





SAC12-ANN/1

ALCTS CCS Subject Analysis Committee

ALA 2011 Annual Conference, New Orleans

Sunday, June 26, 2011 8:00 a.m.–11:00 a.m./ HIL-Grand Salon C

Members present June 26: Daniel N. Joudrey, Linda Ballinger, Christopher J. Cronin, Jimmie H. Lundgren, Scott A. Opasik, Tony Olson, Molly Poremski, Deborah A. Ryszka, Adam Schiff, Phillip Young

Liaisons present June 26: Julianne Beall, Sherman Clarke, Stephen S. Hearn, Yael Mandelstam, Robert Maxwell, David Miller, Joseph Miller, Joan Mitchell, Ed O’Neill, Deborah Rose-Lefman, Hermine Vermeij, Janis Young

Members absent June 26: Mary Catherine Little

1.1 
Welcome and introduction of members and guests

1.2 
Adoption of agenda 










[SAC11-ANN/1]

Adoption of the presented agenda was moved, seconded, and approved unanimously. Joudrey suggested changes to the agenda in order to save some time. The committee agreed to the proposed changes. Agenda item 2.6 and 2.8 are moved to after agenda item 1.12.

1.3 
Adoption of 2011 Midwinter minutes










[SAC11-ANN/2]

Olson corrected the misspelling of his name on the 2011 Midwinter Minutes. Adoption of the revised minutes was moved, seconded, and approved unanimously.

1.4 
Old Business

Joudrey provided an update on the status of the H1095 Project (SAC/LC Free-floating Subdivision Review). The project was suspended after the 2011 Midwinter Meeting. It will resume after the 2011 Annual Meeting.

Joseph Miller asked who the contact person for this project is. Joudrey replied that he and Judy Jeng (in-coming chair of SAC) will be working on the transition of the project. During this transitional period, any inquiries about this project should be brought to him.

1.5
 Report on the Sears List of Subject Headings (Joseph Miller)


See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

[SAC11-ANN/3]

Miller said that Jean Weihs suggested incorporating the Sears List Canadian Companion, 6th edition into the Sears List. The last two editions (5th and 6th) of the Sears List of Subject Headings, Canadian Companion were done by Lynne Lighthall and the recent edition (6th edition) is about 10 years old. Lighthall reconciled the two lists. 

At the end of the report, Miller announced that he may be retiring after this Annual Meeting. He thanked SAC and its members and liaisons, and said “This Committee (SAC) has been the single most important resource in the development of the Sears List in the last 20 years.” According to Miller, one outstanding work that came directly from SAC was the SAC subcommittee on the application of subject access to individual works of drama, fiction, and poetry the results of which are reflected in the principles of the Sears list, as noted in the preliminary pages. He also noted that while at the 1992 ALA Annual Meeting in San Francisco, the subject of the panel discussion sponsored by SAC was 655 field and genre/form, thus Miller concluded that, “This only shows that in the world of subject analysis things grind slowly but exceeding fine.” SAC expressed appreciation for Joseph Miller’s long years of service to the committee.
1.6
Report of the Liaison from the Policy and Standards Division of LC (Janis Young)


See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

[SAC11-ANN/4]

Maxwell asked about the Library of Congress Gateway to Knowledge exhibition, if it would come to the West, a region not specifically mentioned in the Young’s report.  Karen Anderson mentioned that someone at the Library of Congress said it hasn’t been yet, but it will be. Young then added that the exhibition has its own webpage that provides the exhibition schedule.  

In addition, Young said several members of the Library of Congress staff will be available at the LC Booth to discuss the RDA decision. They will be doing a presentation and FAQ.  

Young is continuing as the Genre/Form Coordinator. She is now an editor of SHM (Subject Headings Manual), CSM (Classification and Shelflisting Manual), and other subject-related publications. 

Mandelstam asked how close the religion genre/form project is to being done. Young said it is very close and the Project expects to have the thesaurus by the end of the summer. In addition, she had received email last week from the project coordinator, Erika Treesh, asking specific questions, which Young took as indication as the last pass-through to getting a full term list. However, the hierarchical structure is still under development. Young is optimistic that she will have the thesaurus by the end of the year.

Schiff asked how long the list is for the religion genre/form terms. Young doesn’t know for sure but provided an estimate between 100 to 150 terms. She further explained that in the religion genre/form project, there are also realia and artifacts that represent different faiths and denominations to consider when deciding if they can be included in LCGFT.

