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Minutes

Members/Liaisons present on Sunday:
Judy Jeng (chair), Elizabeth Bodian (member), Christopher Case (intern), Sherman Clarke (ARLIS), Peter Fletcher (intern), Suzanne Graham (AALL), Stephen Hearn (MARBI), Steven Knowlton (member), Robert Maxwell (SAC liaison to CCDA), Tachtorn Meier (member), Eve Miller (EBSCO), Andrea Morrison (member), Lita Oldham (EBSCO), Tony Olson (member), Michael Panzer (DDC/OCLC), Deborah Rose-Lefmann (DDC EPC), Deborah Ryszka (member), Caroline Saccucci (LC), Athena Salaba (member), Adam Schiff (member), Alex Thurman (member), Hermine Vermeij (MLA), Janis Young (LC).

Call to order: 8:36 a.m.

1.1	Welcome and introduction of members and guests			 
1.2	Adoption of agenda [SAC13-ANN/1]					 
Agenda adopted; Corrections? None. All in favor.
1.3	Adoption of 2013 Midwinter minutes [SAC13-ANN/2]			 
Motion to accept; 2nd. Corrections? None. All in favor. Adopted

1.4	Report on the Sears List of Subject Headings (Eve Miller) [SAC13-ANN/3] 

Questions: none.
1.5	Report of the liaison from the Policy and Standards Division of LC (Janis Young) 
[SAC13-ANN/4]
Full briefing document at LC site. All projects initiatives since midwinter; gives booth number in exhibits. 
Questions: 
When establishing in RDA form, qualifier “fictitious character” is not necessary unless conflict? Answer: correct, whatever is the authority record form. Just use name authority file form. Also we are not changing policy of when to use fictitious character name on a bib record.  H1790 provision is the same. We [LC] not policing on this matter anymore. 

Crimes in bib records, for crime project, how to determine a crime should be subdivided by law and legislation? Answer: seems reasonable to use the class number to find out. Possible cross walks from   LCCNs for changed/fixed headings? Answer: do not know.  She can inquire about it if it is even possible; it could be helpful. Possibility of doing the same thing with family names? Answer: no. 
No further questions.
1.6	Dewey Decimal Classification Reports					 
1.6.1	Report on Dewey Decimal Classification and OCLC Dewey Services (Michael Panzer)	[SAC13-ANN/5A]
Questions. None. 

1.6.2	Report of the Dewey Section liaison (Caroline Saccucci) [SAC13-ANN/5B]

Questions: none.

1.6.3	Report of the Dewey Classification Editorial Policy Committee liaison (Deborah Rose-Lefmann) [SAC13-ANN/6]	
Questions: none.
1.7	Report of the liaison from the Music Library Association (Hermine Vermeij) [SAC13-ANN/7]
	Geraldine Ostrove retired last month from LC. Working with Janis Young now on projects.  
Questions: none.
1.8	Report of the liaison from the American Association of Law Libraries (Suzanne Graham)
[SAC13-ANN/8]								 
Questions: none.

1.9	Report of the liaison from the Art Libraries Society (Sherman Clarke) [SAC13-ANN/9]
	Art project for genre/form not yet underway. 
Questions: none.
1.10	SAC Research and Presentation Working Group (Andrea Morrison).
Monday’s SAC program: Eric Miller on Future of Subject Analysis in the Bibframe Model. Asked him to focus on authorities. 
Need proposals for next Annual program; also if there are other volunteers who would like to work on the program, we would like to know. Email her. 
ALCTS news and is now online. She will write up summary of the program that will be in the ALCTS news
Question: Schiff: possible future programming needs at implementation of music and literature genre/form headings and new MARC fields for audience characteristics, creator/contributor characteristics; perhaps approximately 2015 it will all come to fruition. Next annual too soon to start discuss ideas? Need make sure all are aware we will need programming. Answer: yes, good to plan two years ahead. 
No further questions. 
Meeting adjourned 10:01 a.m.
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2.1 	Eric Miller’s presentation: Future of Subject Analysis in the BIBFRAME Model (1:00-2:00)	

Monday’s session opened with a large crowd of guests awaiting Eric Miller’s presentation, “The Future of Subject Analysis in the BIBFRAME Model.” Miller gave an interesting presentation on the possibilities that web technologies offer as we move forward into a new bibliographic environment with the advent of the BIBFRAME project. Miller discussed the advantageous benefits of socializing library data and using established web technologies to leverage new possibilities in our bibliographic environment. 
Questions: 
Hearn: Is provenance part of this?
Miller: Yes, in the sense that it’s not specific to the subject stuff, but specific to the web in general. one of the things we need to be careful about is identifier persistence, changes associated with that, tracking that, and ways that we can formally represent when things change. Provenance does need to be factored in. When you point to a subject, you are pointing to a specific identifier. When you create new things, you need to create new identifiers and create links to related identifiers. This is a key aspect that libraries have recognized; we are ahead of the curve. What we gain from the web triggers is automation of action. 

