[bookmark: _GoBack]ALCTS Subject Analysis Committee
2016 Annual Meeting, Orlando
Sunday, June 26, 2016, 8:30-10:30 a.m.
Hilton Hotel – Orange Ballroom G

Members present: Elizabeth Perlman Bodian (chair), Paromita Biswas, Jennifer C.L. Bromley, Brian Cain, Peter Vincent Fletcher, Rosemary Groenwald (member, 2016-2018), Tina Gross, Karen Diane Miller, Andrea M. Morrison, Matthew W. Wise, Chris Long (intern).
Liaisons present: Sherman Clarke, Eric Childress (for Dianne Vizine-Goetz), Lia Contursi, Stephen Hearn, Maria Hugger, Robert Maxwell, Casey Mullin, George Prager, Deborah Rose-Lefman, Adam Schiff, Janis Young.
Members excused: Elise J. Daniel, C. Rockelle Strader, Sarah Espinosa (intern).
Liaisons excused: Alex Kyrios, Caroline Saccucci.
The meeting was called to order at approximately 8:33 a.m.

1.1. Welcome and introduction of members and guests

1.2. Adoption of Agenda [SAC16-ANN/1]

1.3. Adoption of 2016 Midwinter Minutes [SAC16-ANN/2]

A motion was made and seconded to approve the 2016 Midwinter minutes. The motion carried.

1.4. Report on the Sears List of Subject Headings (Maria Hugger) [SAC16-ANN/3]

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).	

1.5. Report of the liaison from the Policy and Standards Division of LC (Janis Young) [SAC16-ANN/4]

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).	

In reference to the URL for the LCSH online training modules, Young said that she hopes to change the /LCSH portion of it from all caps to lowercase after the meeting.  Also, the training modules will be linked to the Catalogers Learning Workshop (CLW) page after the conference.  The training is divided into units then subdivided into modules and the first eleven modules are up.  About 30-40 more modules are planned and they are in various stages of readiness.  Each module is about 15-17 minutes long.

Young read verbatim a statement regarding the proposal to change LC subject headings Aliens and Illegal aliens (statement included in report).  She asked that anyone with an opinion use the online survey tool available at the top of Tentative List 1606a to record their comments.  Maxwell asked about what will happen with related headings such as Children of illegal aliens which do not seem to translate well to the proposed replacement headings.  Young answered that a lot of those types of headings were split into appropriate new headings to accommodate the changes.

Bodian asked if SAC’s report on Illegal aliens should be submitted through the online survey tool.  Young answered that the report could be sent directly to Beacher Wiggins at LC or it could be submitted through the survey.  In response to a follow up question from Bodian, Young indicated that the relative percentage of yes or no comments will not be a final determining factor in making a decision but the individual responses will be considered and analyzed to see if there are any overlooked issues.

Clarke asked if Congress had ever before been this granular in their criticism of an LC subject heading.  Young answered that she was unaware of it happening before.

Hugger asked where the survey can be found.  Young answered that in addition to the link on Tentative List 1606a, there is a link on the LOC Cataloging and Acquisitions homepage in the News section. 

Young announced that, in addition to the new Indian law schedules, the schedule for Hawaii law is also now ready for use.

Fletcher asked when the LCSH online training will be completed.  Young said that she is hoping to be done by the end of September and that she has been asked to do the same type of training for Library of Congress Classification and special topics, which will start after the LCSH modules are complete.  Hearn asked how the training set will be maintained.  Young responded that she is aware of the issue and has some ideas of how to do it but does not yet have a definite plan in place.  Morrison praised the efforts involved in creating LCSH online training, especially since library schools are often not providing much cataloging training, and suggested that it will be especially valuable to new catalogers and Millennials, who generally prefer videos over printed documentation.

