstanding our decisioné: ;e are a land-grant university,
with a curricular emphasis in science and technology. Our library system
consisés of a main library and, at the time we began the retraspective
conversion project, four branch libraries with collections in specialiied
fields such as textiles and forestry, for which we do a lot of original
cataloging. We're an ARL library now, with a 1.1 million volume collection,
but in 1976, dur holdings were less than half that size. We are felicitously
loéated in the Research Triangle, so we have the oppottd%ity to join with
Duke University and the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill in
severﬁs coope:ati;é efforts, especially recently, as members of the Triangle
Research Libraries Network (TRLN). We joined the OCLC network in October
1975, so we didn't hﬁve many machine-readable records at the time the

retrocon project began a year later.
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«+ The topics I discuss will be:ﬂ why undertake a retrospective conversion
project; how should you go about it; what is the scope of the project;

what are the resources needed to do it yourself; what decisions need to

be made about procedures; and what is our assessment of our project.

First, why undertake a retrospective conversion project? Related ques-
tions are: what are the reascnq“(whether ostensible or hidden) for it? |
What are the goals and objectives of the project? What are the immediate
and long-range benefits for the library? what kind of support do you have
for the project? What kind of priority does it have within the library?

The answers to these questions will, of course, affect décisiﬁns on how to
proceed with the project.

For us, a major impetus for doing retrospective conversion came from
our Library Systems staff, whiEh had been planning since ﬁhe early 1970s
for an automated circulation system. In order to implement that, they knew
that we had to have a “critical mass" of records in machine-readable form.
To that end, the Systems staff members had even begun to convert some | (/
post-1968 records (although only partially), in thg hopes that they would )
somehow be able to run their tapes against the HARé.tapes and pull the
full bibliographic data from the MARC records.

So, at the time, an sutomated circulation system seemed imminent, and
the concept of an online catalog and “total" iibrary system was 1in our
long-range plans. Since then, our cooperativé activities with TRLN have
made possible the installation of a prototype online catalog, to be up
next vear, while t™e automated circulation system is still in the planning
stage. Thus, it's possible that the reasons you start out with may change

over the course of thé.project.
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~ Another stated reason for converting our shelflist was the desire to

«

. make our collection, with {ts special emphases, available to other libraries:

through the OCLC database. Also, we realized that the labor costs involved
could only go up, if we delayed the project.

With these reasons in mind, we determined that our archive tapes vere
intended to be the master database for our library; it was intended to tie
in with an automated circulation system and to be usable for interiibrary
loah; it was supposed to take acgount of "unknown future capabilities of
OCLC" (e.g., the ability to search fields not indexed at the time). We
decided at the time that we didn't want tc produce a microfilm catalog of
these records (though now we do have a COM catalog, again produced tﬁrough
TRLN). In any case, to do what we intended to do with our database, we
knew we wanted full MARC cataloging for these records.

Tied in to ehe question of why undertake a conversion project is.éhat
of what kind of support you have to see it through. Not oaly did we have
strong support from Library Systems, but we also ha. . rong backing from
the library administration and cataloging department administration. Outs%de
tH{; line of administration, however, there was little discussion of the
project--this was probably a weakness of the project: it would have helped
géﬁeral understanding of what retrocor involved and why it was important.
From outside the library, too, our administration received frequent queraies
about the wisdom of putting resources into converting our sheiflist instead
of cataloging new books.
| I1t's important also to estab113h~the priority of the project among the
other activities of the librafy: At NCSU, the conversion project within the
Monographic Cataloging Department usually received low priority because it
deals with records alteady available to local users in card form. wWherever

other special projects or problems came up, it was customary to take people
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awvay from retrocon to work on those projects instead. It will probabiy be.
given lower priorit; in most libraries, because the achievenegt is less
visible than the cataloging of new books, and 1if you stop convgrsion activi;j.
no visible backlog begins to build up. This lower priority isn't necessarily
wrong, but it helps i€ }ou make it clear to everyone from ;be beginning just
what the priority of the project is, or morale in the retrocon unit can ’
suffer; '

Whenever our financial resources were tight, too, the shelflist con-
version project would be the first place where cuts would be suggested. The
question of funding éupport‘for the project is an obvious one to raise. In
our case, the project was funded entirely from tﬁe library budget. At the
beginning, there was only emough money for half a professional and half a
support staff position. Even then..there was no guara..ee that we would
receive the labor-payroll (or hourly wages) staff we requested, though we
did eventually get it. Now, of course, there are several sourca2s of fund-
ing avai}able. especially for libraries converting collections in specialized
areas. We have no plans currenily for seekirg outside supp#rc.