Clarke: What about hierarchies; most of our OPACs don’t take advantage of the hierarchical aspect. Will BibFrame take advantage of these?
Miller: I do think so, but really hierarchies are really just relationships. We want to take advantage of the tools that do optimize the relationship nature of hierarchies. The hierarchical aspect is done by looking up the identifier and following its links to its other relationships (broader, narrower, etc.) You can start to take advantage of a broader spectrum of market solutions than just OPAC tools that do optimize around those relationships. What we are trying to achieve is not just a library solution, but a broader web solution. There is a lot out there, but also, if we try to apply broader tools to a narrow situation, it is not always going to be perfect. The challenge is to be a little more explicit and formal. It’s hard and not all our hierarchies act the same way, look the same way. If we start reflecting hierarchies as relationships via a common model, we have more off the shelf tools that do optimize around these. I am quite excited about applying more web based tools into library data expressed as the web. The notion of the OPAC becomes more of an interesting web. It’s not a slam dunk though.  

Vermeij: My question was almost exactly the same: will hierarchical relationships be able to be used in search. If you want to find songs, can you find all narrower terms too?
Miller: We need to separate the data and the interface. By saying something is a refinement of something else, we can hide the complexity from the user. Even if you’re not showing the user the complexity, the relationship data is still there. 
Vermeij: It would be nice if you could link up different vocabularies.
Miller: What I glossed over quickly at the LC talk: some data is in LCSH, some is in VRA (AAT, etc.), but all is in URIs. I mapped one AAT to one LCSH: by me making that mapping, I could fold together those two systems, I created that link. I was doing it as an example, but now we can start connecting things together. We have the opportunity of different tools optimizing around those links, and allowing users to navigate through that. We have the data now, and can look at it through different interfaces.

Morrison: The logical application would be for pattern headings, which you want to but you can’t control all of them. Things that are set up following a pattern, we don’t have a way of controlling all of them yet, if we use this idea, we can use the links to see which ones are being used more and focus on them. Also, this could apply to specialized vocabs at institutions that get lost. They are very local, and this would be a good area to use this. 

Graham: When you follow a link and you go to somewhere that you don’t want to go to, is there a way to show that you did so accidentally.
Miller: What’s interesting here is taking advantage of a huge amount of web analytics to get a better sense of how our users work with our content. There is no way to say this is a bad link, but there are a lot of tools that basically give detailed patterns of how people traverse the data, where they get stuck, and how long they were there. If we start giving these things identifiers, we are starting to get a sense of where our hot spots are, and can use that kind of analytics to create a better user experience. In the Zepheira team, each of us presents a unique perspective from the information architects, subject experts, business analysts, etc. 

Uche Ogbuji: AB testing is what commercial companies do. You show the users two things and ask, which one do they get lost in worse? The industry has a lot of tools to discover real patterns.

Schiff: In MARC we have a way that was never implemented to link together bits of information that only apply to parts of a resource. For instance, in a music compilation: we have never been able to link genre to a particular part. Will bibframe make this easier?
Miller: No, you can do the same things you are doing in MARC in a narrative way, but if you want to do something very specific on the web, you need to have identifiers. In the example of a CD with several things, they need to be identifiable objects, and you need to be able to link to identifiable parts. BibFrame lets us be more explicit. The web allows us to build off of each other’s work. BibFrame gives us the tools to solve these problems, but it doesn’t automatically solve them.

Kevin Ford: BibFrame does help with this. It starts to make the connections to the identifiable works. We are starting to interrogate table of contents fields. There’s going to be a human element that needs to massage this data, but the model, in the way it’s being crafted, positions it to do just that.
Miller: We essentially said the same thing. I just want to emphasize that there is no magic here. Whether we take a programmatic or cooperative approach, we are still talking about a framework that requires us to identify the works we are talking about.
Schiff: What about the expressions of those works?
Attig: It’s all about how much work you are willing to do
Miller: We have the ability of harnessing a lot of talent and giving them the tools to go down to the level of granularity they want.