Schiff inquired about the notion that there will be a denomination facet. Young answered yes and added that LC is hoping to bring out the denomination aspect, but not in LCGFT.

Hearn asked Young about LC interest in writing a chapter about RDA for subject. Young said she will leave this question for the Monday joint meeting with CC:DA.

Opasik asked about the automatic validation of genre/form terms. He thought it wouldn’t be possible with the 7 in the second indicator. Young responded that LC recognizes that many systems wouldn’t be able to validate subfield 2. OCLC updated their ; LC waited until that was complete before updating the records.   Schiff mentioned that previously valid headings didn't flip to the new coding.  Young acknowledged this will be fixed.  She added there are two benefits in changing the coding but neither of them is immediately realizable.  The change was necessary because there are different rules to apply LCGFT. For Voyager system she said the term is validated but doesn’t state what thesaurus it is from; before it didn’t validate at all. LC also is working with ExLibris to add more functionality. Another benefit is that LCGFT doesn’t have to follow the same trajectory as LCSH. Opasik thought that there is a specific validation functionality in the Voyager system. Young said many ILS systems are working on developing validation functionality for this.

Joseph Miller asked for clarification on the two headings for the governmental jurisdiction of Tibet: “Tibet” for Tibet before 1965 and “Tibet Autonomous Region (China)” for Tibet after 1965. However, only “Tibet Autonomous Region (China)” can be used as a subject heading for describing Tibet, either before or after 1965. Young explained, according to SHM H 710, if the old jurisdiction and the new jurisdiction are co-extensive in geographic area, use the new jurisdiction name as the subject heading.

John Mitchell asked if bibliographic records with headings coded 655 at LC are being recoded manually. Young said that if she finds 10 or fewer records with a particular term, she fixes them manually. If there are also MIGFG (Moving Image Genre/Form) or MIM (Moving Image Materials: Genre Terms) terms in the record, she is updating those terms as well. If she finds more than 10, she puts them on a list she will forward to database maintenance to be done by batch.  This will apply to the majority of headings, but due to lack of staffing, it may not happen immediately.   

Mitchell followed up by asking about the terms that were put into the bibliographic records as 650 which have now been changed to 655. He wanted to know if those records would be reevaluated to show that the terms are now genre/form instead of subject?” Young said this has not been an issue for the radio program project and moving image project because they catalogued works using different thesauri. However, the cartographic project is still looking into ways to move forward. Young also added that several subdivisions were cancelled and deprecated. For example, “Bathymetric maps” now can only be used as 655. LC is working on an algorithm and order of operation to get those records changed. For the law project, there are some form terms, e.g., Constitutions, that were previously applied in 650s, but can now use 655 Constitutions. Constitutions as a subject in 650 can be subdivided geographically. So at this point there is no plan to cancel 650 for law material until there is a way to address the geographic information or determine what to do with the 650. One option is to change to “Law—United States” together with 655 Constitutions. Those are the projects that LC has implemented so far and those are the only changes that have been made in the 650 or 655 field.

Maxwell asked if this issue has been handled project by project. Young said yes, then added, for the music project, she expects many existing headings will be deprecated. For the literature project, she thinks many 650 terms may be converted into 655s. There is the need to develop the plan so as not to convert “Criticism” instead of works themselves in 655.

Schiff commented on the staffing issue at the Library of Congress that may impact working progress of the subject access community. Mandelstam suggested issuing a letter of support or concern. Young doesn’t know it is about the lack of support for the subject policy. She doesn’t know if Paul Weiss’ position will be filled. Young suggested that the PSD staffing concerns can be brought up to Beacher Wiggins or Barbara Tillett. Joudrey asked if there is interest in issuing the letter of support. Hearn questioned if the Library of Congress is the place to express the concerns or perhaps the Congress. John Mitchell mentioned about the news of government buy-out at the Library of Congress as he heard from the Gazette (the internal newsletter for the Library of Congress staff). Young said she has not seen the article, and added that during the seven years that she has been with the Library of Congress there were two buy-out events which seemed to generate a lot of interested among staff, yet few took the offers. She doesn’t know how the buy-out will affect the ABA (Acquisitions and Bibliographic Access Directorate).

Schiff said that LCSH is dependent on the infrastructure of LC. He also added, there is discussion that maybe LCSH should collaboratively be managed by the library communities.

