ALCTS Subject Analysis Committee
2017 Midwinter Meeting, Atlanta
Sunday, January 22, 2017, 8:30-10:30 a.m.
OMNI Hotel – International Ballroom F


Members present: Liz Bodian (chair), Paromita Biswas, Jennifer C.L. Bromley, Brian Cain, Peter Fletcher, Rosemary Groenwald, Daniel N. Joudrey, Chris Long, Bob Maxwell, Karen Miller, Jeanne M. Piascik, Caitlin Rozich, Rockelle Strader, Netanel Ganin (intern)

Liaisons present: Sherman Clarke, Lia Contursi, Stephen Hearn, Casey Mullin, George Prager, Deborah Rose-Lefmann, Kendal Spires (for Maria Hugger), Janis Young

Members absent: Ethan Fenichel (intern)

Liaisons excused: Alex Kyrios, Caroline Saccucci

Meeting called to order: 8:38 AM
1.1	Welcome and introduction of members and guests				
1.2	Adoption of Agenda [SAC17-MID/1]	
A motion was made and seconded to approve the 2017 Midwinter minutes. The motion carried.					
1.3	Adoption of 2016 Annual Minutes [SAC17-MID/2]
A motion was made and seconded to approve the 2016 Annual minutes. The motion carried.				
1.4   	Report on the Sears List of Subject Headings (Kendal Spires) [SAC17-MID/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) [SAC17-MID/4]			
							
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).	

Regarding LCDGT being in phase 3 of the pilot program and that LC are accepting and encouraging proposals for terms needed for new cataloging only, Maxwell asked if they are accepting proposals for terms needed for authority records but not a proposal for a term needed for a bib record. Young responds that as is standard for all LC vocabs there needs to be a work cat. If cataloging a resource and based on it – you want to enhance or create an authority record using the term found in the resource – you can propose an LCDGT term based on the work cat, because you could be proposing [and using] it for the bibliographic record if you wanted to. 

Regarding the online LCSH training videos being made by Joudrey and Young, Hearn asks if they have seen much usage from non-librarians of the online training videos? Do vendors have access to it, are they using it?
Young responds that she’s only heard comments/feedback from librarians so far. She knows some vendors are aware of it, certainly have access to it but is unaware if they are using them or not.

1.6	Report of the CC:DA Liaison  (Robert Maxwell) [SAC17-MID/5] 		

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).	

Maxwell asks SAC if the RDA subcommittee may remain constituted but on hiatus for a year or more. Chair Bodian is fine with that. Maxwell says the subcommittee will not meet for several ALAs or more until they have something to grapple with after the completion of the RDA restructuring. The CC:DA representative will still attend SAC meetings.

Hearn asks if the revision work on RDA will be including the registry as well?

Maxwell says yes, he’s sure it will.

Hearn notes that one way to read the RSC decision on fictitious entities is that we will be saying the the creator of a resource is a nomen, which is surprising to him.

Maxwell says that the Fictitious Entities Working Group will be working to figure out precisely what it means and how to proceed.

1.7	Report of the SAC Research and Presentation Working Group (Peter Fletcher)
[SAC17-MID/6]		
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).	
								
1.8	Report of the liaison from the AALL (Lia Contursi) [SAC17-MID/7]	
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).	

Hearn asks whether there’s an established policy to record occupational term Law teachers from LCSH or University and college faculty members from LCDGT in the occupational field 374 of name authority records.
Contursi says there is not at this time.
	
1.9	Report of the liaison from the Music Library Assoc. (Casey Mullin) [SAC17-MID/8] 
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).	

1.10	Report of the liaison from the Art Libraries Society of North America (ARLIS/NA) (Sherman Clarke) [SAC17-MID/9]			
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).	
						
1.11	Report of the SAC Working Group on the LCSH heading “Illegal aliens” (Tina Gross) [SAC17-MID/10] 	
Update from Gross on the status of the “illegal aliens” LCSH change. At Annual 16, the working group draft had been presented, SAC requested clarifications and additions. Finished report was approved by the ALCTS board and submitted to LC shortly before the July 20th deadline. 
She would be presenting more about this at the CaMMS forum, an informal discussion of how it came about, and observations from the whole experience.	
Maxwell asks what has happened, having thought that this was all settled at Annual 2016, asks if LC has backtracked on their decision to implement.
Young replies that LC had put up a survey in May requesting comments from the library community and general public. It had been open through September, and PSD looked at all the comments and have made their recommendation. The recommendation was not ready for release and was undergoing final review. They hoped to announce the outcome by the end of the month [January 2017] through the normal channels. 
There were no further comments from LC at this time on this issue.
Chair Bodian thanks Tina for the group’s work.
					