1.6. Report of the Dewey Classification Editorial Policy Committee liaison (Deborah Rose-Lefmann) [SAC16-ANN/5]

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

1.7. Report of the CC:DA Liaison (Robert Maxwell) [SAC16-ANN/6]

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

1.8. Report of the SAC Research and Presentation Working Group (Peter Fletcher) [SAC16-ANN/8]	

There will be a presentation on Monday (June 27) titled “Pre-Coordinate and Post-Coordinate Subject Access: The Pros and Cons and a Real Life Experience” with Fletcher, UCLA, and Diane Boehr, NLM, as the presenters.  The Working Group is soliciting ideas for next year’s annual meeting.  Ideas currently under consideration include RDA and subjects, and FRBR-LRM and subjects.  Bodian indicated that she would like SAC to have a forum at Midwinter also.  Ideas for presentations can be sent to either Bodian or Fletcher.  
1.9. Report of the liaison from AALL (Lia Contursi) [SAC16-ANN/9]

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

1.10. Report of the liaison from the Music Library Association (Casey Mullin) [SAC16-ANN/10]

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

1.11. Report of the liaison from the Art Libraries Society of North America (ARLIS/NA) (Sherman Clarke) [SAC16-ANN/11]

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

1.12. Report of the SAC Working Group on the LCSH heading “Illegal aliens” (Tina Gross) [SAC16-ANN/12, includes 4 attachments] 	 

See written draft report and attachments on ALA Connect (link provided).

Gross asked for questions and comments on the report draft. She explained that the report submitted was only a draft because there was so much to cover, and because the Working Group's charge changed in March when LC announced that it would discontinue the subject heading "Illegal aliens" and instead use a combination of "Noncitizens" and "Unauthorized immigration." Even though the Working Group did not find the arguments against establishing "Undocumented immigrants" to be convincing and decided to make a recommendation that differs from LC's announced solution, they considered LC's announcement a welcome and positive development.