The next topic I'll discuss is: how should you go sbout it? There
are two parts to this question: how to make the decision to do it, and
how to implement it.

Our decision to go through with it was pretty much dictated by the
+ .rary Systems' plans for an automated circulat;on system, which had rather
high priority at the time. 2Ry l975.-when we joined OCLC, the library was
beginning to realize that qsfhg the OCLC system was a better way to convert

records retrospactively, and that the conversion effort really belonged in

the cataloging department, in the hands of personnel trained in online cata-

loging.



The second part of the question--how to implement the project—-is
probably the main question f#cing'nost libraries today. At the time our
project began, the possibility of using a commercial vendor was not a
viable alternative--such services simply weren't available. OCLC itseif
had only recently expanded its membership beyond its Ohio- and its academic-
library base. So there was no serious attempt made to find an outside asercy
to pexform the convérsion.

Instead, in 1970, the Monographic Cataloging Department hired a
professional half-time to s;t uﬁ the project. Fortunately, the department
'selected a very well-organized person who studied the existing literat;re
on retrospective conversion and set out an outline of questions that needed
to be answered, including many of the ones I'm raising today. He dalled
together a Shelflist Conversion Advisory Committee to consider those questioqs;
basically, it was an advisory group that helped to establish objectives, set
up guidelines, and approve procedurai'decisions. We would recommend in-
volving such an advisory gr;cp in the process of setting up a rectrocon
project, particularly with representation from those areas that will be
directly affected by the project: we had members from the Mono;raphic ~
Cataloging Department, collection development, and library systems.

Although there are several mes to approach retrospective conversion
(e.g., converting each unconverggd item afte_ it has been charged out and
returned to Circulation), we decided to base our procedure'on the shelflist
* file alone, hence "shelflist conversion" is an accurate name for our project.

Recause of this approach, our answers to the questions in the next
topic: what is the scope of the project; what is the nature (problems,
special cases) éf your particular collection--center on the nature of our

shelflist.



Some specific questiqus to consider are, (1) what are your priorities
for conversion? We decided we wanted to couvert asnlarge a number of records
as quickly as possible. so we decided to convert only monographs at first,
with priority given to the identification and conversion of "Yeasy" records
(those with matching LC copy). )

(2) What 1is the size of the holdings to be converted? We estimated
300,000 innographic records (not counting added copiés or added volumes)
needed to be converted.

(3) w..at will be omitted from the scop; of the project? There were’
some large categories of omissions that we could readily identify, some
because of the nature of ‘the materials, others because of OCLC's system
limitations at the time. These included documents, pamphlets, maps, serials,
microfilms, mediu, and non-roman language records. There were also several
specific problems caused by fdiosyncrasies in our local practice: an
example 1is the case of séne scientific and technical translations, where
we used a single call number to catalog numerous articles and monographs.
Eve;tually. of course, we'll have to deal with the conversion of these
items as well.

(4) What 1is the physical arrangement of the shelflist, and is it
-really a union shelflist? Not only do we have a main shelflist with
records for each branch library catalog énd"each special location withiﬁ the
main library, but we also have separate shelflists for these separate
libraries and collections (sonetiﬁes with fuller holdings information).
Media and microfilms, on the other hand, are only found in their own
separate shelflists, We had to be aware of all these special cases
before proceeding with conversion, so we could nnke‘sure we .had procedures

dealing with them. This brings me to the next question.
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(S)~ What are the special problems that requiré special procedures
to handlef Here we get into the nitty-gritty level of planning, and it's
very useful to have soueéne“tq your library who knows something (ideally,
evérythins) about the history of its cataloging policies and practices,
to alert you to idiosyncrasies you may encounter. Our library was first
established @n 1589 and had only'recently grown to become a university-level
research collection. The amount Jf our original cataloging, for example,

- had quadrupled in the twenty years before the shelfcon praoject began.
Similarly, only recently (in the 1960s and 1970s) had there been an attempt
to impose uniformity on our policies and procedures and to make them adhere
to national standards. So every past deviation of this sort had to be dealt
with by the shelflist conversion staff. ’