1.11	Report of SAC Genre/Form Implementation Subcommittee (Lia Contursi) [SAC15-ANN/11] Related: Draft White paper by the Working Group on Full Implementation of Library of Congress Faceted Vocabularies									
See written report and white paper on ALA Connect (link provided).
Mullin led white paper discussion:
Chair Bodian was having trouble figuring out who the target audience was for the paper.
Mullin said there were two audiences, a primary and secondary. Primary audience is those who are in positions of authority to act on the recommendations. Hence the executive summary to introduce them to the topic. Secondary audience is anyone who is interested in endeavor and topic. 
Maxwell adds that another important audience is vendors who will be able to implement some of this; many are quite uninformed on the subject.
Mullin says another component was figuring out what form the document needs to take to find it’s eventual audience[s] if it is endorsed by PCC or other official bodies, a vendor can look at that and say “official enough, let’s proceed on that basis”. They [the working group] have seen in official interactions with vendors is that while there’s individual interactions with clients and vendors -- there is a desire in corners of community to present a unified case for what our systems need to be able to do in order to make best use of our cataloging. 
Joudrey notes in terms of structure, the paper didn’t have parallel structure throughout, began with vocab structure, then disciplinary approach then authorities and bibs. Keeping a similar structure throughout document would make it more readable. 
Hearn questions the paper’s usage of term “non-subject attribute”. He worries that higher-ups may think that SAC be the wrong body then to look at this if it is “non-subject” related. Perhaps “non-topical” would be better
Young says that from her experience of writing long reports and expecting people to read them, upper management doesn’t have time to do that. Perhaps put the recommendations up front and then treat the rest of the paper as support for those recommendations. That way they’ll certainly read at least that most important part. 
Mullin agrees that the executive summary up front will include the recommendations in a snappier format than the extensive ones at the end. 
Young suggests giving recommendations even in the intro to the paper, briefly stating them. Sometimes even the executive summary is skipped over.

Chair Bodian is curious if the background was available in this kind of condensed format anyplace else. The intro to LCGFT/LCDGT has some of this information. Is this the only place where the background on all three has been collected? 
Mullin says that as far as he’s aware, no – partially due to how new some of these vocabs are, and given that some of the background of LCMPT comes from MLA. While LC has their introduction as their role as administrators and implementers – but the work of the communities, the people who’ve been working on the vocabs is not written anywhere else. Part of the impetus of paper is was to disseminate that knowledge.

Bromley suggest that the background could be put into an appendix. 

Chair Bodian suggests including table of contents,

Mullin acknowledges that that’ll be part of the structural editing.

Hearn asks if there’s any mention of Bibframe. 

Mullin says there are a few. The focus is MARC because that’s what we’re all working in, but larger point is that the encoding standard is secondary. It felt to them like scope creep to try to include moving target of Bibframe. MLA does now have a linked data working group looking at the specific issues on that front. 
Chair Bodian clarifies that Mullin is asking SAC: do we like general direction of white paper and feel that you should continue with it?
Mullin affirms.
Chair Bodian puts it to a vote: do we like the direction that this is going in and want that to continue?
Comments continue:
Bromley enjoyed this paper and took extensive notes – question on page 29, how are we going to do this [full-scale implementation]? Seems quite daunting a lot of complexity, how do you grab genres out of 650 fields, people put things in wrong fields – a lot of parties could be involved…how are we going to do this?
Mullin agrees that it is very daunting, and that he thinks the recommendations are pretty bold. The picture as he sees it is that we won’t get there if we don’t work on all these fronts. It’s nice to have all this data but our systems aren’t even using it. Vendors won’t display field until data is in there. Catalogers won’t put data in until it’s being displayed. 
Next 6 months will be big discussions on what comes next after this is finalized and approved. Phase 2 will include continuing work on algorithms to programmatically take LCSH data and facet it out into data fields. Also maybe a Functional Requirements document for systems, specifying what must be displayed at a minimum, what must be indexed. Then individual vendors or open source communities can decide to put their own mark on it. Currently we want to finalize this document and get it to proper channels.