Maxwell commented on the message to address this issue should come from the larger organizations such ALA or ALCTS. However, SAC can recommend ALCTS send the message, instead. David Miller added, SAC cannot authorize and independently communicate to approve something like this. Joudrey suggested SAC prepare a draft (letter of concern) to ALCTS and inquired for a volunteer to prepare a draft. No one volunteered. Karen Anderson suggested that the individual may write to their Representatives to support the works of Library of Congress. Lundgren suggested that the tone of the letter shouldn’t be critical but rather convey the important works of the Library of Congress for the library communities. Schiff suggested continuing this discussion via the email list.

1.7 
Break

1.8 
Dewey Decimal Classification Reports

1.8.1
Report on Dewey Classification and OCLC Dewey Services 

(Joan Mitchell)


See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).
[SAC11-ANN/5]

1.8.2 
Report of the liaison from Dewey Section of the Library of Congress (Julianne Beall)


See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).
[SAC11-ANN/5]

1.8.3 
Report of the liaison from the Dewey Classification Editorial Policy Committee (Deborah Rose-Lefman)


See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).
[SAC11-ANN/6]

Joseph Miller commented on the chronological interpretation of the religions for the classification. He wondered how this could be done without preference to any particular religion and without rewriting the entire classification. Joan Mitchell acknowledged the work that DDC (Dewey Decimal Classification) did in the mid-2000s, as she was an editor of the DDC. This work was inspired by the UDC (Universal Decimal Classification) implementation in the classification of religion on chronology. UDC explicitly rearranged the classification of religion. However, DDC currently doesn’t intend to do this. It would not, however, be outside the realm of possibility to physically or virtually reorganize in a chronological, regional approach. Mitchell explained that the order of religion, inside the order of the religion retains the Dewey notation. Mitchell will add another slide regarding this matter for her presentation for Monday meeting. Miller said that is great, then added that it does open the possibility for shelf arrangement and for retrieval. Mitchell agreed, and added that it is also the reason behind the 083 field in the MARC bibliographic format so that you can add additional Dewey numbers to records. You have 082 field with the standard number assigned according to the edition specified in subfield 2, but 083 field is an additional number for retrieval and those additional numbers can be used for other interpretations.

1.9. 
Report of the liaison from the Music Library Association (Hermine Vermeij)


See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

[SAC11-ANN/7]

1.10 
Report of the liaison from the American Association of the Law Libraries (Yael Mandelstam)

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

[SAC11-ANN/8]

Mandelstam said that she believes that the implementation of the law genre/form should include retrospective implementation. She also added, this project is partnered with Ed O’Neill from OCLC. The group from genre/form implementation project is working on developing strategies for identifying bibliographic records in which the specific genre/form can be globally applied.

Mandelstam reported that the Law SACO Funnel Project has been approved by LC. The project coordinator is working with Paul Frank about training.

Mandelstam concluded her final report as the AALL (American Association of Law Libraries) to SAC. She will continue to serve on the SAC Subcommittee on Genre/Form Implementation and continue attending SAC meetings. The new representative of AALL to SAC is Ellen McGrath from the University at Buffalo, Law Library.

1.11 
Report of the liaison form the Art Libraries Society (Sherman Clarke)

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

[SAC11-ANN/9]

1.12 
SAC Research and Presentations Working Group (Linda Ballinger)

Ballinger reported that the Taskforce has four members - Phillip Young, Deborah A. Ryszka, Rocki Strader, and herself. The meetings mostly happened via email. In addition to coming up with a speaker for the Midwinter meeting, the group is working on ways to organize recommendations for possible speakers and ways to share subject and classification related information. The working group is considering Zotero for the coming Midwinter meeting presentation. They welcome suggestions for presentation for Midwinter and for the following Annual, as well as new members.

2.6 
Report of the OLAC/CAPC Moving Image LC Genre/Form Heading Best Practices Task Force liaison (Deborah Ryszka)

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

[SAC11-ANN/14]

2.8
IFLA liaison report (David Miller & Ed O’Neill)

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

[SAC11-ANN/16]

Joudrey concluded the meeting with the reminder about the Monday meeting agenda. SAC will have a joint meeting with CC:DA at 10:30 am, in the Hilton Grand Salon C. The meeting will feature Gordon Dunsire, who will give a presentation about “Treatment of subject in each model, reconciliation in the Registry, and considerations for future consolidation of the FR model.” In addition, there will be a Dewey 23 presentation by Joan Mitchell, and a report from the SAC Subcommittee on Genre/Form Implementation.
Opasik asked how SAC would handle the documentation from the Subcommittee on Genre/Form Implementation. Joudrey said there will be a motion for SAC to approve the proposal. If there are questions or issues with the content, then those questions and issues will need to be addressed. The proposal may need to be dealt with beyond this meeting and may require an electronic vote after ALA Annual. 