To give you an idea of the range of problems that may exist: at one
time, the department used "old-form,'"--abbreviated, homemade--shelflist
cards in an attempt to save money. Since our approach was based on the
phelflist. we had to replace each of these old-férm cargs (about 125,000
in all) with a card containing the full bibliographic and holdings in-
formation. This was eventualily done by going to the public cgtalog. pulling
the main entry card, making sure it had full tracings and holdings, sending
it off to be photocopied on card stock, and finally filing the new shelflist
card and refiling the main entry card. Thi; was a project unto itself |

- and was spread out over the first five years of the conversion project.

Even cards that aren't'really.pt?blens had to be accounted for before-
hand, so the shelfcon staff knows what to do with them. These included
with&;awns. dummy cards, and temporary cards.

Since in retrospective ccnversion you may be applying a relatively
recently developed OCLC profile t; records cataloged pos;lbly decades ago,

you need to be sure that your current profile fits all those records as well.
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_ One of our problems, for example, was éhe fac;f:ﬁht somewhere alopng the w;y. '
before we joined OCLC, we had changed our definition of "oversize": it .
“used to be 30 cm. and above but was changed to 31 cm. and above, and this
wvas what our OCLC profile automatically treated as ;folioé. On those older
records, though, we didn't want a book 30 cm. high to be designat:.d as
non-folio in the online’ record, when it was already marked and shelved as
a folio. So each time that situation arose, we'd have to override the
sautomatic stamp.

At N.C. State, the local dsta;ase that the Library Systems staff had
created as an aid to conversion turned out to be a major constraint. They
had hoped to run their brief machine-readable records (44,000 Qf them) agains;
the OCLC database and to pull off ;he full bibliographic data. Unfortunately, '
the conversion had been done by students (under the supervision of the
Library Systems staff) who were untrained in cataloging and unable to
recognize significant bibliographic differences or changes (e.g.., dashe&;on
entries, differ;nc editions). A great deal of time and effort was iuvested
in attempting to clear up the problems generated by these preliminary
attempts at conversion before we decided in 1982 that it would be eaaie;
just to forget that database and search each record as it arose.

We were able, however, to salvage a snall_ﬁortion of that database. It
included about 4,000 of our local NCSU theses and dissertatiﬁns that had
been converted into a basic MARC format. OCLC agreed to dump them into
the Save file at the rate of approximately 200 o niéht; during that time,
we concentrated our efforts on checking and updatins those records alone.

I think our *iming for that special project was fortuitous because OCLC
was interested in building up the database and wore conducive to cooperating .
with us than it might be now, with many other 1teu§ of higher'priority on

its schedule.
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The next topic for consideration 1s: what are the ges&uéces.péeded tQ,
dﬁ it yourself? The term "r%fources;" of course, can inclgde factors sucg~‘
as uonéy. pe;sonnel. equipnent. telecoununications costs. We haven‘f
stopped to compile a comprehensive cost figure, but I have sope basic dagg
concernins our use of resources that I can share vith you. S B

in terms of hardware. we ‘had the use of begween fout and sixk 6CLC_
]terlinals‘dqyins thehleﬁsth of our project. Depending on where your
library serminals are located and how often they're usedy you g;y be able
to use andther department's ﬁfrninals. as ée.did our Aquisitions Department's
in the evenings. We also made heavy use of a photocofiat. since we didn'g' -
‘want to r;nave ;ny shelflist cards from our shéiflist for any length of
time, so ready access to a copier was érucial. |

A significént factor in our estimate of costs was tﬁe fact that, at-
the time, OCLC did not impose a charge for records updated for retrospective
conversion. We were lucky to have just completed the najo:ity of our
conversion before thg 16¢ per record (during non-prime time) charge was
imposed.

Depending on how soon you begin:your project, the telecommunications
chnrgeg you pay may be anywhere from 60 to 85X higher (according to
vatious estimates of Qhat vill happren after April 1984) than it was for us.