Attig: Pursuing this in a different direction, a lot of relationships we deal with are semantic relationships. One of the big challenges, there is no single semantic domain. Being able to socialize that, being able to collect data to help you determine what those relationships are is one of the big advantages.
Miller: You are spot on. It’s not changing what we’ve been doing, it just socializes and speeds it up. We haven’t had the tools in the past. This is a community that did push the tools in the 60s, but then we stopped participating, and we haven’t been as effective as we could have been. Now we are pushing the tools, the boundaries again. Applying the high level analytics is something the blog community has been leveraging for a long time.

Hearn: The focus on the bib record concerns us, but a lot of the information that we want will be elsewhere. Being able to navigate a semantic web of these other areas, is BibFrame doing that? Someone needs to give us a shared semantics to illustrate subjects. 
Miller: It does have control points where these other authority areas can be grafted onto. BibFrame provides the scaffolding. The web has taught us there is no single top level root. People come into this in a lot of different ways. In BibFrame, there is no primary entry point and there shouldn’t be. Interfaces might choose to show it in some primary entry point way, but the ability to pivot is important.
Hearn: You can’t express the MESH tree in BibFrame. Is BibFrame all rdf?
Miller: BibFrame can’t do everything! But the goal here is to make the simple things simple and the complex things possible. We intentionally did not go beyond the baseline infrastructure. We did not define what a person, topic, place, is. We should not dictate to the communities what a person is. This is just the technology. It is not specifically aligned with any specific vocab but allows the framework for those vocabs to connect. 

Louise Ratliff: In terms of managed vocabs, we should think about which kinds of relationships we want to manage and which ones we don’t. What kind of an animal is a refinement? What do we want to do with them?
Miller: That’s not a question for me. We give you the tools to address those harder problems!

2.2	Break									 
2.3	Welcome and introduction of members and guests			 

Members/Liaisons present on Monday:

 Judy Jeng (chair), Elizabeth Bodian (member), Brian Cain (incoming intern), Christopher Case (intern), Sherman Clarke (ARLIS), John DeSantis (IFLA), Peter Fletcher (intern), Suzanne Graham (AALL), Stephen Hearn (MARBI), Steven Knowlton (member), Robert Maxwell (SAC liaison to CCDA), Tachtorn Meier (member), Andrea Morrison (member), Tony Olson (member), Ed O’Neill (FAST/IFLA), Deborah Ryszka (member), Athena Salaba (member), Adam Schiff (member), Alex Thurman (member), Hermine Vermeij (MLA), Melanie Wacker (SACO), Janis Young (LC).

Guests present on Monday:

Beth Iseminger, Bruce Trumble, Gary Strawn, Nancy Sack, Sandy Desio, Ulrike Junger, Janice Flug, Debra Shapiro, Thomas Dukleth, Linda Ballinger, Vitus Tang, Scott Opasik, Jennifer Sweda, David Miller, Jeanne He Ho, Rocki Strader, Karen Anderson, Kevin Kishimoto, Tracey Snyder, Reinhold Heuvelmann, Juha Hakela, Corine Deliot, Daniel Joudrey, Arlene Taylor, Francis Lapka, Louise Ratliff, Julianne Beall, Chris Oliver, Jeannette Thompson, Bonnie Ded, Gwemmy Vedemynck, Bill Kulp, Shelby E. Harken, Sandy Roe, Diane Hillmann, Dan Tam Do, Ted Gemberling, Charles Peters, Kathy Glennan, Glenn Patton, Daniel Starr, Marilu Vallejo, Deann Hart, Gayle Porter, John Maier, John Attig.

2.4 	Discussion of Demographic Terms for 385 and 386 Fields (Janis Young)	
		[SAC13-ANN/10]
Young reviewed the discussion paper.

Questions for discussion:

Q1. Is this project worthwhile, and does SAC agree that it should be undertaken? If so, is SAC
willing to serve as an advisor?