Bromley, thinking about perspective of policy people – says that maybe the paper ought to make clear up front why we need this. 
Mullin asks what she thinks that looks like. It’s already in the intro
Chair Bodian says she would give some examples, show them concrete things that you could do with this implementation that you cannot do currently.

Maxwell wants real user examples, we can find examples from reference desk interactions where users couldn’t find something and they would’ve been able to.

Mullin points out page 25 on authority records does have some user stories and perhaps they could be incorporated throughout the document

Maxwell notes that these are made up, but we could provide real stories from real users.
Mullin isn’t sure who on the working group actually works with the public but that can be another type of external consultant, finding someone who works with the public and could help gather those stories. Important to be reminded of what people who work with the public are actually encountering in patron needs.

Bromley adds that another need that Hearn alluded to is the need to work better with linked data.

Chair Bodian calls for a vote, does SAC think that the working group is going in right direction and want them to continue, if answer is no we can figure out how to break that out.

Unanimous approval that paper is going in right direction and look forward to seeing a more finalized draft. 
Mullin takes moment to acknowledge others in the room who are on the working group and thanks them for their tireless work and more tireless work to come. 

Meeting adjourned: 10:22 AM


ALCTS Subject Analysis Committee
2017 Midwinter Meeting
Monday, January 23, 1:00-5:30 pm 
Georgia World Congress Center, B207
Agenda
2.1	Presentation (1:00-2:00): Music & Law Genre/Form: Implementation, Practice, and Experience (Lia Contursi, Columbia and Casey Mullin, Western Washington University )60 min.

Scharff notes that Mullin’s examples show an intense level of granularity. Wonders if the new vocabs will be encouraging catalogers to be increasingly granular.
Mullin responds that the records in the examples were already pretty granular, and that every cataloger being different in their approach to granularity – the new vocabs won’t be changing that, just increasing the option.

Schiff points out that both Contursi and Mullin discussed the geographic facet but looked at different ways of representing it. Contursi and the law group had considered the 751 MARC field [and ultimately decided to use 650 $z], whereas Mullin and the music group had considered the 370 but not the 751. Shouldn’t we all be on the same page?
Mullin is frustrated that there are two fields [370 and 751] with such overlapping meanings/uses, but that’s a MARC problem. The 370, to him has more cachet, and they had less experience with the 751. He agrees it’s a conversation that needs to happen.
Contursi says they hadn’t considered the 370 because the law group acknowledges that using the 650 $z is a temporary solution, not a permanent one. Until the ILS systems are able to extract a geographic element to indicate political jurisdiction they are in limbo and need to wait for systems to catch up. They do not want to add more data which will just be redundant.
Mullin adds that the 751 allows for specific relator terms and in the music sphere they may need that level of granularity. Was this piece of music created there, or is it just associated with that place? A retrospective project might not be able to break that out further.
Ganin asks if Mullin or MLA have been on contact with the British library, because he’d read that they were no longer using LCSH for anything other than actual topical subject relationships in their music cataloging.
Mullin says that he’s aware of that but there have been no substantive international conversations between the American and the British music cataloging communities. 

Groenwald asks if Gary Strawn was involved in phase 1 as well, and what size the test bed is.
Mullin affirms that Strawn is involved in both phases of the conversion. Strawn had written the program in 2015 and they’d used Northwestern’s data as a test bed. In the future they hope to use a larger one, perhaps WorldCat. 

Dukleth asks if there’s a link on the MLA site to the program or programs. 
Mullin says that the program files haven’t been released because they’re still too much in progress. He says that they will be released in the future, probably at the ALA level. Dissemination of the tools may be packaged up within ever wide-scoped tools. Nothing is currently publically available for download at this time.

McGrath asks if the program includes subfield 8 to retain the relationships to the replaced LCSH.
Mullin says that they’ll probably be using subfield 3, subfield 8 exists but is rarely used, and it isn’t even valid in OCLC.
Maxwell comments that especially on compilation albums, it’s important to connect the 382 to the LCGFT.
Mullin questions this assertion. His gut says that users are looking for one facet to the other, but not both in combination. Perhaps this needs to be explored at a more fundamental level. Why not FRBRize a compilation and describe each work separately and link it to the bib. 
Maxwell agrees with this.

