ALCTS Subject Analysis Committee
2017 Annual Meeting, Chicago
Sunday, June 25, 08:30-11:30 am
Palmer House Hotel, Adams Room

Members present: Liz Bodian (chair), Brian Cain, Netanel Ganin (intern), Jennifer C.L. Bromley, Jeanne M. Piascik, Karen Miller, Paromita Biswas, Peter Fletcher, Ethan Fenichel (intern), Chris Long, Rockelle Strader, Daniel N. Joudrey, Rosemary Groenwald, Bob Maxwell
Liaisons present: Casey Mullin, Janis Young, Sherman Clarke, Kendal Spires (for Maria Hugger), Stephen Hearn, Lia Contursi, George Prager
Members excused: Caitlin Rozich
Liaisons excused: Alex Kyrios, Caroline Saccucci, Deborah Rose-Lefmann
The meeting was called to order at 8:31 a.m.
[bookmark: _gjdgxs]1.1 Welcome and introduction of members and guests
[bookmark: _30j0zll]1.2 Adoption of Agenda [SAC17-ANN/1]
Changes to the Agenda:
· Kendal Spires will present on the Sears List of Subject Headings in place of Maria Hugger
· For Meeting 2, 2.8 Update on the FAST project, Eric Childress will present in place of Alex Kyrios
· Last item on Meeting 1 agenda is the report on Genre Form Implementation Subcommittee – anticipating a discussion of the whitepaper. 
A motion was made and seconded to approve the 2017 Annual agenda. The motion carried.
[bookmark: _1fob9te]1.3 Adoption of 2017 Midwinter Minutes [SAC17-ANN/2]
Corrected from 2016 Annual Minutes
Young asks for correction to 1.5, “Maxwell asked if they are accepting proposals…” is stated backwards, should be “...if they are accepting proposals for terms needed for a bib record but not a proposal for a term needed for an authority record.” Maxwell says that he did indeed ask it in the order stated in minutes. Agreed to change “but not” to “as well as.” 
A motion was made and seconded to approve the 2017 Midwinter minutes with proposed amendments. The motion carried.
[bookmark: _3znysh7]1.4 Report on the Sears List of Subject Headings (Maria Hugger) [SAC17-ANN/3]
Report given by Kendal Spires on behalf of Maria Hugger
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).
Hearn asks what happens when a heading is removed. Spires says when a heading is removed, they’ll demote it to a reference term or a lot of the headings are patterns and are replaced with something more modern, so you could still use the heading but we won’t have it in our base vocabulary. 
Ganin asks for elaboration the headings being RDA compliant and where the instructions for RDA headings can be found. Spires says she cannot elaborate and directs the question to Maria Hugger. 
[bookmark: _GoBack](Over email, Maria Hugger provided that all Sears headings are RDA compliant per the editor, Barbara Bristow)
[bookmark: _2et92p0]1.5 Report of the liaison from the Policy and Standards Division of LC (Janis Young) [SAC17-ANN/4]
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).
Regarding Cataloger’s Desktop “Classification Web integration,” Young sought to clarify that the search mechanism for Cataloger’s Desktop will return Classification Web results that show a snapshot of a link that cannot be used for cataloging purposes. According to a prototype, it will not include UFs, RTs, BTs, scope notes, or anything like that. Instead, it will show you a link that will need to be clicked on to go to Classification Web to see the Classification Web array. The links to the Subject Headings Manual will be in Desktop and will be based on the MARC 072 field in the authority record. The MARC 072 fields will be put into a select number of records when they know that the headings fits a particular pattern or free-floating instruction sheet.
Young clarifies a typo in the report that the new SHM Instruction is not H 2014, it is H 204.
Prior to discussing the content of the report, Young provided history for cataloging atlases. The subject heading “Atlases” was only  eligible for assignment to world atlases, not, for example, atlases of Pennsylvania. The subject headings in the form of Atlases qualified by a nationality  were to be assigned to represent atlases published in that place. This is not how it is applied in practice. At request of the catalogers in the geography and maps division, Young says that we decided to change the rules for assigning atlases to more closely match what people are doing, although this is not consistent either.