In terms of human resources, our ghelfgon staff grew from (in 1976)
half a professional.'half a ﬁupport staff member, and four students working
twenty hours a week each to, aé its height, a part-time professional super-
vising the project, two full-time support staff members, and aboug ten
students working various ﬁours. At the beginning of the project, a great

" deal of professional time was needed for planning and supervising. Later,

-
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extensive planning wvas no longer necessary, and the supervisory load
(particularly of the students) could be shared:by the supportvptaff members. .
The staff size depended on two factors: one was what we could fit into the
physical constrainte imposed on us by the number of terminals we had and
the number of hours of help available to us. We scheduled every termincl
for use every evening until 10 p.m., and on‘SaturAays as well. Another
factor in staff size is the nature of the work to he done.. for exigple.
now that the DLC matching records have mostly been converted, this. year
we just eliminated all s.udent help from the project and are down to just
Q professi?ndl who has general supervision of the project and two full-time
support staff members. |

So we basiéally had three levels of personnel doing different levels
of shelflist conversion: ,
(1) student help (hourlﬁ wages or labor-payroll). They handled conversion
" of the easiest type of record, the oues for which there were already DLC
records in the database. Even cthis lowést level of work meant that the stu-
dento had to learn the OCLC Books Formst, including local policies on usé
of fields such as the 049 and 590‘£1e1ds. We use a standard format for
designatioq of holdings in the 049 field. Tbe; also had to lggrn to modernize
pre-AACR1 records to AACR] standards. Hé.uere fortunate, though, in having
.oa‘good supply of students with some library training from the nearby Wake
Technical College. Although their students in the library technology progr;m
usually had no exparience with MARC or OCLC, they nad some library orientation
aﬁd ﬁer\ ' ly wmotivated to learn their shelfcon duties. "Some of them,
“in fa. ".on to become full-time employees 1n‘the de}arqnent.

Tﬁggr tfﬁining—-in use of tﬁg database and MARC tagging--could be done

in four hours (nr'qre evening) for a good studert, or maybe three nights
. e <.J . ’

.
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otherwise. At the beginning, they would be required to place all the records
they updated in Save, until they were ready to be released to work independently.

This usually took from two weeks to a month. If after six weeks the student's

error rate was still unacceptably high, that person would be dismissed from
the project. After our ctudents gained experience with the project, they
were trained to input LC copy as well, although the searching, checking, and
final updating was done by a support staff member.

¥We estimate that from the begimming of the project to the present,
before OCLC started to charge for retrocon records, it cost us (and this
is just t*.- cost of actually performing the conversion, not of time in
planning and supervising, etc.) at first about 25¢ per record tc, towards
the end, 50¢ a record, for the "easy" records,
(2) The more difficult work was performed by library sssistants, and for
this level of support staff, we require two years of college or two years
of'libraryrexperience. They handled items with only contributed records in
the ;atabase, items that need to be recatalﬁged, and items that have no
copy and thus have to be entered as original records. Now, of course, with
no student help avli}able,'the library assistants update LC records and input
LC copy as well. T@is is one of the harheét,jobs in the library because
~our libraryﬁassisgants need to knov (beyond what the students are taught) -
several sets ;f cataloging rules and must be able to recokpize a8 problem when
it appea;s. Again, fox the most part we had a very good :gaff-e.g., librasy

. ~
asgistants wrote the student manual and trained the students. v

(3) Finally, at the professional level, all.the o#erall plann}nn. implemen~
tation, and supervision of the project is done. This includes making deqj.ff
sions on any questions the library assistants can't handle. (and shelfcon

. . .

uncovers ali kinds of unusual cataloging problems)., The professional also.

/

r

. e ' e e T P .o . \ P ' .
. a3

-



FRSEN
" i

-

establishes all AACR2 name headings in the name authority file and sets up
other access points for original inputs, and coordinates the shelfcon unit's
work with that of the rest of the library. After the project got undefway.
much of the daily supervisory duties were taken over by library assistants
and extensive planning was no longer needed, so the professiomal time now |
only takes a few hours s week, depending on the need.

We found that as far as records convefted per hour are concermed, the
students were able to do an average of ten records an hour (these are the
so-called "easy" records). The very good omes could get up to fifteen or
seventeen records an hour, and when a professional converted some easy records
(as was done at the beginning of the project), he Has-ablé to get up to twenty
records an hour, because less time was needed to resolve questionable points
while at the terminal. The work of tie library assistants'is more varied, so
it depeands on the amount of additional‘editing needed to an existing database
record, but they can_usually do ten records an hour, if they come to the
torminal knowing how and what to edit. Responie time, of course, is an
additional factor and, at the beginning of our project, it #as exce;lent.