Groenwald asks Contursi if any law terms were able to be flipped directly.
Contursi responds that almost everything except international law has to be doubled.
Schiff asks, regarding demographic group terms and places of origin for music: If, for example, a cataloger wants to establish that a Rachmaninoff piece was created by a Russian, ought that information go into a bibliographic or authority record? 
Mullin acknowledges his can of worms, because with programmatic conversion you can only convert what’s already there. Music best practices do say to include place of origin of work in a name/title authority record. That also raises a question though should ‘Russia’ be recorded as place of origin or ‘Russian’ as a creator characteristic, or both. Should one be favored over the other? Many questions remain but cannot be resolved retrospectively without manual input.

Hearn asks: beyond the cataloging we’re used to, there’s ONIX as a source of data, specialists in music and law – have either groups looked to see if they’ll convert their data
Contursi says no they haven’t reached out to other communities.
Mullin clarifies if Hearn is referring to alternatives to LCSH
Hearn says no – the idea is using data from external sources and converting that data to LCMPT, and LCGFT, rather than trying to convert LCSH.
Mullin hopes that these easier vocabularies will encourage vendors to provide us better data in their provided records, and raise our level of expectation on minimal level vendor records.
2.2	Break	10 min.
2.3	Welcome and introduction of members and guests	
Members present: Liz Bodian (chair), Paromita Biswas, Jennifer C.L. Bromley, Brian Cain, Peter Fletcher, Rosemary Groenwald, Daniel N. Joudrey, Chris Long, Bob Maxwell, Karen Miller, Jeanne M. Piascik, Caitlin Rozich, Rockelle Strader, Netanel Ganin (intern)

Liaisons present: Sherman Clarke, Lia Contursi, Stephen Hearn, Alex Kyrios, Casey Mullin, George Prager, Deborah Rose-Lefmann, Caroline Saccucci, Janis Young

Members absent: Ethan Fenichel (intern)

Liaisons excused: Kendal Spires (for Maria Hugger)
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Meeting called to order: 2:07 PM			
2.4	Report of the Dewey Classification Editorial Policy Committee liaison (Deborah Rose-Lefmann) [SAC17-MID/12]							

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).	

2.5	Report of the Dewey Section liaison (Caroline Saccucci) [SAC17-MID/13] 
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).	

2.6	Report on the CIP Program (Caroline Saccucci) [SAC17-MID/14]		

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).	

2.7	Report on Dewey Decimal Classification and OCLC Dewey Services (Alex Kyrios) [SAC17-MID/15]									
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).	

Joudrey mentions that the “Dewey by the numbers” chart used to include Sears numbers, but no longer does. What happened to those?

Kyrios answers that they had been under the impression that EBSCO wasn’t going to map that anymore, and they’d reached out to EBSCO. It turned out that they’d just had personnel changes and there was never a decision to that effect. It had slipped through the cracks and EBSCO is going to be working on those and get them into Web Dewey when they’re done.


2.8	Update on the FAST project (Alex Kyrios) [SAC17-MID/16]		
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).	

Hearn asks about the 147 MARC field, recoding named events out of 111.
Kyrios responds that they’re still teasing out which FAST headings represent named events but have not yet configured them. Not aware of it at this time.

2.9	Update on MARC Advisory Committee (MAC) (Stephen Hearn) [SAC17-MID/17]
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).
Bromley is excited to hear that there is some international interest in MARC, she doesn’t know much about Europe do they follow MARC 21 or UNIMARC? 
Hearn isn’t sure, knows that the German library has been participating fairly actively and making sure MARC supports their practices. They do have representation in the MAC from British Library, Library of France, Spain – there’s definite international interest.
Prager adds that in Portugal they use UNIMARC and several other countries as well.

2.11	IFLA liaison report (George Prager) [SAC17-MID/18]			

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).	

2.12	Report of the chair of SAC (Liz Bodian) [SAC17-MID/19]			

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).	

2.13	New Business									

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).	

2.14	Open Discussion / Open Announcement period				

Bromley asks if the White paper [the report given by Mullin in 1.11] will be added to the report.

Chair Bodian confirms that it will. 

Mullin says that he didn’t mention it, because it was covered by subcommittee report, but yes makes sense to put in the chair’s report as well.

Gross suggest that for those who weren’t in the CaMMS forum, she wants to plant a conceptual seed – that we should could think about and consider [and SAC would be the entity if this were to happen] thinking about convening broad groups to discuss other highly problematic subject headings, so she wanted to float that for consideration.
	
Meeting adjourned: 3:00 PM