Regarding print-ready PDFs being published in April of this year when normally they are published in January, Joudrey asks if the intention is to publish them in January in the future or if there will be consistency in when they are ready each year. Young responds that LC does intend to publish them in January or early February at the latest. In this year, due to complications around the “Illegal Aliens” subject heading the publication was pushed. Since LC couldn’t make the publication this year until the end of January, they elected to wait until the first quarter was complete.
Regarding the subject heading, “Illegal Aliens,” Joudrey asks what or who is holding up the decision? Is it with PSD or is it somewhere else? Young responds that is has risen to decision makers above PSD. PSD wrote a report and submitted it to management in the summer, and has been back and forth in revisions. An update on how to proceed will come from Dr. Hayden, the Librarian of Congress, and Mark Sweeney, the Associate Librarian for Library Services. So the proposal is at the highest levels of management at the Library of Congress.
Regarding the directive from Congress to make the LC process for subject heading revisions more public, and assuming Congress envisions that anyone would be able to make proposals for changes, Maxwell asks if there will be a publically available proposal page for people to be able to make proposals who aren’t in SACO? Young responds that the directive is for LCSH and there is a page on the website now where non-SACO people can make proposals through a PDF that can be emailed or faxed. LC gets very few proposals this way. Maxwell mentions that the page is very hard to find. Young responds that the page is available on www.loc.gov/aba, under Subject Headings, one of the options is “make a proposal” that takes you directly to that page.
Regarding the free subject heading manual PDFs, Maxwell asks if hyperlinks will be embedded? Young responds that they will be linking to the instruction sheets on their downloads page.
Regarding the changes to Atlases, Maxwell asks whether the changes to the way subjects headings will be applied will help people better understand the meaning, using the example of Atlases, Canadian. Young responds that both in LC original cataloging and copy cataloging people are using it to mean atlases of Canada. Maxwell replies that interpretation is exactly what it looks like. Young answers that LC is hoping it will help and sites the similar example of “Short stories, Canadian” but says she does recognize what Maxwell is saying. She says that this change might be an interim change in the right direction and includes clarifications in the scope notes.
Regarding the LC guidelines for authority format instructions where the implementation decision has not been made, Hearn asks for clarification whether LC’s lack of implementation was meant to discourage the use of a field? His understanding is that if there is no comment then there is no prohibition. Young says she doesn’t know the answer. Hearn asks if there are fields that say “use as written.” Young responds that she doesn’t believe any field says “use as written.” The LC guidelines say which fields or subfields are not used by LC. The document is chiefly for systems people who receive cataloging distribution services so they know what to expect. Young says she isn’t sure if “no implementation decision” means do not use but she can find out and email the list if it is of general interest. Maxwell says he hopes it doesn’t mean “don’t use it.” Young wants to make sure. Hearn later acknowledged that his question arose from a misremembering of the guidelines and not a substantive concern.
Regarding the Bibframe pilot just starting, Groenwald asks whether the 65 catalogers are across certain divisions and what kind of materials are they going to be cataloging. Young says they are catalogers in ABA, which handles monographs and serials, and include people from all divisions who work in a wide variety of languages, and also monographs and serials. There are also participants in the pilot from the Moving Image, Broadcasting, Recording Sounds section. There are also participants from the Geography and map division, as well. Responding to a question from Sherman, Young says she is not sure about prints and photographs division because she isn’t sure they’re using RDA. Young says it is intended to be a wide variety of materials, languages, and non-Roman scripts will be represented. Groenwald asks about inclusion of adult and youth materials. Young replies that topical catalogers of nonfiction materials will do both. However, Young cannot say that whether there are specific people cataloging children’s and young adult fiction because she hasn’t seen the names but she does know there are people from that section.