Maxwell: I think it’s certainly worthwhile. But, why does LC have to be the sponsor of this? Why couldn’t SAC do this?. It is certainly a worthwhile project.
Schiff: I agree it’s worthwhile. The genre form group did not find one suitable vocabulary. It has been clearly demonstrated where LCSH is not optimal, or simply does not exist (e.g., Spanish speakers).
Vermeij: It would also be useful for RDA catalogers currently using LCSH in the 384 field. 
Morrison: It is a very useful project, especially if discovery systems are able to facet by these.
Schiff: GF subcommittee came up with a list of groups. It may be possible that there are some other broad categories we haven’t thought of, and you might expand if other types of groups pop out.
Clarke: For instance, religious groups are not in the table.
Young: That was my mistake.
Bodian: Could these terms be used in authority or bib?
Schiff: Could be used in both. They are very useful in authority records. We are having some discussion about putting them in personal name authorities as well. We pulled it out of the proposal at MARBI due to overlap with RDA fields, but we will be talking with PCC about ways of resolving that.
Knowlton: What about corporate bodies?
Schiff: We haven’t thought about that. That could be a good idea.
Young: Does anyone disagree that this is worthwhile?
Schiff: We talked this morning about 500 literature terms proposed to LCGFT, and 800 medium of performance that we will be proposing to LCGFT. Mary Mastraccio suggested taking a Word file and turning those into MARC records. If LC has a way of ingesting a file of MARC records, it might not take so much time keying those in, might be able to automate this.
Young: Would SAC be willing to advise LC with this vocabulary?
Mandelstam: Could there be a new SAC subcommittee to work with LC on this?
Schiff: If PSD and the administration gives approval, it probably is appropriate to think about forming this.  I would sponsor, make the motion to do this.
Olson: Would this be a standing subcommittee? 
Schiff: Once established, this could be maintained via SACO proposals.
Young: The idea would be that the initial vocabulary would be heavily based on LCSH. After that, it would be open to SACO.

Q2. Is the structure of LCGFT (UFs only, no BTs,NTs, or RTs) appropriate for the use to which it will be put?

Schiff: I had posted something on SAC discussion about this, and I feel strongly that a hierarchy definitely should be part of this. 
Graham: I agree with Adam, taking advantage of a hierarchy is important. Since we are taking this from LCSH basically, it already has that hierarchy. 

Salaba: Talking about girls, age and gender, we do need relationships. Would it be under two categories.
Schiff:  There would be multiple codes.
Young: The codes are there.

Morrison: When applying this to a bib record, looking at example of knitters, what if you had something like male knitters, how male knitters are treated by women, how do you divide subgroups like this up?
Schiff: This is not subject, this is audience.
Morrison: But how do you combine ideas, female physicians: female OR physicians, vs. Female AND physicians?
Schiff: That’s a semantic issue, there is no way of expressing that now.

Vermeij: Why was it a given that 150 tags would be used? 
Young: MARC standards office thought it was close enough, and it would not require a year or more wait for a new tag. No matter what tag we use, it wouldn’t be perfect. This seemed to fit.
John Attig: how would you distinguish this from other vocabularies?
Young: The prefix in the LCCN would probably be dg, also there would be something in the 040, e or f, as well as a note in the fixed field. 
Attig: Our system, sorting thesauruses is difficult.
Maxwell: In my opinion it would be better to have a new tag, as it is not the same thing as subjects.
Schiff: In the end the tag won’t matter because we will be using URIs!
Young: I thought about not even using MARC, but Kevin Ford said to use MARC. What do others think about the tag? 
Schiff: I don’t see it as a problem. MESH uses the 150.
Maxwell: Those are subjects though.
Schiff: Personally, I don’t care.
Attig: I was thinking it would be a separate tag, as it would make it easier, but this is not mandatory though.
Schiff: The 150 is actually defined as general terms, and I see that as fitting here.
Attig: But it is more about how it has been implemented.
Schiff: A good argument of separate tag may be how it’s loaded into a system.
Mandelstam: That’s a good point: indexing might suggest the need for a new tag.
Schiff: When you load the authorities themselves, they could be mixed.
Mandelstam: I would vote for a separate tag.
Young: Based on current protocols, these fields aren’t going to validate.
Attig: Why?
Young: Working with Voyager, the tags are different, and I don’t believe it will validate; what if we just had it on paper, no authorities.
Schiff: Yes, we do need authorities. Gary Strawn notifies us when something doesn’t fit. OCLC should control those fields if it can match a term in the authority file.
Attig: We should make the effort to make our systems do it. 
Hearn: Would there be any way to do it as one of the MARC vocabularies apart from the authorities structure.
Young: Probably not. I have written it down as a question.
Vermeij: We considered doing that for medium of performance, but we went with authorities. But it is probably an option.
Young: There would be no relationship then, it would just be an a-z list
Maxwell: There’s no theoretical reason why those lists can’t have a hierarchy.
O’Neill: Geographic area codes have a weak hierarchy.
Schiff: They are not authorizable, not controllable easily without some kind of file we can match against. 
Attig: With all of these when you reach a certain size of list, it’s not realistic to have lists of codes and terms. 
Thurman: I am concerned about defining levels of granularity, regional groups, Californians, San Franciscans, Mission residents, etc. what level of granularity would this have?
Schiff: We have a solution for that: we talked about geographic aspects, how would you bring out American Poetry from Chicago authors?  The way to do it is to use the 751 field with a relator term that says what the relationship would be.
Attig: Doesn’t literary warrant put some control over this?
Schiff: We would talk about that in our group. 
Young: One question we were asked, how much maintenance would this take? There would be some. I’m simplifying things dramatically. Publication patterns being what they are, they are going for an audience, and going for them over and over again. If we just started with LCSH, the majority would be there. 
Schiff: The ones that wouldn’t be, are probably free-floating.
Young: Let’s jump to question 5