The meeting was adjourned at 10:09 a.m.

Monday, June 27, 2011 10:30 a.m.–12:00 p.m. / HIL-Grand Salon C

2.1
Joint meeting with CC:DA on the treatment of “subject” in the Functional Requirements models and subject entities in RDA

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

 [6JSC/LC rep/3]

2.2 
Break

Monday, June 27, 2011 1:30 p.m.–5:30 p.m. / HIL-Grand Salon C



Members present June 27: Daniel N. Joudrey, Linda Ballinger, Christopher J. Cronin, Jimmie H. Lundgren, Scott A. Opasik, Tony Olson, Molly Poremski, Deborah A. Ryszka, Adam Schiff, Phillip Young

Liaisons present June 27: Jeffrey Baell, Julianne Beall, Sherman Clarke, Stephen S. Hearn, Yael Mandelstam, Robert Maxwell, David Miller, Joseph Miller, Joan Mitchell, Ed O’Neill, Hermine Vermeij, Janis Young

Members absent June 27: Mary Catherine Little

2.3 
Welcome and introduction of members and guests

Joudrey stated that changes to the agenda were needed to accommodate travel arrangements. Agenda item 2.7 is moved to after agenda item 2.4.

2.4 
Update on MARBI (Stephen S. Hearn)

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

 [SAC11-ANN/10]

Hearn added there was discussion at MARBI about traditional approaches and MARC coding approaches (383 field) on the issue of medium of performance. The Music Library Association has offered to provide more examples in the discussion paper. Vermeij said there will be a proposal by the Midwinter meeting. Maxwell confirmed that the medium of performance issue needs to be resolved for the music genre/form project to move forward. Vermeij said the implementation of the music genre/form project cannot proceed if there isn’t a place to put the medium of performance. Clarke asked Vermeij to let people know where the examples will be. Vermeij said the examples will be on the MLA Bibliographic Control Committee site and she will send out email over the MARC list. She said there will be more discussions within MARBI and the MARC Interest Group.

2.7
Update of the FAST Project (Ed O’Neill)

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

[SAC11-ANN/15]

Maxwell asked whether the 648 field in FAST is backed up with a 148. O’Neill said this is one facet that doesn’t routinely create authority record because in FAST the 648 field can be either a single date or a date range. An authority record will be created if there is a 648 that corresponds to a named time period. But if it is just a date, there is no authority record. For example, if someone wants to add this meeting’s minutes and include the date, there would be no authority record for today’s date. For example, if someone wants to add this meeting’s minutes and include the date, the authority record will not be created. Maxwell said he was thinking 1920s (period) as an example. O’Neill said if it is the name of a thing, it will have cross-reference to the date range. In addition, the 148 field can only be a date or date range. And there could be a “20th century” addition to the cross-reference with regards to the 1920 period.

Lundgren reported on the last meeting of the SAC Subcommittee on FAST. There was a discussion of how facets (topical, geographic and chronologic) are being used in next-generation catalogs and discovery systems.  

Joudrey, on behalf of SAC, thanked the SAC Subcommittee on FAST, and Lundgren, the current chairperson, and to the current and former members of the subcommittee. Joudrey officially announced the disbanding of the Subcommittee on FAST. Opasik asked about the meeting time for the new Faceting Subject Access Interest Group. Lundgren doesn’t know when, but there is a tentative topic which for the meeting at Midwinter, which will be “Best practices for facet in catalog and discovery systems.”