[bookmark: _tyjcwt]1.6 Report of the CC:DA Liaison (Robert Maxwell) [SAC17-ANN/5]
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).
Fletcher asks what is the relationship of non-humans to fictitious persons in LRM? Maxwell answers that the RSC Fictitious Entities Working Group is working on this but expects to still be able to relate, for example, Keiko to the movie that Keiko acted in. Maxwell continues non-humans are not considered persons either. Fletcher stated that he thought that it was an equivalent concept, but it isn’t. Maxwell says that it is a parallel. Whatever they do with fictitious entities, we’ll have to do with non-fictitious entities that aren’t persons. Still be discussed by the working group.
Joudrey suggests that Maxwell’s opinion is fine in the discussion but should maybe not be in the written report.
With regard to parallel entries, Clarke mentions that catalogers would like consideration for entities that don’t act as creating agents, like ancient places and buildings, which are generally treated as corporate bodies. Maxwell responds that right now, they’re mostly dealing with things that are agents, but says he’ll try to keep it mind. Clarke says that ancient places are more parallel to fictitious places. Maxwell says he also assumes that the subject people at LC are also thinking about these things. Young replies that they’re aware of the situation and are monitoring it to see how it plays out in RDA.
Hearn comments that descriptive capabilities of persons don’t match up very well with fictitious entities. He is not opposed to being able to record them as creators or represent them in the authority file but says we need descriptive elements that aren’t there to properly represent them. Maxwell replies that new proposed language is required for RDA and at the moment they’re suggesting to describe them the same way as the real entity but with some additions. Maxwell asks if there are other things that Hearn can think of? Hearn cites “The Death of Superman” and asks how many times Superman has died and how do you record multiple death dates? Maxwell suggests more guidelines on biographical elements. Hearn adds that there are needs for describing how they’re created, as the objects of fiction as well the potential creators of fiction. Maxwell says that they are expected to come up with proposed language on how to record elements of fictitious entities that are not applicable to real entities. 
Joudrey asks if there is also a parallel in how we treat undifferentiated names? Maxwell replies yes. Gordon gave a presentation yesterday suggesting that every book by the fictitious author Geronimo Stilton might actually be by a different person. Joudrey asks if there is a controlled vocabulary for “fictitious person” or “non-human person.” Maxwell says that we do use the controlled term “Fictitious characters”, from LCSH, in the MARC 368 field now when making an authority record. Related, Young says that, with regards to the presentation suggesting every Geronimo Stilton is different (Maxwell interjects that we will not actually be doing that), it brought to her mind Carolyn Keene and she asks if the situation for Keene is different because sometimes the authors of the Nancy Drew books are known. Maxwell says these are all nuances of the same thing, and says to him, the distinction is pretty thin.

