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ALCTS Subject Analysis Committee
2013 Midwinter Meeting


Sunday 1/27/2013 8:30 a.m.-11:30 a.m.
Renaissance Seattle Hotel, Madison Salon C


Minutes

Members present included Judy Jeng (Chair), Steven Knowlton, Andrea Morrison, Tony Olson, Deborah Ryszka, Athena Salaba, Adam Schiff, Alex Thurman, Robert Maxwell.

Liaisons and Representatives present included Julianne Beall (DDC/OCLC), Sherman Clarke (ARLIS/NA), Suzanne Graham (AALL), Stephen Hearn (MARBI), Eve Miller (Sears), Ed O’Neill (IFLA), Deborah Rose-Lefmann (DDC Editorial Policy Committee), Caroline Saccucci (LoC), Hermine Vermeij (MLA), Janis Young (LoC), Michael Panzer (DDC/OCLC).

Interns present included Christopher Case, Peter Fletcher.

Guests present included Sandra Desio, Yael Mandelstam, Penny Baker, John Maier, Bill Kulp, Thomas Dukleth, Bonnie Dede, Michael Colby, Sandy Roe.

1.1	Welcome and introduction of members and guests			

1.2	Adoption of agenda [SAC13-MID/1]					
	
	Agenda adopted

1.3	Adoption of 2012 Annual minutes [SAC13-MID/2]			

	No corrections. Minutes adopted.

1.4	CaMMS committee charge review (Michele Seikel) [SAC13-MID/3]	

NOTE: Seikel did not appear at the meeting. At Monday’s meeting, Jeng confirmed that she would investigate.

1.5	Report on the Sears List of Subject Headings (Eve Miller) [SAC13-MID/4]	

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided). 

No questions

1.6	Report of the liaison from the Policy and Standards Division of LC (Janis Young)
	[SAC13-MID/5]							

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

Questions: 

Q1: Schiff asked, if, when asking for a new caption and the heading would be in the RDA form, should it be submitted it that way (even though Young asked for the community not to make proposals to change)?

A1: Young replied, if you are submitting a new caption and the change has already happened in the authority file, submit it with the new form. Until those changes happen, continue to submit in the form as it stands. Personal names are different, as many don’t follow any standard at all, and we won’t be going back and systematically changing “d.” and “b.” sort of things. The major ones that affect filing, the ones with UTs etc., those we may revisit. More concerned with substantive changes (e.g., Koran, Dept., etc.) that will affect filing.

Q2: Maxwell asked, what about the ones that are authority records, subject headings?

A2: Young replied, subject headings yes! 

Q3: Schiff asked how personal/corporate names that are subject records will be handled.

A3: Young replied that they will be running a list of all subject authorities that have a certain tag, 100 without first indicator 3, 130s, and so on to pull those, and yes they will be updated, but this is going to be tedious. Maxwell commented that Gary Strawn’s program would be useful, to which Young replied that they might get Gary to work with them, but right now they don’t have the ability to run a set of subject headings against a list of name headings. Maxwell then commented that if LC can’t do it, why don’t they have Gary run his program against the OCLC copy of the subject authority file? Young replied that she would take that back.

Q4: Hearn asked, are there any cases with the globe subdivision change where there will be a reference from Planet—Globes to Planet—Maps?

A4: Young replied, yes, there are situations when an established form of “planet—globes” will become “planet--maps.” Hearn then commented, in that case, people will need to get the globes LCGFT term applied soon, as the globe aspect will soon disappear when the records are distributed. Schiff commented that the earlier form will still be present as a 4xx term. Young confirmed that this will not have a large impact based on surveys they conducted.

Q5: Maxwell commented that with regard to RDA and LCSH, at BYU they did apply Gary Strawn’s program to their file, and they had a lot of staff ask why certain things changed in the names but not in the subjects. Specific ones were about violoncello and cello. So, he wondered if a global change was a possibility.
 