Our statistics for number of records converted are:

) Oétoberﬂl926 - June 1977 23,737 (of uhicb‘862 were original records)
July 1977;- June 1978 . 37.91bk(-ore than 2,250 originals) _
- July l9i§ -~ June 1979 35,500 (7,300 originals)
. .. July 1979 - June 1980 k3.325 (1,688 originals) - Chancellor's Challenge
. July 1980 - June 1981 | 33,005 (358 originals)
July 1981 - June 1982 38,643 - AACR2
July 1982 - April 1983 - 34,800 '

This céues to a total of more than 227,00b“records.

. One .activity that takes a g;éa:lheal of time but something that I recom-

-

- mand highly is the documentation of the project's éﬁtiyities. This includes
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minuces of committee meetings, policy decisions, changes in procedures, etc.

Our training manual for students was done on a word processor, which has been

- useful for quick updates of multiple copies. Also, many other libraries

Sty el Ty .- - R
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have written to obtain c&bies of it. We've also generated a lot of tvaining
memos on specific aspects of cataloging that occur noré’frequently in shelf-
l11st conversion than in cataloging new books (e.g., the use of the 010 field
with its numerous special characters). We also found it useful to develop
forms for situations that came up often (e.g., "Problems for Recataloging
Consideration” and "Series Review" forms).

When you have so many people working in a unit, the supervisory aspect
of it becomes very ti-e-consuning. We scheduled shelfcon work even when the
rest of the library was closed (e.g., during semester breaks), so this
necessitated written procedurzs on how to lock up, security measures etc.

What decisions need to be made about procedureg?' When we began, we had
few other models to follow. Before we couid even start.on the actual conver-
sion, we spent months in planning and decision making. First, we made the e
decisions on priorities and omissions, which I've alréady discussed. Then
we had to make decisions about the details of what standards to follow for

- 1

those records. N
For ezanple. the decision to use the full MARC fornnt at the time raised
questions about fields that weren't used by everyone, like the 043 field
for geographic area codes (we do use them). We do follow the OCLC Biblio-
graphic Input Standards now .oo. | |
Otger decisions concerning standards involve the correlation between the
3 x ?" card and'its record in nnqhine-reédable form. We try to hold the
production of a new set of cards to a minimum, so in n;ny cases, minor changes

are incorporated into a database record but are not made on the card set,

with the intention that eventually we'll be going to an online catalog entirely

15

&
F
o
2
I e



anyway. Aléo. you need to account for the differing modes of cataloging
that exist in the OCLC databasé: there will be records in AACR1 form,
Revigsed Chapter 6, and AACR2 form. Do you have the resources to upgrade to
AACR? cataloging all the time? We ‘took a ‘sore pragmatic approach and
generally accept LC cataloging in whatever mode we find it, even if it
means editing a congributed record thac's ir AACR2 form kack to the LC

copy in AACR] form. If there is no datcbase record at all, we input LC
copy if we have it, or if not, we input original cataloging which is
entirely in AACR2 form.

The sequence of our procedures was dictated in some %a!; by the problems
in our shelflist. For example, the old-form shelflist cards I mentioned had
to be replaced before we began converting by drawer in the shelflist, to .
avoid complicated record-keeping of what Qa needed to go back fer afterwnrqg.

We began our actual conversion in the middle Qf'the shelfligt, with
the'"H” schedule of the ;; classification. The decisjon to start here was
based on one of the constraints I mentioned earlier~-the local database that
our Library Systems staff started began with this clagsification. So we
started with "M" and went through "Z," then from "A" to "L" in the shelflist.

| The procedures are, basically: the students signgd up for individual
shelflist drawers and took them to the terminal. There, for each shelflist
car& that was an LC record and had no obvious problems (1ik: information
crossed out), they searched on the database for an LC record online. If
found, they would edit it (i.e., at least do the 049, 590 (in which we used
an asterisk to designate s shelfcon record), and call number field). Then
they would stamp the shelflist card itself "OCLC" and write the OCLC number
of the converted record at the bottom .of the card in the shelflist (this

practice has been extremely helpful and-we recommend it highly). They also

kept a record of the number of updates they performed each day.
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The library assistants' job was to go around the shelflist behind the

students, picking up the records not already produced through OCLC and not

15

converted By the students. Their work was less strictly tied to the terminal--

they also had to go the NUC to search for matching LC copy if we hadn't

used an LC card before; for questionable items with or without LC copy, they .
had to go to the stacks or even to locations outside the main library to
examine the books themselves. An especially common qﬁestion is: 1s the

date used on the shelflist card really a publication date (since the de- -
cision as to whether or not to create a separate record can be based on

that). | |

The library assistants also had to photocopy the shelflist cards they
were converting, as well as NUC copies, io use them as a basis for their
work in verification. Then they updated or edited records on the database
and kept track of their statistics. ' '