Break
Ten minute break at 9:36am, resumed at 9:53am. 

[bookmark: _3dy6vkm]1.7 Report of the SAC Research and Presentation Working Group (Peter Fletcher) [SAC17-ANN/6]
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).
Fletcher asks if there are ideas for future topics for presentations. Bodian mentions that SAC now has more flexibility for programs for annual because SAC will always be given the space and the room reservation meaning they don’t have to decide on the program as early. Fletcher mentions that in his work as the CRS representative to CC:DA, the ALCTS executive committee was talking about how time is now at a premium and they might take away meeting slots, especially the forum meetings. Further discussion was not conclusive.
[bookmark: _1t3h5sf]1.8 Report of the liaison from the Music Library Assoc. (Casey Mullin) [SAC17-ANN/8]
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).
Mullin says that the task group has proposed a session for MLA in Portland where they will report on the Deriving Faceted Music Terms from LCSH (a.k.a. “Retrospective Implementation”) project, similar to the project at 2017 Midwinter.
[bookmark: _4d34og8]1.9 Report of the liaison from the Art Libraries Society of North America (ARLIS/NA) (Sherman Clarke)  [SAC17-ANN/9]
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).
[bookmark: _2s8eyo1]1.10 Report of SAC Genre/Form Implementation Subcommittee (Lia Contursi) [SAC15-ANN/11]
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).
Subgroup met on June 24, 2017
Mullin said that during the previous day’s subcommittee meeting there were some minor editing suggestions so they would ask for consideration of approval with a short list of minor edits that will be forthcoming.
Following some procedural discussion, Joudrey moves that SAC accept the white paper and Fletcher seconds. During discussion, Maxwell says that assuming the white paper is approved, there needs to be a mechanism to follow up with the groups from which SAC is awaiting an endorsement on the whitepaper. Groenwald asks if the specific names are known of the individuals at the organizations to whom the white paper will be submitted? Mullin replies not names, but in the white paper, the subcommittee suggests desired recipients such as select OCLC staff, CaMMS liaison, PCC Standing Committee on Applications, and LC staff including any CaMMS liaisons. He adds that it would be up to SAC to decide who the final recipients would be. Bodian asks if it would be better to start higher in the organizations or if it would be better to start lower and have the white paper move up? Mullin responds that they’re trying to balance finding people with enough decision making authority and enough technical background to understand the paper. He says it is up to SAC to decide where that level is. Prager says that in retrospect it is probably better to send it to PCC Policy Committee rather than the Standing Committee on Applications. Karen Anderson (guest), says she is on the Standing Committee on Applications and says they have been talking about other means of automation and retrospective cleanup so it is a good place to send it. Speaking personally, she adds that the white paper should be sent as widely as possible for feedback. Mullin agrees with sending it widely but says there is value in sending it to specific entities with specific follow up action desired. Maxwell says the white paper will go to vendors eventually, but says he agrees with sending the white paper to the PCC Policy Committee. He adds that the white paper should be sent with a requested response date. 
Fletcher comments that FAST is briefly mentioned in the white paper but is considered to be beside the point. The report seems to be bypassing FAST. Mullin says he understands the reaction but disagrees with the intention of the report. He says that instead of bypassing FAST, it is to deliberatively implement purpose-built vocabularies that are more descriptive than what FAST is doing and also FAST is still technically a research project at this point. Contursi adds that there is no conflict with FAST because FAST is mostly topical and the white paper is about applying non-topical vocabularies so they are complementary and we need both. Fletcher asks if some of the problems with FAST could be reconciled or made more useful. Mullin says that inasmuch as OCLC will be involved in retrospective application, FAST will be used to deconstruct portions of the strings, but what we’re talking about is a further deconstruction of textual strings that are entirely in the subfield a, which FAST, as currently designed, does not account for. Mullin continued that both will be part of a larger process to facet the data. Hearn asked if FAST might be more focused if LCGFT becomes a list of choice, what will happen to the genre facet in FAST? 
Mullin asked for a process clarification stating that, if on the verge of approval, he will share a version of the document accounting for the minor corrections pretty quickly. 
Bodian calls for a vote in favor of approving the white paper with the changes as mentioned by Mullin. The vote passes. Bodian commends Mullin and the group for the work on the white paper.
[bookmark: _17dp8vu]Contursi asks about what the future of the working group should be. Young says that in yesterday’s meeting it was stated that the title of the group no longer reflects the current scope, which has now broadened to include demographic and medium of performance. Maxwell recommends that the group write a proposal with a new name and new charge and the proposal be considered by email. Joudrey suggests that the group be disbanded and then SAC working groups be developed for the individual projects that would be directly under SAC. Contursi suggests that the working group be disbanded and the new SAC chairs could ask for multiple new working groups. Bodian asks for reminders of what the projects would be. Contursi says:
1. Best Practices for implementation of LCDGT and LCGFT
2. Development of training materials on implementation of LCDGT, LCGFT, and LCMPT
Mullin adds two more areas that are identified in the cover letter 
1. Retrospective implementation
2. Displaying indexing of faceted terms
Bodian says it sounds like there could be two working groups. One for implementation and one on training and best practices. She says she doesn’t want to form three or four.
Groenwald comments that the Video Game Group is still related to genre but can just be under SAC. Bodian says that it hard to keep track of a working group that is responsible to a subcommittee that is also responsible to SAC.
Joudrey moves to disband the Genre Form Implementation Subcommittee. 
Bodian suggests two separate motions: one to disband and one to reform.
Maxwell says that he is concerned about the continuity for the sake of following up if the group is disbanded. Mullin says that once the white paper is submitted with the revisions that he considers himself to be done, although he is not opposed to being involved but to his mind the working group has completed its charge. Continuing on the question asked by Maxwell, Bromley asks who will be responsible for receiving the response from the groups to whom the subcommittee is submitting the white paper.
Karen Anderson says that it might be beneficial to have a subcommittee to oversee the different aspects.
Mullin adds that having the subcommittee does provide continuity due to the rotating terms at the SAC level. 
Hearn says that his concern is that a lot of this is driven by personalities and personal interest that people have in a topic and he isn’t sure that it can mandated at the SAC level. SAC is the place to have responsibility lodged and let SAC delegate it to people who will take up the banner. So, it is an organizational challenge and not something to bureaucratize. 
Bodian says another option is designate a subset of people, not a subcommittee, to follow through on the white paper. Continuing the subcommittee might not be the best way to get the best results.
Maxwell says that follow through is on his mind because the RDA subcommittee did a proposal on subject headings in authority records 2.5 years ago, and by being the head of the subcommittee, he has the ability and clout to keep asking LC what is happening with the proposal. In response, Joudrey says the inquiries should come from the chair of SAC and the chair of SAC should be responsible for seeing the activities of the subcommittees and working groups. 
Groenwald says that the head of SAC will rotate and won’t be as familiar or be as committed as the chair of the subcommittee due to the rotation. 
Bodian calls for a vote on approving disbanding the Genre Form Subcommittee. The vote fails and so the subcommittee remains in place. The subcommittee is asked to propose a new name and charge including how they want to divide up the work. They can divide it sequentially or all at the same time. She says that she does want to figure out how to make sure everything gets followed up. Hearn says that the follow up is a role that can be delegated to someone with a strong interest. Bodian says this will be decided over email. Bodian says that the proposal should be submitted by September 1. She also wants to make sure that there is enough time to ensure that there is space for one or more of the groups to meet at Midwinter. 
Adjournment
[bookmark: _3rdcrjn]The meeting adjourned at 10:47am