Bodian referenced an article from the New York Times in which the statements of two representatives suggested that they did not understand the purpose of cross-references.  She commented that she wants to make sure it be made very clear to the public that while Illegal aliens will no longer be the preferred term, it will remain a cross-reference and will not disappear from the vocabulary altogether.  The question is, who should this statement come from? SAC? LC?  Who will ultimately read this?  Gross indicted that the Working Group’s assumption was that the audience for its report was LC and not Congress.  Young said that LC’s upper management has received some feeling that Congress is very interested in this and it is possible that all responses received by LC will be made publicly available on its website.  Young’s office has been heavily involved in providing documentation about why this change is being made, and it conceivable that any report coming from SAC could be widely disseminated.  
Maxwell said that he feels it is appropriate for ALA to make a statement about Congressional interference and micromanaging of a tool used by librarians and not just rely on LC to do so.  SAC is the body that should initiate such a statement but it should come from ALA, so a report should be sent to both LC and ALA.  Bodian said that ALA Washington office wants to make a statement and feels that SAC is the most qualified body to make it, so they have asked SAC to do so.  
Bodian said that she had sent an earlier report dealing with the larger issue using terms based on common usage versus following often outdated language in the US Code language.  Some members of Congress may see this as only an initial example and request more headings changes in the future.  Hearn commented that his understanding was that LC does follow the US Code and that this change was an exception.  Young indicated that the case was overstated at a previous SAC meeting-- the US Code is one of the sources consulted.
Gross asked for clarification about a statement that ALA issued earlier, to which she and Bodian contributed, commenting on the Congressional response to LC's announcement. Young confirmed such a letter was sent and that it happened after the language was put into the appropriations bill and after Rep. Black’s stand-alone bill, but she was not sure specifically to whom the letter was addressed.
Groenwald commented that we should remember that not all ILS discovery platforms use cross-references, so maybe we should not mention that in a statement.
Gross asked for feedback from the committee on how it feels about the following concern.  It is her sense that the Working Group’s report is meant to be a rigorous cataloging policy discussion, and that an outward facing statement for the general public should be a separate document that does not contain technical cataloging language.  Morrison agreed that it would be useful to separate the two and a Washington office press release should be couched to appeal to a different audience.  Morrison also stated that it would be useful for the Policy and Standards Division to give the Working Group more background about PSD’s charge —is their primary charge to maintain these standards for Congress?  Young answered that she believes the charge is probably in LC’s mission statement, which is on LC’s website.  Morrison said that the Working Group should consider this information in their report.  Gross responded that whether or not serving Congress is the first consideration, LCSH is set up to serve an international community, so that would not necessarily mean that U.S legal terms are automatically used in subject headings.
Bodian suggested that three reports might be needed: a brief one to be included in the online survey, since it has a 2000 character limit; another one with LC as the primary audience; and a final one written for Congress and the general public.  
Clarke asked if the ALA Washington office is the expert in dealing with legislative issues, is there any danger of a perception that SAC is trying to usurp their public relations role?  Gross replied that in her view, SAC’s role is to act as the subject experts of ALA and not public relations or Congressional experts.  Her opinion is that the members of Congress who have taken such a keen interest in this issue are not an audience that SAC can convince with arguments and wondered if it was worth the effort to try and do so.  Bodian responded that there are two different groups taking an interest in this issue: one group wants to keep the current heading and another believes LC should make its own subject headings. There seems to be a general lack of understanding on how the process works and felt it is necessary to make clear how cross-references are used and that the language will not disappear from catalogs, but will remain in titles, keywords, etc.  Maxwell said that deficiencies of systems in utilizing subject headings should not be part of the argument, but we should be arguing that the reference will still be there and that LC’s catalog should be the example used in any argument since it does work.  He suggested that we could show an example of another subject heading that was changed recently and how that works in LC’s catalog.
Hearn asked what would happen to “Illegal aliens” as a heading? Young says the heading will be deprecated because it will be split.  “Unauthorized immigration” will include a reference from “Illegal aliens.”
Maxwell said that the Working Group’s report was not entirely uncritical of LC, so it is possible that two  reports will be needed; SAC has supported in principle LC’s right to make changes but there are certain aspects of the proposed change it does not advocate.
Bodian reviewed the timeline for submission of the completed report: LC survey closes on July 20, but time must be allowed for SAC and then ALCTS Executive Board to approve it before it is sent to LC. Bodian asked if the Working Group could complete the report by July 13, and Gross said yes.Bodian asked Young if July 20 is a firm deadline for comments. Young replied that she was not sure but said every effort should be made to submit comments by then.
Maxwell made a motion to approve the report in principle based on the current draft with the understanding that revisions will be made based on today’s discussion and any further ensuing discussion;  the motion was seconded.
In response to Morrison’s comment that she does not think the report adequately addressed the differences between illegal aliens and undocumented immigrants, Gross replied that she believes the report does address the differences and offered suggestions on ways the Working Group can make the report clearer.  She pointed out that the report states that there cannot be a one-to-one flip between the two concepts, but it would cover 70-80 percent of the cases, and in cases where no direct correlation, more specific review may be necessary and more subject headings needed.
Schiff asked about LC’s intentions for bibliographic file maintenance, especially in cases where this no direct flip.  What will LC and vendors do?  How will we undertake manual review of this change?  Young replied that LC management has committed to do the work; there is a certain percent that can be automatically flipped and manual review will be done for titles that cannot be flipped.  
Maxwell suggested that on page 6 in the Recommendations section, add "where appropriate" after "Replace illegal aliens with Undocumented immigrants."  
Hearn asked if there is any literary warrant for the heading “Undocumented noncitizens” where “Undocumented immigrants” does not apply?  Gross replied that the Working Group’s study found that “Undocumented immigrants” is by far the most warranted term.  Works assigned the heading “Illegal aliens” where the subject included nonimmigrants was only about 19%.  In response to a question of how much literary warrant is needed to establish a heading, Young replied that LC’s policy is that a subject is made at first instance of use, and the policy for replacement headings is generally that it is clear there is a preponderance.
A vote was taken to approve the report pending its completion; further discussion can ensue on email.  The result was 9 yeas, 0 nays, and 0 abstentions.
Maxwell reported that the SAC proposal to allow using subject headings from thesauri other than the NAF in authority records has been submitted to the RSC but no action has been taken. Another proposal is before the PCC dealing with using relationship designators in authority records to record subject relationships.
Adjournment 	

The meeting adjourned around 10:30 a.m.