This brings up the question of what kind of statistics do you want to
keep (or need to keep) for a shelfcon project? At one time, we were recording
the number of updates at each level of persomnel; the new records iaput; ho;rs
spent on the terminal; and the average nqﬁbet of records converted per hour.
More recently, we've cut it back to the number of'récords updated and new
recoxds input.

Another ares of decision making concerning procedures is how to handle

L]

problems as they arise. Some were expected but others were not. We identified

several categories of problems, man§ of which even affected shelfcon records
that used LC cards. These included: series problems (wherc we had used LC
copy but traced a series while LC didn't, or di&n't trace one that LC did);
a more serious type of series problem in which we might have added a series

not found on the LC copy at all; dashed-on entiies; books-that need to be
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examined but aren't on the shelves; books that need to be sent to Serials
as transfers; nom-roman language records. All tﬁese problems needed set
procedures for the shelfcon unit to follow.

To identify these categories quickly--most of them had to be_set aside
for more careful consideration and future resolution of the problem—we de-
vised a scheme of color-coded clips to attach to the shelflist cards in
the problem categories, as well as those currently being converted. That way,
we could also alert any ;ther lib;ary.staff using the shelflist to the fact
that the shelfcon unit was working on fhat record.

Another afea to consider in devisi@s procedures for shelfcon is how to

coordinate its work with that of others~-the cohversion effort does not take

place in isolation from the other activities of the library, and doing it

_ in-house allowed us to kecy 1% well coordinated with everyone else. For

example, ueﬂgad to coordinate shelfcon work with that of other departients

in the l1library. ‘Prinarily. shelfcon worﬁ affects and 1is affecégd by circulas-
tion activities—our circulation staff notifies us when an item is officially
lost and to be withdrawn--this way, we won't convert a record only to have

it withdrawn a few days later. In addition, our.Circulation Department has
been conducting an inventory, so the amount of questions and problems they raise
has been even greater than normal.

‘The professional supefvisins‘the shelfcon unit also coordinates the
input of original records with the assistant director for collection
development—before we go to the effort of creating an original record
for an item, since shelfcon deals mostly with older books, he reviews them
for posaible‘vithdraunl from the collection. For books that had been cata-
loged as monographs but should be treated as serials, the head of the Serials

Department reviews them to make sure i1hat they are worth transferring.

18
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Alsb. shelfcon activities must be coordinated with that of other units
within the Monographic Cataloging Department itself. If you think about all
the changes in cataloging that have occurred in the last eight years, you begin
to realize the number of new rules? new standards, and new techniques that
have had to be incorporated into th; shelfcon effort. The coﬁipg of AACRZ
was one such factor, and it required a lot of time in planning and‘training.

With AACR2, we set up a name authority file (NAF) for the first time,
with a NAF unit to handle its work. Because N. C. State chose not to close
its public catalog and open another one, we had to establish guidelines on
when to interfile, split, or change heédings. Whenever the NAF unit makes
a change on a shelflist card with a color-coded clip, it knows the shelfcon

unit is working on it and notifies us of what they've done. That way, no

- shelfcon personnel will inadvertently convert something one way while the

shelflist card has just been changed another way. Similarly, with sub-
Ject headings that need to be changed to a new form, the colochoded clips
are a good signalling device to promote coordination. Also, we have a
file management unit that handles post—cataloging problems; much of 1ts‘work
can involve records not yet converted or being comverted.

Another area in which someone needs to coordinate shelfcon work re-

lates to activities outside your owm library. I mentioned our involvement

in TRLN. Over the last five years, its uctivities have increased greatly.