2.5 
Subcommittee on Genre/Form Implementation (Adam Schiff)

2.5.1 Report (Adam Schiff)

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

[SAC11-ANN/11]

Clarke asked if “style,” e.g., Romanesque style or Linear style, has come up in the subcommittee discussions. Schiff said it was in the discussion but it wasn’t in the context of art and architecture but rather in the context of style in literature. Clarke said that the music group probably had this same discussion. Vermeij said that the music group considers “style” as genre/form and should be added to LCGFT. Schiff added that the subcommittee discussed terms like “meter in poetry” or “iambic pentameter.” This project is dealing with terms that aren’t genre/form.  Clarke said he was interested to know from Vermei that the music community considers having it (style) as genre/form rather as a qualifier, e.g., Impressionist sonatas. Vermeij gave the example “Avant-garde music.” Clarke asked Vermeij if that term is a genre/form or topical heading. Vermeij didn’t have an answer, however, Young added that she has not thought about “style” in that context. When “style” is discussed in the literature context, it is in the context of something written in the United States because of a particular style as American, as opposed to a language. Schiff mentioned the term “Manga” as a style. Young isn’t sure how to define “Manga” because it has had many meanings over time.  
Clarke might be willing to defer any decision regarding ‘style” in art to the literature group discussion because if they are going to talk about literary styles, and they find a home for it, then presumably art styles could be treated in a parallel fashion. Young said that at the meeting (SAC Subcommittee on Genre/Form Implementation) there was the decision to table “literary style” for the time being. Schiff added that the subcommittee didn’t think it was a relevant issue for the current project. However, he said it will be relevant when working on the literature and music projects. 

Schiff said that currently the term “Impressionism” isn’t to be dealt with as a genre in LCSH. Vermeij added that at the first meeting there was a decision that the term “Free verse” is a literary form. Maxwell added that terms like “Impressionist poetry” and “Symbolist poetry” refer to styles. Schiff said this issue may need to be dealt with. He also added that many headings have not been included for this project, including the issue of accessibility.

Young laid out the possibility of a third category to distinguish “style” from genre and form. Joseph Miller commented that we always make the distinction between what the thing is or what the thing is about. For example, a book of free verse is in fact free verse. However, a book of style isn’t a style. Schiff said “Impressionist painting” isn’t impressionist painting. Clarke suggested having the RDA committee look into “style” as concept or object. Schiff said the subcommittee can tackle “style” in the future and would like to have members of the visual resource community join the discussion. Clarke offered to pass on the message to the art community.

2.5.2 Recommendations of the 185/155 Working Group (Adam Schiff)

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

[SAC11-ANN/12]

Mandelstam explained how the working group of the SAC Genre/Form Implementation Subcommittee had proceeded with the project. At Midwinter, members started going through the recommendations, but didn’t get very far. After the meeting, the members reviewed and discussed the list for five weeks. Each member summarized the discussion for his/her assigning week. Mandelstam then incorporated the discussion into the final document and sent it to the subcommittee for final review. The subcommittee approved the list. She gave a brief explanation of how the chart works, and then gave examples of the recommendations: (1) changing the existing 185 to harmonize with a future 155, for instance changing from singular to plural; and (2) broadening the scope note, e.g., some subdivisions can only be used with collections and the subcommittee recommends they be expanded to used for individual works.  

Mandelstam said now that the subcommittee has approved the list, there are three options to move forward: (1) SAC can approve the entire list; (2) the committee can discuss sections where there are questions; or, (3) if there are many sections that need further discussion, it can be done electronically. Ballinger suggested that there should be a discussion on general issues at this meeting, and then SAC should replicate the same review and discussion methods that the working group used.  

Schiff mentioned that Ed O’Neill looked for occurrences of the subdivisions in OCLC. If there are terms that were not used many times they could probably be deleted, so the subcommittee used occurrence to determine urgency of discussion.  Maxwell pointed out that these are recommendations to LC, not decisions. 

Young said that if this is approved by SAC, then it will go to the ABA management in order to move forward. Schiff mentioned that he thinks the hierarchies are done for existing LCSH terms. Young said some old ones are probably not complete. Schiff offered that the subcommittee would be happy to help with that. Maxwell asked if, once the project is approved, LC will go through them one-by-one. Young said she thinks they will, especially if the recommendation is to change the form subdivision. Schiff said he had been assuming LC would review each one. Young said the document has already been useful to her for figuring out how to look at the project, and she hopes it can move forward.  

