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The MARC Advisory Committee (MAC) has a very full agenda at Annual including six proposals and one discussion paper of interest to SAC:
Proposal No. 2017-01: Redefining Subfield $4 to Encompass URIs for Relationships in the MARC 21 Authority and Bibliographic Formats.  The proposal calls for revising the definition of subfield $4 from its several existing values to “Relationship code or relationship URI” to enable the use of subfield $4 for URIs indicating a relationship.  Since some subjects are expressed with relationship terms and codes, this change could affect the coding of subject data.
Proposal No. 2017-02: Defining New Subfields $i, $3, and $4 in Field 370 of the MARC 21 Bibliographic and Authority Formats.  The proposal originates from SAC’s Subcommittee on Genre/Form Implementation.  It seeks greater specificity and flexibility in the way the relationship between an entity and a place can be expressed in the 370 field through the addition of subfield $i and $4. Adding subfield $3 would enable a place relationship to be specified for a part of a resource.  The proposal also calls for enlarging the scope of field 370 for use with expressions as well as works and to include a wider range of place categories than the jurisdictional levels currently specified.
Proposal No. 2017-03: Defining New Subfields $i and $4 in Field 386 of the MARC 21 Bibliographic and Authority Formats.   This proposal also originates from SAC’s Subcommittee on Genre/Form Implementation.  Adding subfield $i and $4 to field 386, Creator/Contributor Characteristics, would enable the specification of different roles in relation to the demographic terms which characterize a resource’s creators and contributors. For example, one could specify that the authors of a resource are adults while the illustrators of the resource are children.  

Proposal No. 2017-04: Using a Classification Record Control Number as a Link in the MARC 21 Bibliographic and Authority Formats.   The proposal calls for extending the use of subfield $0 to MARC classification number fields to contain the system control number of a classification record.  Currently subfield $0 is defined only for authority record control numbers and standard identifiers.    
Proposal No. 2017-07: Adding Value “No information provided” to the First Indicator of Field 070 in the MARC 21 Bibliographic Format.  The proposal calls for defining “# = No information provided” as a value for the first indicator of the 070 field, National Agricultural Library Call Number.  The values currently defined can express only “Item is in NAL” or “Item is not in NAL.”  The new value would be used by libraries which use NAL Classification but do not intend to provide information about NAL holdings.  The proposal is in line with existing indicator values in other classification number fields.
Discussion Paper No. 2017-DP05: Providing Institution Level Information by Defining Subfield $5 in the 6XX Fields of the MARC 21 Bibliographic Format.  The paper discusses defining subfield $5, specifying an institution to which the field applies, in the 6XX region of MARC bibliographic records.  This would enable libraries to associate their MARC symbol with particular subject heading assignments.  In the German library context, the same subject vocabulary may be assigned differently by library systems with differing subject access policies.

Follow-up from MAC at 2016 Annual Conference 
Proposal No. 2016-04: Broaden Usage of Field 257 to Include Autonomous Regions in the MARC 21 Bibliographic Format.  The proposal called for expanding the definition of field 257 (Country of Production) to include autonomous regions.  In its discussion at Annual MAC found the term “autonomous regions” problematic and asked for the proposal to be reworked.
Proposal No. 2016-05: Defining New X47 Fields for Named Events in the MARC 21 Authority and Bibliographic Formats.  The proposal called for establishing a new series of fields, X47, for named events used a subject access points.  In addition to the event name in subfield $a there would be subfields for location ($c), date ($d), and miscellaneous information ($g).  The proposal supports OCLC’s FAST vocabulary which seeks a way to transform LCSH access points for specific events—“Vesuvius (Italy) $x Eruption, 79”, “Ireland $x History $y Famine, 1845-1852” to named event access points—“Eruption of Vesuvius $c (Italy : $d 79)”, “Famine $c (Ireland : $d 1845-1852)”—which can be distinguished from topical headings and which preserve necessary contextual information from the original LCSH access point.  The proposal was approved, with the understanding that OCLC will generate and distribute a list of LCSH headings which are modelled as events in FAST.
Proposal No. 2016-07: Defining Subfield $3 in Field 382 of the MARC 21 Bibliographic Format.  The proposal calls for defining subfield $3 (Materials specified) in field 382 (Medium of performance).  This would enable music catalogers to show relationships between medium of performance statements and particular musical pieces within a cataloged object.   The proposal was approved.
Proposal No. 2016-12: Designation of a Definition in the MARC 21 Authority Format.  The proposal called for establishing field 677 to serve as a specified note field expressing a definition of the 1XX term in an authority record.  The German National Library has definitions in the four authority files being merged into the Gemeinsame Normdatei (GND) and proposes a MARC field to which they can be mapped without losing their specific designation as definitions.  The proposal was approved with two wording amendments and the addition of subfield $u (Uniform Resource Identifier).
Proposal No. 2016-13: Designation of the Type of Entity in the MARC 21 Authority Format.  The proposal called for establishing field 075 for recording type of entity terms ($a), codes ($b), control number ($0), and source ($2).  The German National Library has a two-level set of type-of-entity designations in its authority files and seeks a place in MARC for these terms and their codes as it merges files into the Gemeinsame Normdatei.  The proposal was approved.
Discussion Paper No. 2016-DP17: Redefining Subfield $4 to Encompass URIs for Relationships in the MARC 21 Authority and Bibliographic Formats.  The paper has returned as Proposal No. 2017-01, described above.
Discussion Paper No. 2016-DP18: Redefining Subfield $0 to Remove the Use of Parenthetical Prefix "(uri)" in the MARC 21 Authority, Bibliographic, and Holdings Formats.  The paper discussed removing the requirement that HTTP URIs in subfield $0 be prefixed with the MARC standard identifier source code “(uri)”.  After discussion, MAC converted the paper to a proposal and approved it with one amendment to clarify that (uri) should not be used with an HTTP URI in subfield $0.
Discussion Paper No. 2016-DP27: General Field Linking with Subfield $8 in the Five MARC 21 Formats.  The paper discussed the need for a general linking device of unspecified type for indicating linking of MARC fields.  Current MARC documentation requires that one of several field link types be specified when subfield $8 is used.  After discussion, MAC converted the paper into a proposal and approved the new value “u = General linking, type unspecified” for subfield $8.
Discussion Paper No. 2016-DP28:  Using a Classification Record Control Number as a Link in the MARC 21 Bibliographic Format.  The paper has returned as Proposal No. 2017-04 described above.

Discussion Paper No. 2016-DP29: Defining New Subfields $i, $3, and $4 in Field 370 of the MARC 21 Bibliographic and Authority Formats.  The paper has returned as Proposal No. 2017-02 described above.
Discussion Paper No. 2016-DP30: Defining New Subfields $i and $4 in Field 386 of the MARC 21 Bibliographic and Authority Formats.  The paper has returned as Proposal No. 2017-03 described above.