ALCTS Subject Analysis Committee
2017 Annual Meeting
Monday, June 26, 1:00-5:30 pm
McCormick Place, W183b
Agenda
[bookmark: _26in1rg]2.1   	Presentation (1:00-2:00): Subjects in authority records: looking towards a linked data future (Bob Maxwell, Ancient Languages and Special Collections Librarian, Harold B. Lee Library, Brigham Young University, and Adam L. Schiff, Principal Cataloger, University of Washington Libraries)     

Paul Frank says [on behalf of the PCC] that the relationship designators guidelines will be coming out soon. They plan to have them ready for the PCC Policy meeting in November, so the final version of the guidelines should be ready in July or August.

Mullin notes that one slide had a 555 field with value ‘Biographies’ from vocabulary LCGFT, and a 585 field with value ‘Biography’ from vocabulary LCSH -- wonders if this was a typo. 

Schiff says that it was not a typo, that he was linking directly to the form subdivision of LCSH in the 585 and wanted to demonstrate the validity of both.
 
--
Sally McCallum asks if Schiff and Maxwell had looked at using the bibliographic record as the work record as opposed to using the authority record as the work record.

Maxwell responds that he’d like to see bibliographic records simplified to the point where they only contain manifestation statements, then bibliographic records could essentially be authority records for manifestations.

Schiff says that they were only asked to present on authority records [for expressions and works]. He also mentions that at the University of Washington they tried running a name authority record through the Bibframe conversion. It ended up not being a useful result because it treated 5XX fields as though they were notes and 4XX fields as though they were series statements. He hopes that in Bibframe’s MODS conversions, the subject relationships are maintained and with their respective relationship designators.

McCallum thinks that because they understand this work so deeply, if they applied the same theoretical analysis to turning bibliographic records into work records that’d be great.
 
--
Mark Scharff asks for clarification on the awards data that Maxwell showed being pulled out of bibliographic records. He wonders what the display for an expression record would look like. 

Maxwell responds that he’d put the awards data in a work record.

Scharff clarifies that he’s asking about a specific manifestation linked to a specific expression of the work, would it pull the data from the work into the display?