Joudrey asked if the committee was ready to vote. Opasik asked if it would be more helpful for LC to get the recommendation more quickly or to have a more refined product. Young said that a list with more detail is better, and then added that LC needs to understand the rationale for each proposal. Some of them are obvious, and some could use more explanation. Schiff gave the example of “Pamphlets” which is very limited in scope. Young said that recommendation needs more explanation as to how it should be expanded. She acknowledged that it seems obvious on the surface, but when considered as a whole, it may need discussion. Mandelstam pointed out that sometimes they didn’t understand why it was so restricted in the first place. Young explained “Pamphlets” is a recognized historical form that doesn’t include government handouts to consumers. Young said she needs to decide if the existing rationale, inasmuch as it can be understood, is still a good rationale. LC needs to have good reasons for making an effort to change bibliographic and authority records. Maxwell said he would like LC to defend why it’s restricted, although he agrees that the document could have more explanation. Young said the rationale does not always have to be on each subdivision, some could be explained in a cover letter. Mandelstam said often they specified to what to expand, for instance, with Christian denominations, and LC suggested expanding to other religions. Young agrees that this example is obvious. Schiff asked if Young can tell the subcommittee which ones need more explanation, either before or after approval by SAC, so they know where to concentrate. Young wants to do it after, and only if it is approved by LC management.  

Clarke asked for one last public comment period, and suggested that if Young wanted to, she could also indicate which recommendations need more explanation at that point. Young responded that she doesn’t want to commit to anything but could make some comments, with the understanding that she is not giving an official LC statement. Maxwell said it seems obvious it will be approved, so he thinks she should go to management soon and get permission. Joudrey agrees at least some of the recommendations will go to LC. Young said SAC needs to request, in writing, that LC do the project.  

Mandelstam would like to finish the list with input from full SAC committee and then send it on. Joudrey said this would work, but reminded the group that there will be incoming and outgoing members and recommended that the discussions take place over the next few weeks. Olson clarified that the messages will go to the full SAC list and Joudrey agreed that it would. The committee agreed to table the discussion until SAC members have had time to review the list.  

Mandelstam asked if there were comments about general issues. Schiff mentioned that recommendations on some subdivisions were deferred in some cases to existing projects, and in some to projects that don’t yet exist. If the recommendation is approved by LC, the subcommittee may also recommend that they start new projects, like art and architecture or archival materials. Maxwell suggested that if those projects are not approved, the subcommittee should review those terms again. Young requested that, with terms that are now in the law thesaurus, the phrasing could be changed to “accepted by PSD,” which means something different than “approved by PSD;” Mandelstam agreed. 

Joudrey asked if there could be a separate list of newly-created terms, or if the list could be made easier to manipulate in general, since some information is in notes and can’t be sorted. Schiff clarified that the list is now at the SAC level. Joudrey said he thinks this will be useful when presenting the list. Mandelstam said she thinks too many documents will make the review more complicated, and wants to do the comments period alphabetically. Schiff said it would be easy to pull out the new terminology. Joudrey then gave the example, “Anecdotes” and clarified that the recommendation would apply to cataloging an individual anecdote, which he thinks wouldn’t happen very often. Schiff said in special collections he has seen such a thing. Mandelstam also gave the example of “Photographs from space.” Schiff mentioned that LCSH has always made a distinction between collections and individual works, and defined headings that could only be applied to one, and he would like to move away from that. Joudrey also added the term “Autographs”, which did not suggest redefining the scope note. Maxwell said there were some terms they deliberately didn’t change. Joudrey said it seems like there’s a pattern, but there are exceptions and wondered if we need to justify the exceptions. Schiff said that with “Autographs”, it was clear it could only be used for collections, but they wanted to change the term. In general, if a subdivision is only valid for collections, it should be renamed […] collections. Ballinger pointed out that when cataloging digital materials, it’s more common to have one thing like an autograph cataloged. 

Schiff said the committee must commit to deadlines so the review doesn’t drag out. Clarke asked how many were in each group, and suggested making sure they’re not too big to get a better response, but Schiff pointed out that some of the list will get no comments. Mandelstam offered to spread it out over more than 5 weeks, but Schiff wanted to make sure it gets done. Joudrey again mentioned giving new members a chance to catch up. A decision was made to start reviewing in two weeks. David Miller reminded Joudrey that the SAC listserv needs to be updated right away. Joudrey agreed.  

Joudrey thanked the subcommittee for their service. Mandelstam and Joudrey agreed that the discussion will take place on the SAC listserv, not ALA Connect. Joudrey thought that if there was no consensus on a particular subdivision, the chair will have to decide how to handle that recommendation. 









