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Minutes of the MOBIUS Cataloging Committee
Meeting August 5, 2026, 10:30-11:30 am via Zoom

Members Present
· Julianne Newbury, Rockhurst University; Committee Chair
· Jill Mahoney, William Woods University; Board Liaison
· Vivian Gould, MOBIUS Consortium Office; MCO Liaison
· Anita Able, Kansas City Kansas Community College
· Alexandra Duenow, Nazarene Theological Seminary
· Becky Givens, Covenant Theological Seminary
· Sarah Jones, Northwest Missouri State University
· Sienna Madrid, Kansas City Art Institute
· Amanda Sprochi, University of Missouri (Columbia)
· Rachel Utrecht, William Woods University
· Lizzy Walker, Wichita State University

Members Absent
· Shellie Austin, Southwest Baptist University
· Kirsten Gross, Missouri University of Science & Technology
· Joette Klein, Jefferson College
· Peter Neely, Columbia College
· Holly Ray, Central Methodist University
· Kathy Renner, Westminster College
· Donna Bacon, Ex-Officio, MOBIUS

Meeting Minutes

1. Call to order
Meeting was called to order at 10:34 am

2. Roll call

3. Adoption of the agenda
The agenda adopted without changes

4. Approval of the minutes
a. Vivian sent the minutes for the July 1 meeting on July 6. The minutes have been posted to the Committee page on the website.
b. There were no changes for the July 1 (or any other) minutes.

5. Information Items
a. Kirsten Gross will be leaving her position at Missouri University of Science and Technology later this month and has resigned from the Committee. Vivian will ask Christina to edit the Committee roster to update Kirsten’s term to 2025-2026.
b. The MCO Open Hours for Thursday August 6 will focus on record suppression across the various discovery platforms. Vivian will lead the discussion.

6. Old Business
a. “Globally” protected fields & guidelines for overlaying shared MARC records (Vivian) 
i. Rachel will test these settings and report back to the Committee.
ii. Rachel requested clarification of the term “global”. In this case, we are talking about overlay protection settings for both Data Imports and OCLC imports via Inventory within a single tenant (as opposed to all tenants).
iii. The settings in question are located in Settings > Data Import > MARC field protections.
iv. Rachel confirmed that the incoming version of protected fields are added to the record, while the existing fields are retained.
b. Develop guidance for OpenRS suppression of e-resources/Develop guidelines for cataloging e-resources
i. Two Old business items combined into a single Item
ii. Vivian has created documentation for suppressing records across all discovery platforms, thought the documentation is not e-resource specific.
iii. Vivian requested clarification on the current guidelines draft document, as far as what are the outstanding questions/issues regarding cataloging or e-resources
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1bnkwawAbyvXW4GYkdasjlUhWZg5aBOpvDm1DImNQY54/edit
iv. Vivian will give the current document a once-over and add/revise language concerning:
1. Where and how to enter access URL data;
2. Whether to catalog e-resources in the local or shared tenants;
3. How to control display/contribution to discovery platforms