ALCTS Subject Analysis Committee
2016 Annual Meeting, Orlando
Monday, June 27, 2016, 1:00-5:30 p.m.
Orange County Convention Center, Room W203

Members present: Elizabeth Perlman Bodian (chair), Paromita Biswas, Jennifer C.L. Bromley, Brian Cain, Peter Vincent Fletcher, Tina Gross, Karen Diane Miller, Andrea M. Morrison, C. Rockelle Strader, Matthew W. Wise, Chris Long (intern).
Liaisons present: Sherman Clarke, Eric Childress (for Dianne Vizine-Goetz), Lia Contursi, Stephen Hearn, Alex Kyrios, Casey Mullin, George Prager, Caroline Saccucci, Adam Schiff, Janis Young.
Members excused: Elise J. Daniel, Sarah Espinosa (intern).
Liaisons excused: Maria Hugger, Robert Maxwell, Deborah Rose-Lefman.
The meeting was called to order at approximately 1:00 p.m.


2.1. Presentation: Coordinate vs Post-Coordinate Subject Access: The Pros and Cons and a Real Life Experience (Peter Fletcher, UCLA and Diane L. Boehr, National Library of Medicine) [Presentation, includes 2 attachments] 							
Most catalogers assign pre-coordinated subject strings such as Library of Congress Subject Headings (LCSH) or Medical Subject Headings (MeSH). However, many catalog users use keyword searching rather than browsing subject indexes catalogers provide. The first speaker will discuss the general pros and cons of pre- vs post- coordinate subject access; the second, why NLM decided to go with post-coordination internally in 1998, but continued to provide pre-coordination for subscribers to its data until 2016Most catalogers assign pre-coordinated subject strings such as Library of Congress Subject Headings (LCSH) or Medical Subject Headings (MeSH). However, many catalog users use keyword searching rather than browsing subject indexes catalogers provide. Peter Fletcher provided some background on the difference between pre- vs post- coordinate subject access and discussed some of the general pros and cons of each approach.  A pre-coordinate system, like LCSH, has many single concept terms strung together to form a single subject heading.  In post-coordinate systems like PRECIS, however, each term in a controlled vocabulary represents a single concept or thought.  Post-coordinate systems have consistent thesaural structures and are more machine-actionable and better for linked data; however, they have not been widely adopted and may be too complex. LCSH, on the other hand,  is widely used, is long-established, and its headings provide context for users; however, it has an inconsistent thesaural structure, is not completely machine-actionable, and is not optimal for linked data.  Diane Boeher explained NLM’s decision to implement post-coordination internally in 1998 in order to harmonize its subject heading structure and practices with NLM’s indexing practices.  Due to subscriber demand, though, NLM continued to provide pre-coordination for them. Boehr explained the process used from programmatically unstringing headings for NLM’s Voyager system and then restringing them back together for MARC distribution.  In 2005, NLM put out a new survey to see if they could stop restringing subjects for their subscribers. The responses showed that while subscribers agreed that users were mainly performing keyword searches, they still saw value in strings, so NLM practice did not change.  In 2015, however, a third survey was conducted and this time all respondents agreed that strings were no longer needed.  Consequently, in early 2016, OCLC reloaded all the NLM bibliographic records to remove the strings.
Questions and answers:
Q1: Boehr was asked what the response rate was for the 2015 survey. 
A1: She answered that it was very low, probably because people thought the point was moot.  However, the responses were 100% in favor of unstringing.
Q2: (For Boehr) Many faceted systems don’t make much use of “see” and “see also” terms. How do I get that structure back in my catalog?
A2: The MeSH authority file can be downloaded for free and put into the catalog.
Q3: (For Boehr) Are there translations of MeSH?  
A3: There are national libraries that have translated MeSH into other languages, and a pilot project was done in NLM’s linked data format in which a term was successfully translated into five different languages.
Q4: (For Boehr) Do you foresee unstringing compound topics, like “Administration of organizations?”  How would we deal with retrieval?
A4: Since MeSH is a much more restricted vocabulary than LCSH, NLM deals with it by creating a unique identifier for combinations, so they can still be made linked data. Fletcher said that he was not sure how we can implement the broader term/narrower term/associated term structure in our catalogs, but he thought it would be good to do so if possible. 
Q5: (For Boehr) Speaker was glad that NLM is not the topical/topical subdivision strings because when you deconstruct multiple subjects with multiple subdivisions, you completely lose the context and you don’t know which subdivision goes with which topic.
A5: NLM never intended to deconstruct those and has the advantage of dealing with a more restricted vocabulary, but Boehr said she can see how that would be a problem with LCSH or FAST.  
Q6: (For Boehr) What is involved in crosswalking LCSH to MeSH?
A6: NLM does not do any of that, but Tony Nelson from Northwestern annually takes all the new MeSH, creates a table, and matches it up to LCSH.  They are available from Northwestern’s publicly available website.   
Q7: (For Boehr) Are the MeSH RDF triples publicly available?
A7: Yes, they are available from the NLM website.
2.2. Break	
The meeting reconvened at 2:05 p.m.
The agenda was revised to place Items 2.7 and 2.8 before Item 2.6. 
2.3. Welcome and introduction of members and guests				.
2.4. Update on the FAST project (Eric Childress for Diane Vizine-Goetz) [SAC16-ANN/13]	
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).  Childress also noted that a new listserv called FACETVOC, dedicated to faceted vocabularies, will be created after Annual.  There was some discussion about the separation of topical subdivisions from topics in FAST; with a few exceptions, they are kept together.  OCLC is looking at a tool that will allow users to tell them that they want something to be validated that is valid in LCSH but hasn’t been previously used.