Since it involves the aesign of our own online catalog, our representatives to
TRLN have to be aware of what the shelfeon unit is doing, to make sure that
there will be no problems when we go through another .ype of conversion--the
change from our records in the OCLC format to the fcrmat designed for our

online catalog.
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One of the tangible products of TRIN so far is our local Online
Editing System (called the OES)--this means that as our archive tapes
are‘received from OCLC, TRLN processes them and puts them into a local
database that we can access through a Beehive teryinal. Then if we
need to perfo.m further editing, we don't have to go through the tedious
orocess of calling up the record on OCLC again and reediting the whole
thing. Instead, we can use the OES to perform just the change desired.

The shelfcon unit uses the OES to correct any errors that 1t'diacovers
after updating a record. The OES also allows other staff members (e.g.,
the person in ch;rge of suhjéet authority'updates) to make further changes
to a shelfcon record without having to reedit the entire record, including
modernizations and consulting the books themselves (as I'§e,nentioned. we
don't make all these cﬁanges on the cards). -

The OES aléo has a validation rrogram that is run against each archive
tape as it is processed. This program automatically detects certain types
of dbibliographical értors aﬁd‘errors of logic (e.g., fixed-field elements
that don't agree with the description in the bod; of the record).‘;Since‘
our 049 field format has.a subfield code for the initials of the person who .
worked on the record, we use the OES error printouts as a training tool to
provide feedback on errors by shelfcon personnel.

What is our assessment of the project? This brings up the factor'of
evaluation. Although we haven't stopped to evaluate it formally, this
project, like all the operations of our department, i§ under constant
scrutiny--every time a problem comes up, when personnel turnover occurs,
when a natural breaking point in the project occurs. At least once ‘s year, in
preparation for the annual report, the shelfcor~ ccordinator submits a

written report about the status and progress of the project.
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What are the problens‘ﬁe've_faced? I've already mentioned quite a
few. Some others are: I've.-eutioned the high quality of the student
help ug‘;gployed. We did have some problems with them as well, until
we instituted stricter supervisory procedures. When you hire students,
you always have to work around the fact that their Jobs are not of primary
importance to their lives--class schedules, exams, social life are often
going to take precedence, and turnover will be high.

Thexre were other problems we had even less contiol over. I mentioned
the inspirationally named "Chancellor's Chﬁllenge"-—this was a drive begun
in 1979 to bring our volume count up to one million. We succeeded (and .are
now an ARL library) but at the expense cf.tha shelfcon project's progress.
Most qf its e;aff members were assigned to processing new materials that
would a&d to the volume count, which resulted in about aq301 drop in shelf~
con records updated during that time. The fact that this drive was fglloued
immediately by the implementation of AACR2 was also hard on the staff and
its progress.

Another factor in any library organization is that of the human element.
As ybu know, ;he personalities and politics involved can often create pgpb-
'lena and affect decisions that may otherwise seem straightforward. These
had their effect on our project too.

At the beginning of this talk, I said that we would make the same
decision again about doihg our comversion in-house, under th; same circum-
stances. That's true, but the circumstances are vastly different now.

First, there are many people avail~ble now to_ﬁglp you with conversion.

la~_1'n sure they could handle the type of records that we let our labor-payroll

students convert. Having seea some of the other records first~hand, though,

I'm not sure aryone but an experienced cataloger who is also familiar with



local policies and procedures, as well as the history and future direction of
your library could really do it well. So the question becomes, how well
do you want to do it? And the answer depends on just about all the factors
I've mentioned: money, people, collection size, quality and degree of
deviation from standards in your own unconverted shelflist records.

We know that the last 20X or so of our project (which comes to about
60,000 records) consists of the most difficult records in the shelflist.
But by instituting procedures such as actually examining books without LC
copy, we have both tried to set a high standard for ourselves and allowed °
ourselves a great deal bf fleribility in deciding how to handle problems,
including the option of deciding not to convert an item at all. I don't
think a vendor coula readily handle these types of problems without access
to your collec:ion, your name authority file, your series authority file,
etc. So using a service whereby you actually perform the keying in of the
data and they match them against the database may be more acceptable. You
may still have to do your own conversion of some of the problem categories
we're setting aside for later (e.g., media, wherc the hits are l1ikely to
be fewer).

OCLC's recent charge for retrocon records ﬁould of course influence
our decision today as well. So we're very happy we are where we are today

and don't have to be faced witch that decision.