Q5. Should all ethnic groups and languages established in LCSH be included? Note that some
are extinct, and many are obscure, and their members are unlikely to be the creators or
intended audiences of works acquired by libraries. Also, many headings are out of date
according to current scholarship, and would have to be re‐researched. If they are not all
included, where should the line be drawn?

Young: Do we think we should do this? Should we not include all? Where do we draw the line.
Maxwell: I would suggest the literary warrant question again, add as they are needed.
Schiff: We could analyze headings that are already in LCSH, and look to see what already exists, those would be the ones we want right away. That would be the kind of work a SAC subcommittee could do, to come up with a list of the most common ones. 
Vermeij: We would have to look at the ones that would be used in a form subdivision.
Maxwell: I also had another comment going back about the literary warrant issue. My point is that works for the audience field but not for the creator characteristics field. For the audience field you could use literary warrant, but would need some best practices for creator characteristics.    
Young: Any other thoughts on question 5? Analyzing what we have in LCSH?

None

Q4. Should terms for hyphenated Americans be included? If so, what about hyphenated terms
for other groups (e.g., Japanese Brazilians)? An alternate might be to separate them, e.g.,
Chinese Americans becomes Chinese as an ethnic/cultural group and Americans as a
nationality/regional group, and the two would be post‐coordinated.

Morrison: People would find it difficult to use. Maybe rather use a subfield to indicate subset of any group.
Schiff: We would need MARC revision for that to work.
Maxwell: That’s a good idea. I’m also wondering in practical terms, how do you determine appropriate subsets. 
Young: We have two questions going on.
Maxwell: The subset idea is an interesting one. They are categories that people are interested in.
Bodian: My instinct was I didn’t want things hyphenated or joined, but as Andrea was saying, how do you know what goes with what, if it is not precoordinated? 
Clarke: Bob is spot on when he said is Chinese Americans a subset of Chinese or Americans, and they are just a different thing.
Schiff: We have two groups, ethnicity and nationality. It would be possible to split that up and code it appropriately. I’m not sure how machines would use it. I remember a book about Icelandic Canadians, and was frustrated I couldn’t establish it in LCSH, but I could in Canadian subject headings. Some composite terms feel more natural.
Wacker: There are a lot of proposals; it would open the floodgates by combining them. In theory I like the idea of splitting them up, but there are other complications.
Schiff: With natural language, we would be taking apart African Americans, if we were to take them apart, we would have to use Americans and Blacks.
Knowlton: How would the user parse the record? 
Bodian: Do we have anything addressing Americans living in other countries. Would have to be very careful how you code it for Americans living in China.
Maxwell: There is a distinction between Chinese Americans and Chinese people living in America.
Schiff: Think about a hypothetical collection of poetry in Chinese by Chinese people living in America, and we know they are not citizens, how would you bring that out: GF term poetry, ethnic group: Chinese, nationality (of the work): US. We have the means of expressing it but it’s not abundantly clear. 
Vermeij: There is so much overlap, it feels like you’re saying something 3 or 4 times.
Schiff: For Americans abroad, the creator is American, the place of origin is France.
Morrison: We would have the same problem with immigrant groups.
Attig: It is going to be very complicated expressing this in discovery systems.
Thurman: If you split these up, would we have to start saying “White” a lot more?
Audience member: Talking about existing hyphenated phrases, that correlates with groups’ self-identification, it is idiomatic, and gives rise to these compound terms that have conceptual integrity. If we don’t have German-Koreans, is that because there isn’t a group that self-identifies that way. There are two different use cases, if you use subdivisions, it is different from a label of self-identification.
Schiff: What about when you have literature in Norwegian and a person self identifies as Norwegian-German, should we create the compound even though it’s not used in America.
As for complexity, there is already complexity in LCSH that is unresolvable.
Morrison: This argues for scope notes.