It was pointed out that MAC recently approved the X4 codes. They are not in MARC format yet, but will action be taken on them by OCLC?  Answer is that whatever is authorized, OCLC will follow that practice.  The 647 will be used for events.

Prager asked Childress how easy it will be to map things like events retrospectively. Childress responded that it should be very easy since the 611 has been used consistently for events, and there are only about 12,000 instances of events.

2.5. Update on MARC Advisory Committee (MAC) (Stephen Hearn) [SAC16-ANN/14]

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).  

Hearn reported on the disposition of proposals and discussion papers at the MAC meeting during Annual.  Full explanations of proposals and discussion papers are given in the linked report.

Proposal No. 2016-04: Broaden Usage of Field 257 to Include Autonomous Regions in the MARC 21 Bibliographic Format: returned to OLAC for more work.

Proposal No. 2016-05: Defining New X47 Fields for Named Events in the MARC 21 Authority and Bibliographic Formats: approved.

Proposal No. 2016-07: Defining Subfield $3 in Field 382 of the MARC 21 Bibliographic Format:  approved.

Proposal No. 2016-12: Designation of a Definition in the MARC 21 Authority Format: approved with some edits.

Proposal No. 2016-13: Designation of the Type of Entity in the MARC 21 Authority Format: approved.  
Discussion Paper No. 2016-DP17: Redefining Subfield $4 to Encompass URIs for Relationships in the MARC 21 Authority and Bibliographic Formats: asked to be returned as a formal proposal.  
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: transformed into a proposal and approved.  
Discussion Paper No. 2016-DP27: General Field Linking with Subfield $8 in the Five MARC 21 Formats: transformed into a proposal and approved.  
Discussion Paper No. 2016-DP28:  Using a Classification Record Control Number as a Link in the MARC 21 Bibliographic Format: asked to be returned as a formal proposal.  
Discussion Paper No. 2016-DP29: Defining New Subfields $i, $3, and $4 in Field 370 of the MARC 21 Bibliographic and Authority Formats: asked to be returned as a formal proposal.  
Discussion Paper No. 2016-DP30: Defining New Subfields $i and $4 in Field 386 of the MARC 21 Bibliographic and Authority Formats: asked to be returned as a formal proposal.  
2.6. Report on Dewey Decimal Classification and OCLC Dewey Services (Alex Kyrios) [SAC16-ANN/15]	

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).
								