Maxwell envisions that our systems would indeed put all back together to show that each manifestation of this work won all those awards.
 
Scharff says that that’s his point. That some expressions of a work may not have won all the same awards that the work did. 
 
Schiff points out that all expressions inherit all qualities of work.
 
Maxwell also points out that some awards are just for specific expressions and wouldn’t be recorded at the work level.
 
Scharff is worried that patrons could be confused. 
 
Schiff offers an example that if someone is looking for a Hugo award winning novel in the language they read, they might not care about the language it was originally published in. 

Maxwell furthers that French translations of novels which won the Hugo awards often say that in French on the cover.

Scharff appreciates their responses but indicates that it may still need further thought, what is being recorded where and how it does or does not get pulled back together for patron display.

Panelists concur.

--
 An audience member says that he likes the idea of recording all these relationships, but what frightens him is seeing many literals and not enough URIs.
 
Maxwell laughs and says that they considered adding $0 to every field but that that was a lot of work.
 
Schiff adds that now that $1 is approved, those could be added as well.
 
Audience member continues by saying that restricting what’s being recorded to a URI eliminates maintenance burden. When the string that the entity is represented by is changed, there’s no need to manually update it, because the link will do that automatically. When people see that and understand that, there’ll be less fear of adoption.

--
Young, having had a headshake of hers mentioned from the podium says that it is incumbent upon her to point out that she was objecting to one of the headings in one of the examples. Her headshake was not to be construed as an official statement of the PSD.
--
Mullin wonders, in parallel to the FAST presentations, if the ultimate desire is to have a URI for each field, how then can catalogers utilize subdivided subject headings? There may not be single URI that describes the entire string, though the FAST model splits them out.

Schiff posits that another way may be have a registry for subject strings that need URIs. He doesn’t mean full creation of every string in LCSH, but just a place to register a unique heading with a URI.

Maxwell acknowledges that Mullin is right and it is a problem which needs addressing.

--
Hearn likes the ideas about deconstructing data from manifestations into work and expression authority records. He wonders though, how confident Maxwell and Schiff are that the manifestations can be put back together for display.

Schiff admits that at the moment, not very confident.


Maxwell says that he isn’t confident either but the IT people at Brigham Young University are confident that it can be done.

--
An audience member asks about some of the examples shown in the slides which showed $i and $e in both 6XX field and 7XX fields. Asks if this isn’t too much duplication.
 
Schiff says there needs to be more discussion in the SAC and PCC. If the SAC is interested in getting relationship designators into the 6XX block, they can put a task group together. Personally he thinks the 6XX block might be a better place for relationship designators, to state the subject relationship in the subject block. But that can’t be done right now, so if catalogers want to give those subject relationships, they have to add them in 7XX fields which yes, would be duplicating the 6XX fields. 

Maxwell has two thoughts, one of which just occurred to him. He wonders if there’s some reason that $e has to come at the end, maybe it could be placed at the beginning of the 6XX field.
 
Schiff says that it’s theoretically possible, but systems might flip the $e to the end once the string is controlled. 

Maxwell’s second thought is that a lot of the struggle is going to be getting people used to this. While catalogers have been placing including related works in 7XX fields for years and that seems fairly normal now, seeing a Person there as a subject and not contributor seemed strange. But Maxwell goes on to point out that there’s no difference between putting a related work and a related person in a 7XX field. Both express a subject relationship. Maxwell concurs with Schiff that redundancy is not desired and it’s probably best to be able to use relationship designators in the 6XX block and record all subjects there.
 
--
An audience member says that he understands the core concepts of how this will work in the future, but is looking to find out how we will get there. Wants to know how these practices will be implemented.

Schiff says that there are a lot of communities that need to buy into the changes in order for progress to begin. The MARC community for one, many authority fields/subfields will need to be created to help this along. Schiff says that it’s going to be hard to do but we need to keep pushing if we need something to happen. 
 
Maxwell agrees that the various communities need to get used to it, and that it can take a while. People used to think recording relationship designators were strange, but they’re on board now.