Young: We skipped Q3, should we have scope notes:
[Q3. Should terms have scope notes?
All agree yes.]

Hearn: Going back to the way people self-identify is the way to go. 
Vermeij: We rarely have a collection of poems that is described as by “white” people.
Thurman: What about the example of white African writers?
Schiff: Does Wikipedia include white ethnicity or only record other races? I’m hearing an argument for using compound terms when used by people who self-identify, that would mean that you could have Chinese-Canadians, even though we can’t now, there’s a lot of agreement about that. 
Salaba: What about workflow, how do we create things that don’t exist? Would they be different from what LCSH has been using?
Young: For the initial rollout, we would put a vocabulary out there that we base purely on LCSH. The first question is, should we include these hyphenated terms in there? After that, dependent upon SACO proposals.
Maxwell: I am in favor of including hyphenated terms, but I am trying to think of application. Let’s say I want to create a new one that’s not there. I am thinking about the user, thinking about practice as the organizer of the information. Finnish-Canadians, for instance.
Schiff: The associated country could not be Finland unless they lived there or was born there. In a case like this, if we are going to be permitted to record these in NAF records, we would have to document the nationality and document the proper form to use.
Maxwell: We would have to document what the hyphenated form means. To me Finnish-Canadians are Canadians of Finnish descent.
Young: Some might self identify as something and some might not self-identify.
Maxwell: The user would probably want works from both. 
O’Neill: Would it be possible to facet these? If you don’t precoordinate, it will be a much shorter list. Is there any reason they have to be hyphenated? 
Schiff: You would have to know to link them, this AND this, not this OR this
Hearn: We really need rules of practice before we can say let’s add the code.
Knowlton: Can ethnicity be defined? From an American perspective, this may not be a huge issue, but in China, there are 48 different recognized ethnicities.
Schiff: Some of those are established separately.

Q7. Should topical adjectives be included? For example, a work for jazz musicians (the audience) probably has the topic jazz music. It could be assigned an audience characteristic of Musicians, and a subject heading for jazz music. However, a work written by a jazz musician may not be about jazz music at all, so it may be necessary to have the more specific term Jazz musicians as a creator/contributor group. It would then also be valid for use as an audience group.

Young: There seems to be general agreement on this.

2.5 	Report of the RDA Subcommittee (Robert Maxwell), including RDA Discussion Paper (Tony
Olson) [SAC13-ANN/11]   
Maxwell introduced the paper and turned it over to Olson. Olson discussed the discussion paper.

Attig’s comments not in paper:
Regarding form and genre, we are going to add some additional text to the recommendation. The entities, attributes and relationships subgenre/form terms in RDA should be treated separately from subjects. There is a critical need for RDA to deal with genre/form. The JSC should urge the FRBR review group to develop genre/form as an extension to the FRBR model or the JSC should accept relevant proposals from its constituencies.

Regarding what happens to instructions covering events in RDA: those could be in a chapter on general guidelines on recording attributes and relationships. Chapters 11 and 32 should remain.
Regarding what happens to chapter 16: where do the instructions concerning places go: if dealing with places as jurisdictions already in chapter 16, those should be moved to ch. 11, included with instructions for corporate bodies. Places used as subjects would be included in the general chapter on attributes of subjects.

We are adding another recommendation: subject relationships: these would be in general. They should be defined by the specific thesaurus you are using. Some of the generic thesaurus based relationships could be described or covered in a chapters on relationships between subjects. 

For the JSC, data about data is a problem category, so we want to identify which of the things on this list fall into data category.