[SAC11-ANN/13]

2.9 
Report of the SACO-at-Large meeting (Jeffrey Beall)

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

[SAC11-ANN/17]

Schiff noted that if you enter an email address, you get a notification when your heading is put on a tentative list, like with classification proposals.  

Maxwell asked if (and if yes, how) in the new Minaret system we will need to notify LC when we make a proposal. Young confirmed that PSD needs notification, because the system won’t tell PSD there’s a proposal waiting. However, PSD is able to see all proposals even if they aren’t ready. PSD doesn’t look at them until they get notification. PSD knows there will need to be a mechanism for SACO members to notify COOP (Cooperative Programs Section at the Library of Congress) that there are proposals waiting. She assumes this will be through email like with the classification system.  

Schiff mentioned that the LCCN will still be assigned when the proposal is created, so that it can be sent to COOP. Young realized after the SACO meeting that she showed something in Minaret that “normal” users won’t see. She demonstrated what happens when you need to change a proposal, by clicking on a button to edit the field and get a MARC record, which only uber-users can do. There is another option for normal users, which gives them the form again. She’s not sure if the LCCN displays on that form, and she doesn’t remember if you can look at the MARC record from that display.  

Schiff asked when the proposal would be visible in LC authorities; Young said it would not be until they’re approved. Schiff asked about a way to find out if someone has already proposed a heading. Young said they can search proposals as well, but this is only visible to people who are authorized to make proposals. Maxwell pointed out that in the new system, you will see whether it’s already there when you make the proposal.  

Clarke said he looks at proposals after the decision is made so he can see what the issue was, and wanted to know if that will still be an option. Young said that as the system is now, that won’t be an option, but she will ask if it can be. She suggested looking at the tentative lists, which are available after the approved list is in place. Currently, proposals that are not approved are deleted. Schiff pointed out it could come back because nobody can see that it was already rejected. PSD has talked about making a file of rejected proposals which could also be on LC’s website. This way people can see the mistakes that have been made in the past, although they don’t like to make a big deal of people’s mistakes.

2.10
Report of the chair of SAC (Daniel Joudrey)

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

[SAC11-ANN/18]

2.11
New business

2.12
Open discussion / Open announcements period

Olson announced that the LC Working Group on the Bibliographic Control report of four years ago recommended for ALCTS or ALA to have biannual meetings with ILS educators to discuss news, changing policies, procedures, processes, and practices for bibliographic control. As the result, the first meeting is scheduled for the 2012 Midwinter Meeting on Friday January 20, 2012, 1:30 -3:00 p.m. The location and speakers will be announced in the fall. It is a joint meeting sponsored by ALCTS and ALISE (Association for Library and Information Science Education). The format of the meeting will be a panel discussion with three speakers from LIS educators, cataloging or metadata managers, and recent LIS graduates. The topic is about how well LIS education prepares them for their new positions.

Poremski asked if SAC has a relationship with the rare book and manuscript community. SAC does, but it’s unofficial. Schiff said the Subcommittee on Genre/Form Implementation also has an unofficial representative. Maxwell said when he was on the Bibliographic Standard Committee for Rare Books, he had suggested officially appointing a representative from Rare Book to SAC. He wasn’t sure if anything came out of that.

Joudrey suggested having a discussion whether SAC has enough and the right representation from outside groups and if SAC should expand its list of liaisons. This topic came up at his meeting with CCS-Executive at Midwinter 2011. John Mitchell suggested that before pursuing this matter, SAC should consult with the ALCTS handbook. There are certain guidelines to follow to officially have a formal liaison relationship. The last formal liaison established to SAC was from SACO. Joudrey added there are also guidelines regarding this matter on the SAC webpage.

Joudrey said he has an impression from others that they perceive SAC as being heavily focused on LCSH. He thinks maybe SAC needs to have other controlled vocabularies communities be involved.


2.12.1 Thanks to departing committee members and groups

Joudrey announced the continuing members are Linda Ballinger, Tony Olson, Molly Poremski, Deborah Ryszka, Adam Schiff, Phillip Young and Scott Opasik. Elizabeth Bodian is continuing on as Intern. The departing members are Christopher Cronin, Jimmie Lundgren, and Mary Catherin Little. He thanked the departing members for their services.

Joudrey mentioned again the disbanding of the SAC Subcommittee on FAST. He also added that the SAC Faceting Task Force members agreed that its interest fit well with the new Faceting Subject Access Interest Group and decided to disband this task force. Joudrey thanked members of the Taskforce.