-- 
An audience member provides a systems perspective: He says that it’s important to keep in mind that the systems being used were created for different purposes than they’re now being asked to do. It isn’t to say that it can’t be done, but there’s but also, system folks have so much to do that unless catalogers make it a priority, it won’t get done.
 
Maxwell agrees: catalogers need to quit being wallflowers and push for change.
 
Schiff says that within the PCC, there’s the Standing Committee on Applications, and they work with vendors. Once the community at large has decided on the correct way to move forward, they’ll be a part of pushing to make sure we get there.

Audience member says regarding the problematic nomenclature of some of the RDA designators, the names may be stuck for good reasons of consistency but system implementations could work around them.
 
Schiff says they weren’t intended to necessarily be displayed to patrons.
 
Maxwell asks if but anyone in the room can do that? He’s frustrated with how the gap between “we’re supposed to be able to do this” and what we can actually do.
 
Schiff mentions that they’ve gotten complaints from patrons about the parentheticals in relationship designators.
 
Maxwell concludes by saying that the audience member’s point is good and we as a community need to be much less shy about talking to system people and not assuming that things can’t change. We need to be much more active and talking to local system people and following through, if they say yes it can be done, see it done.
 
Break at 2:28 PM.
	                                                                    	
[bookmark: _lnxbz9]2.2   	Break  

[bookmark: _35nkun2]2.3   	Welcome and introduction of members and guests  

Meeting called to order: 2:41 PM

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, Rockelle Strader, Ethan Fenichel (intern), Netanel Ganin (intern) 

Liaisons present: Eric Childress (for Maria Hugger), Sherman Clarke, Lia Contursi, Stephen Hearn, Alex Kyrios, Casey Mullin, George Prager, Deborah Rose-Lefmann, Caroline Saccucci, Janis Young

Members excused: Caitlin Rozich
                             	
[bookmark: _1ksv4uv]2.4   	Report of the Dewey Classification Editorial Policy Committee liaison (Deborah Rose-Lefmann) [SAC17-ANN/12]       

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).
                                                                                 	
[bookmark: _44sinio]2.5   	Report of the Dewey Section liaison (Caroline Saccucci) [SAC17-ANN/13] 

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

[bookmark: _2jxsxqh]2.6   	Report on the CIP Program (Caroline Saccucci) [SAC17-ANN/14]    

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).
     	
[bookmark: _z337ya]2.7   	Report on Dewey Decimal Classification and OCLC Dewey Services (Alex Kyrios) [SAC17-ANN/15]            

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

Joudrey asks about the history box in the WebDewey interface. How many editions will it cover for each classification number?

Kyrios says he is not sure. He’s seen information in the MARC format for as far back as the 19th or 20th editions, maybe even a little older than that. He’s unsure if they’ll ever incorporate the entire history, all the way to the beginning for every classification number, although it might be interesting to researchers. He dreams of full versioning though.

Joudrey agrees that researchers would love that.

A guest is interested in having that history information in machine actionable form so that it can be used in a reclassification algorithm.

Kyrios says that it’s an excellent idea, and that although there are MARC views in WebDewey, that’d be inefficient for an algorithm. He’d love to talk more about that later.
                                                                                            	
[bookmark: _3j2qqm3]2.8   	Update on the FAST project (Eric Childress) [SAC17-ANN/16]       

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).         	
[bookmark: _1y810tw]
2.9   	Update on MARC Advisory Committee (MAC) (Stephen Hearn) [SAC17-ANN/17]    

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).
    	
[bookmark: _4i7ojhp]2.11 	IFLA liaison report (George Prager) [SAC17-ANN/18]

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).
                              	
[bookmark: _2xcytpi]2.12 	Report of the chair of SAC (Liz Bodian) [SAC17-ANN/19]

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).
                        	
[bookmark: _1ci93xb]2.13 	New Business                                            

The committee thanks Liz for her service, and wishes her the best in future endeavors.
                                                 	
[bookmark: _3whwml4]2.14 	Open Discussion / Open Announcement period                	                    	
        
Meeting adjourned at 3:29 PM