Questions:

Schiff: Assuming at some point we will need to vote, I don’t feel comfortable until we have a final version of the paper.
Olson: There is a very short deadline. The JSC reps want this by July 22nd.
Schiff: Can we do this online after the conference? 
Maxwell: We could do that, but we also need to send it on to CCDA for their comments.
Attig: We could do it at the same time, perhaps. 
Vermeij: About simplifying nomen to name, is there any potential confusion between personal and corporate name?
Attig: The official term is name of subject. We would have to disambiguate that. 
Schiff: I am a little confused by type of name attribute, how is the identifier a type of name?
Olson: It’s one of the attributes in the FRSAD report, and they identify it as such.
Attig: Because this is a discussion paper, the list is purely for illustration, I wasn’t that insistent in ironing all this out, but it is slightly different.
Salaba: The definition of name is any alphanumeric string that refers to a concept. 
Young: I am not completely fluent in RDA, but am still left with an impression that some of the recommendations are contradictory. We need to explain why to eliminate chapters. For the recommended chapters to be kept, shouldn’t that content be in the rules of the particular vocabulary. 
Maxwell: As it stands now, we are dictating that you will have chapters on subdivisions and that’s not appropriate. So the other question is, do we need to have subjects at all in RDA?
Attig: What we’re trying to do is provide enough structure that a subject schema has the categories needed so that a schema could fit itself into RDA. That seems to be what FRSAD was doing.
Salaba: What is the scope of RDA? If it is only to record information about WEMI, all you need is the entity of subject, and how you record the relationship to subjects. You don’t need to have the structure. FRSAD is a vocab building model, only links to FRBR by “has subject”.
Attig: The FR models don’t exclude subjects. We felt potentially that we wanted to allow the possibility of RDA supporting the FR models. We were looking to incorporate at the same level that you have with FRSAD for vocab building not for application.
Young: That was my followup. I find myself confused as to whether this paper was about the application of subjects to a bib record or the design of a subject vocabulary. The attribute “time validity of name,” it could mean several things, could be time period when that heading became valid for use. 
Attig: That’s how FRSAD defines it.
Maxwell: What you are criticizing is the FRSAD model.
Morrison: I agree about the problem of time validity of name, time covered, for example, WWII memorials, but I do applaud the clarity of this and the lack of complexity is the direction we should go.
Attig: We should remind that this is the structure of FRSAD, one of the discussions we should have is which of these elements should be included in the chapter on subjects in RDA. This is not a recommendation that all of these should be included.
Schiff: I’m wrestling with the relationships in numbers 8 and 9. What about relationships between places and other entities or subjects? For instance, we have a relationship between Grand Canyon and Canyons. How is that covered? 
Attig: It is talking only about jurisdictions, what’s currently in ch. 16. We are suggesting that we merge that into ch. 11.  
Olson: It depends on what thesaurus you are using.
Attig: The rewritten text does clarify that.
Hearn: I am bothered by the fact that works would be the only thing that would have subjects. What about aggregations?
Attig: Aggregations of works are new works.
O’Neill: That’s not currently true; they are currently treated as manifestations.
Attig: The status of that is interesting. We are waiting for the reconciliation. 
O’Neill: It was approved by the review committee.
Attig: What is the implication of that?
O’Neill: It doesn’t change that. 
Schiff: If you can’t create a work record, you can’t create subjects and attach them.
Attig: We were just applying it as we understood the FR model.
O’Neill: It may be appropriate to have subjects for an aggregate. 
Morrison: I didn’t understand why subjects wouldn’t be applied to expressions. If something is heavily adapted, for children for instance.
Olson: Then that would be a different work. 
Attig: Audience characteristic is not subject.
Salaba: They are work attributes. If you have a change of subject you have a change in work.
O’Neill: There is an aggregating work that could be used. 
Hearn: Could that include the periodical?
O’Neill: Yes. 
Attig: We will try to get a draft to you next week, but we will need quick turnaround. Are there any other issues you want addressed?
Schiff: I just wanted to applaud even more firmness about the genre form revision.
Attig: Many members of the JSC are worried about this as well.
Young: I have a basic question: who’s on the task group? It is not in the minutes.
Olson: It is frustrating. We are not even on the ALA website.
Schiff: I suggest you contact Charles Wilt.
Jeng: Do  you need a vote from us?
Attig: A vote does need to be taken. 
Audience member: The timing, unfortunately is out of our hands. We have to get it to the JSC with a firm deadline of Aug. 5th.
Maxwell: Given the deadline, can we vote now?
Attig: If you do that, we still will share the draft
Audience member: This is a discussion paper, raising issues, not setting anything in stone, and it is not by any means done. 
Jeng: Considering that, can we raise a motion to vote.
Schiff: I move to accept discussion paper as amended through the discussion to make revisions to approve it and move it on.
Bodian and Thurman seconded it.