2.12.2 Welcome to new committee members and groups

Joudrey welcomed Dr. Judy Jeng, incoming chair of SAC; Robert Maxwell, SAC Liaison to CC:DA and chair of the SAC Subcommittee on RDA; Steven Knowlton, Alex Thurman, and Tachtorn Meier, new members; and Christopher Case, the incoming intern.

Ballinger, on behalf of SAC, thanked Joudrey for his leadership for this committee.

2.13 
Break

2.14 
DDC 23 Presentation (Joan Mitchell, OCLC)

See PowerPoint file on ALA Connect (link provided).
[SAC11-ANN/19]

Joan Mitchell, Editor-in-Chief of the Dewey Decimal Classification (DDC) system at OCLC, gave a presentation on the newly published DDC Edition 23 titled “DDC 23 in Context.” Mitchell’s presentation includes major changes across the DDC23, selected major updates and selected new numbers, the role of the worldwide community of Dewey users as well as structural changes to support machine display and retrieval and classifier efficiency.

Questions and answers:

Q1: Joseph Miller commented about the combined language edition for Swedish. He thinks this will make DDC available for language groups with smaller databases and resources. He asked if there is a way to expand the translated part as literary warrant expands.

A1: Pia Leth said yes, but it’s an economic issue. The one thing that doesn’t completely work is the Swedish index, which is why there is an English-Swedish index. Miller, then, asked if the development of the translation will be number-by-number or a new edition. Mitchell said it is based on literary warrant. It is dynamically updated. The previous system only allowed quarterly updates to the WebDewey interface in Connexion, now it can be daily. 

Q2: Young asked about the classification format and wanted to know why DDC23 chose to use the MARC authority format instead of just a 773 field.
A2: Mitchell said the Dewey has a very rich relative index, which set of relationships within the relative index and that needs to be maintained. There is also discussion about making the relative index and its maintenance even more useful in a multilingual setting. They couldn’t represent these relationships in a single string. She pointed out that when the DDC23 maps to LCSH, it imports that record too. Therefore, LCSH, BISAC, and MeSH are represented in the DDC23. Young acknowledges that the 773 field is not an easy field to format and to use. Mitchell noted this was the advice of the OCLC Office of Research for doing this. Julianne Beall added that in the classification record, you can see the relative index link that link to authority record. Mitchell demonstrated this with a presentation slide.

Q3: Schiff asked about the nomenclature of “DDK 5.” Is that the 5th edition of Dewey translated into Norwegian? 

A3: DDK 5 is DDC 21 in a special Norwegian abridgement. It is the 5th Norwegian edition. There has been a Norwegian edition since the turn of 20th century, and has had its own nomenclature of editions. The information about which edition it’s based on is in the classification format records. In the bibliographic records, they just needed to identify the Norwegian edition. Schiff asked if the 5 represents the DDK, not the Dewey. Mitchell said yes, and added that the first​​​ indicator “7” in the 082 field means an edition other than the full or abridged Dewey edition.

Q4: Joseph Miller asked if it is possible to reorganize the 200 class on the shelf using the historic-geographic arrangement mentioned earlier.

A4: Giles Martin built a document that takes Table 5 language numbers and Table 2 geographic numbers. So, it is possible to rearrange the shelf order, but they really intended it for virtual browsing rather relabeling. The Table 2 notation and language notation could give a different view than chronological-regional, one that doesn’t privilege Christianity. 

Miller then commented if a library has primarily non-Christian materials, it could be worthwhile to relabeling. Mitchell said that Dewey has always had options for making other religion primary. This is a general solution that doesn’t privilege any particular religion. Julianne Beall pointed out the old option assumed one privileged religion and that this is a better solution because there are countries that don’t have a primary religion. Schiff asks if reordering would require another classification scheme rather than the new numbers. Mitchell suggests making signs rather than reorganizing the collection, and doesn’t think it would be useful to reorganize. Dewey is looking at it as a virtual browsing solution.
Q5: Clarke asked if you can you get as granular in 299 as you can in 230-280.

A5: Mitchell explained 201-209 has topics in religion, and then you add those numbers to the 290s. Some religions have specific developments that differ from the general, but in most you add from full range of notation. The Christianity numbers include elements not needed elsewhere in the religion schedules.

The meeting was adjourned at 4:42 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Elizabeth Bodian, Intern

Tachtorn Meier, Intern
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