7. New Business
a. Vice-Chair (Julianne)
i. Only one person volunteered for Vice-Chair FY26-27 (will be Chair for FY27-28);
ii. Our Vice-Chair for FY26-27 is Sarah Jones;
iii. Vivian will inform Christina Virden to make the change to the Committee roster.
b. Peer Mentorship (Julianne)
i. We’ve received two requests for mentorship since the last meeting:
1. Conception Abbey requesting Sarah specifically (already completed)
2. North Central Missouri College for a new cataloger
ii. Rachel will cover the North Central request
c. Shared Instance records, Acquisitions info, and the Marked for Delete option [July 23-24 email thread] (Vivian)
i. This item stems from an email thread on the Catalogers discussion group initiated by Stephanie S. from Truman;
ii. In the past, there was a bug in FOLIO where the Consortial Holdings accordion in the Instance view in Inventory did not accurately display whether or not libraries outside the tenant that the record was being viewed in had attached holdings;
iii. A similar situation exists for acquisitions information (order records, POLs) in that a record viewed within a tenant will show acquisitions data for the tenant in the Acquisition accordion, but will not show acquisitions data for libraries outside the tenant (this is FOLIO working as designed, not a bug);
iv. Truman had a purchase order line attached to a shared Instance that some other library subsequently marked for deletion. Because of the situation described above, there would have been no way for whomever marked the record for deletion to see that Truman had a purchase order line attached to the Instance;
v. Marking a record for deletion checks the “Suppress from discovery” box, checks the “Staff suppress” box (making the record not viewable in FOLIO without the capability to see those records, and changes the Leader byte 05 of the MARC record to ‘d’, which “unharvests” it from EDS;
vi. Vivian asked whether the committee thinks we should revise the currently guidelines for withdrawing holdings from shared records to remove the instructions to mark shared records for deletion (they can continue to be suppressed from discovery without affecting the acquisitions workflow;
vii. An enhancement request has been put into the pipeline to display the presence of another library that has acquisitions data attached to an Instance, without displaying the acquisitions data itself. There is no telling when or if the enhancement will be picked up on and added to development;
viii. Alexandra asked what would be done about Instance records with no attached holdings stored in the shared tenant. Vivian responded that as long as the records are suppressed, there is no issue as far as patrons are concerned. Childless bibs in the shared tenant may create an annoyance, but shouldn’t create a problem;
ix. Sarah asked whether a situation where a suppressed record was subsequently unsuppressed by a library that wanted to attached acquisitions data (or holdings) would cause a problem for other libraries that wanted the record suppressed. Vivian responded that if a library has attached Holdings where the holdings are unsuppressed because they are relying on the Instance records being suppressed, the instance/holdings could become unsuppressed in that library’s catalog. Sarah wondered whether there should be some sort of guideline for unsuppressing/unmarking for deletion an Instance that is currently suppressed/marked for deletion. Sarah brought up the situation where a MARC record has had a 998 tag added to suppress in OpenRS;
x. Becky brought up a situation where she a had attempted to add holdings to a suppressed Instance record and FOLIO would not let her save the Holdings (or Item) record. Vivian suggested that if the situation comes up again that a ticket should be opened for investigation.
xi. The question came up whether a record derived from a shared record is derived to the local tenant vs a shared tenant. Rachel tested and confirmed that a record derived from a shared record derived to the Local tenant.
xii. Rachel asked whether we should suggest that libraries that are suppressing shared Instance records reply on suppression at the Holdings level, rather than the Instance level, even if they are the only Holdings library at the time (for those libraries that are suppressing, rather than deleting their holdings). Vivian did remind the committee of the Locate bug, where Instance records with deleted holdings continue to appear in the Locate catalog, whereas Instance records with suppressed holdings will suppress from Locate. 
xiii. Julianne asked what if anything should be done about Instances records that have already been marked for deletion before we found out about this situation. Becky said that about every 1-2 months, she runs a search for suppressed Instances that her library has holdings attached, and unsuppresses the Instance records, and maybe we should recommend that libraries run a similar search.
xiv. Rachel suggested that when libraries add acquisitions information, they should add a suppressed Holdings record to indicate that the library has attached data, so that the Instance records will not be marked for deletion. Sarah suggested that there may be a setting that says when you create an Order record, a Holdings record is also created. 
xv. Julianne asked whether this solution would create a problem where records appear in discovery that shouldn’t. Vivian responded:
1. If the Holdings record is suppressed, that should prevent the Instance from appearing in local Locate;
2. The Instance can still be suppressed without affecting the acquisitions workflow;
3. If other libraries already have attached holdings (via the Consortial holdings accordion), then the Instance record shouldn’t be suppressed 
xvi. Julianne will review the guidelines for suppressing records and make suggestions for changes;
xvii. Agenda item tabled for further discussion next month.

8. [bookmark: _GoBack]Meeting Adjourned at 11:37 am 
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