9 votes for yes.
0 votes for no.
The motion carries.

2.6	Update on MARBI (Stephen Hearn) [SAC13-ANN/12]			
Hearn discussed the report.
No questions.

2.7	Report of SAC Genre/Form Subcommittee (Adam Schiff)	[SAC13-ANN/13]
	[REPORT NOT FOUND, link is to agenda]
Schiff reported:

The subcommittee and its two work groups have been very busy. A relator term for setting finally got through. The code will be stg, and it will be up to communities whether to implement this. I have raised the issue with OLAC folks. LC policy office agreed to maintain the list of demographic group term and code list. 

We met twice, and the literature group met once. The meetings were very productive. The literature terms working group, chaired formerly by Mary Mastraccio, now by Alex Thurman, have worked on over 500 terms that they will be finalizing soon. We have produced the entire thesaurus on Google Docs, with most scope notes written.

Mastraccio suggested that they could convert 500 terms into MARC records and then LC can ingest, and hopefully that will work.

Mandelstam led the General Terms working group. They were working on the free floating subdivisions that may be form genre terms. They got word back from LC on that, and have reached agreement. Over a hundred additional terms have been created. LC considered them, and responded. We have to deal with hierarchies now, which is difficult for general terms. 
We liked the idea of node terms, but that doesn’t work in MARC. The goal is to have a final list to LC by end of year with hierarchies. We need to ask: when and if you want to see these lists, do you want to see and/or comment before we send it to LC?

Discussion:

Young: If the decision is to see them after the negotiation, you would be saying yes, we approve of it wholesale. We won’t redo the process of revision.
Schiff: We could provide a place to direct you to to look at them.
Maxwell: How difficult is that for you to do?
Schiff: Not difficult.
Maxwell: I would recommend doing it then.
Hearn: Yes, let’s just get access and not make our approval contingent.
Schiff: So you would like to see it then when it’s cleaned up. 
Thurman: We separated the list by form, now that we have them all together in one alphabetical list, we will need to consider if the scope notes need to be word for word based on form, or can they be different? 
Schiff: We’ll do that pass in July, then we will get a copy posted for you to see. Do we need an actual vote?
Jeng: I think you should. 
Schiff: Okay. We have made some decisions that are contentious. We are looking for LC’s comments; some things are not genre terms but will be useful for collocation. We also want to follow up on the use of the 386 field for persons. We decided to have a discussion with PCC standards group. We will discuss this at Midwinter. We also talked about the possible use of the 751 field, and what kind of relator terms would be needed. I will write up these notes.

Questions: 

Olson: You mentioned about MARC and node records? Doesn’t MESH have node records?
Young: MARC has coding for it, but library systems can’t handle it. If we load a node record into Voyager, we can’t do anything with it. The only way we can find it is via LCCN. In essence, there is no real point to creating them.
Olson: Northwestern has loaded node records. 
Young: I am only going with the info I have. 

No more questions.

2.8	Update of the FAST project (Ed O’Neill) [SAC13-ANN/14]		

O’Neill reviewed the report.

No questions.

2.9	IFLA liaison report (John DeSantis) [SAC13-ANN/15]			  

DeSantis reviewed the report.

Additional information: Donna Scheeder from LC was elected IFLA president.  

For additional information see http://www.ifla.org/files/assets/cataloguing/scatn/scat-news-39.pdf.

Comments:

O’Neill: One quick comment, we are trying to get the Tallinn conference report published. 

2.10	Report of the SACO at Large meeting (Melanie Wacker) [SAC13-ANN/16] 5 min.

Wacker will write a report.  

No questions.

2.11 	Report of the chair of SAC (Judy Jeng) [SAC13-ANN/17]			  

Jeng reviewed the report.  

No questions.
		
2.12	New business								

No new business.

2.13	Open Discussion / Open Announcement period				

Maxwell: I would like to move to thank Judy Jeng for her service as chair.

Meeting adjourned at 5:06 pm.