2.7. Report of the Dewey Section liaison (Caroline Saccucci) [SAC16-ANN/16] 
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).  
2.8. Report on the CIP Program (Caroline Saccucci) [this report is combined with the one above]		
2.9. Report of the SACO at Large meeting (Sherman Clarke) [SAC16-ANN/18]
Clarke reported that the PCC At Large meetings were shifted this year.  The At Large meetings have now been combined into one meeting that lasts an hour, and covers CONSER, BIBCO, SACO, and NACO topics. It is uncertain whether a SACO representative will be needed in the future, or whether there will be just a general PCC representative.  
2.10. Report of SAC Genre/Form Implementation Subcommittee (Adam Schiff) [SAC15-ANN/19]	
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).  
Schiff 	reported that he had hoped that the two MARC discussion papers from the subcommittee would be turned into proposals and approved at the MAC meeting; this did not happen. There were no objections Discussion Paper No. 2016-DP30 involving the 386 field, but Discussion Paper No. 2016-DP29 involving the 370 field needs to be revised.  Once they become proposals, they will need to be approved again by SAC before moving forward.
Schiff was asked for an explanation of the background of the proposed term “Game tie-in fiction.” He explained that this is fiction that is connected with video and electronic games and the proposed term is commonly used in the industry and libraries.  
Schiff feels that the subcommittee feels that it has completed its charge, and asked whether SAC feels that there are additional things the subcommittee needs to work on.  The subcommittee indicated an interest in continuing if SAC feels it is appropriate.  A possible future project might be a white paper on the framework for retrospectively mapping LCSH subdivisions and fixed field codes to LCGFT.  Another issue might be to talk with and work with vendors to deal with new formats, such as BIBFRAME, and to get genre/form terms into our systems.  This may be beyond the scope of the subcommittee.
These discussions in the subcommittee led to a broader one involving the purpose of SAC and what “subject” means in this day and age.  Should SAC still be called the Subject Analysis Committee, or is its scope broader?  It has been dealing with genre/form for a while, and now audience characteristics and medium of performance. Should SAC consider changing its name and charge?
 There is also a strong interest among video game catalogers in getting video game genres added to LCGFT. OLAC has recently produced a white paper on this topic.  If LC agrees that these terms should be developed, who would be responsible for creating them?  OLAC supports having the subcommittee, or maybe SAC as a whole, doing this with OLAC participation.  
Schiff then announced that he will step down as both chair and member of the subcommittee.
Mullin explained that some of the subcommittee’s ideas came from the music cataloging community.  During the time that music catalogers have been working on the genre/form terms,  medium of performance thesaurus, and facets, the assumption was that one day LCSH would stop being used for resources that are music.  This cannot happen until 1) we have systems that enable the use of these faceted terms and 2) we can have a retrospective implementation that will populate bibliographic and authority records with these new facets.  This work can best be advanced with participation from a broader community and at a higher level than the Genre/Form Subcommittee.  It was ultimately decided that the subcommittee can draft a white paper articulating the systems changes needed, even if it at a high level. SAC could then review the paper and consider who might be the other stakeholders to give input on it before it is disseminated.
A larger discussion ensued about what the scope of SAC is.  Do we need to add things genre/form terms, demographic terms, and medium of performance terms to our charge?  If the scope broadens, is a name change warranted, moving away from “Subject?”  Morrison suggested that we put this issue on the agenda for the next meeting; this would allow us to solicit input from other communities.  Bodian affirmed that it will be put on the agenda for Midwinter and if a name change is deemed to be warranted, it can be done at the next Annual.  It was suggested that a call soliciting input should be put out in September to allow time for people to think about before Midwinter.
2.11. IFLA liaison report (George Prager) [SAC16-ANN/20]		
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).  
Sandy Roe reported that the satellite meeting before the IFLA conference is free but participants must register.  A list of speakers and presentations is currently available.  Conference papers will be available later.
2.12. Report of the chair of SAC (Liz Bodian) [SAC16-ANN/21]	
Bodian reported that she had spent a lot of time preparing the program the “Coordinate vs Post-Coordinate Subject Access: The Pros and Cons and a Real Life Experience” presentation, and thanked Fletcher for planning it.  Plans for next Midwinter and Annual are in the works.  Discussion papers involving relationship designators in the 368 and 370 fields were sent to LC.  Bodian has also been busy drafting a letter to Congress and the report going to LC about the “Illegal aliens” subject heading issue.  She thanked the members rotating off the committee, Elise Daniel, Tina Gross, Andrea Morrison, Matthew Wise, and Sarah Espinosa, and announced that she will continue as chair.      	
2.13. New Business	
None.								
2.14. Open Discussion / Open Announcement period	
None.			.
Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 3:28 p.m.	
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