A5: Young responded that with the violoncello/cello issue, they had a subject specialist meeting, and they do plan to have a project to make this change. Over 862 authority records have to be fixed. They have to do this one by one, because of Class Web, as it works only in one direction. As far as abbreviations and terminology, with headings authorized in the name authority file, if the abbreviations cent., fl., and so forth are used, yes, they will be updating those in the subject file. Abbreviations and terminology that are not in name authorities, like circa, for Egyptian periods of history, they do not have a plan to update these yet in LCSH. There is currently no overriding need to do this yet, but it is a discussion they need to have. Maxwell commented that users instantly notice the difference and are confused as to why there is a difference.

Q6: Vermeij asked, since the definition of scores has changed, should the new definition or the old be used; nothing in the SHM actually defines what scores are.

A6: Young replied that she was not aware of that and will take that back.

Q7: Schiff asked, as for the 072s, will those appear on monthly lists? Will we see which headings you are adding to?

A7: Young replied that they do plan on putting them on the monthly lists. There are several other issues the programmer needs to work on, but they will eventually be put on the lists. Schiff continued, will they display in LCSH when viewed in Class Web when viewing a whole thesaurus? Young replied that it has not been discussed yet, but is an obvious step. She will take that back and see. 

Q8: Schiff asked when they might want people contributing proposals to include these in proposals?

A8: Young replied that they are not sure yet. There are so many instruction sheets that are so problematic, like “military services,” that have so many footnotes and very specific instructions, it’s messy. As human nature is, if they allow that open for contributions, they are going to get instruction sheet numbers that can’t be used yet, and they might not notice that, so there are no plans currently to open it up. They will maybe in the future. They want to move forward with doing this in more records. If the data is actionable, they need to address the instruction sheets.

Q9: Schiff asked if they have talked any more about allowing coded cartographic coordinates in the 034? And allowing contributors to key those into Classweb, into subjects?

A9: Young replied that they have not recently talked about that, nor is there a change; was discussion about sending the file to OCLC. There is nothing more she could say about that, but would take that back.

Q10: Panzer asked, will the Romanization updates be reflected in LCSH? To which, Saccucci added that Romanization is usually more of a name thing yes? To which Schiff added that it can include geographical locations, names of buildings, etc. 

A11: Young replied that the last time they did a major update like that was for Korean, but they don’t normally do it, as too much that could go wrong. They are not planning on doing it, but if you would like more information, please share your contact info and we will follow up.

Q12: Knowlton asked, for which types of materials do you decide to do minimal level cataloging?

A12: Young replied that generally they are materials that are considered to be of low research value due to the language, although sometimes French, Spanish and English get it. Generally fiction in obscure languages, get minimal level, although some nonfiction does as well. These generally get just an accession number and a very broad classification. Saccucci commented that generally it doesn’t happen for material that has been at the library for fewer than two years, and that something that has been in a backlog for five years or more, for instance, is more of a candidate, and that may only be a transcription of a title. For foreign language material, they try to have 653 headings , a translation of a title, etc. Schiff commented that they are also not always accurate. They have to apply subjects to all materials from India for instance. Young mentioned that the overseas office applies subject headings for all materials from India, but it may take a while.


1.7	Dewey Decimal Classification Reports					

1.7.1	Report on Dewey Decimal Classification and OCLC Dewey Services (Julianne Beall)

Beall opened by commenting that Joan S. Mitchell has retired. She then welcomed Michael Panzer as the new Global Manager of Taxonomy Services.

Michael Panzer was invited to give the report available here: http://connect.ala.org/node/197649


No questions

1.7.2	Report of the Dewey Section liaison (Caroline Saccucci) [SAC13-MID/6]

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided). 

No questions.

1.7.3	Report of the Dewey Classification Editorial Policy Committee liaison (Deborah Rose-Lefmann) [SAC13-MID/7]	

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided). 

No questions.


1.8	Report of the liaison from the Music Library Association (Hermine Vermeij) 
[SAC13-MID/8]
									
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

Questions

Q1: Clarke asked, are you having trouble with node labels? AAT uses them a lot, have you talked to them?

A1: Vermeij replied that they have heard from Young regarding this, and Young mentioned that ILS’s do not work well with node labels, they are basically hidden from the user. To which Clarke replied that if they are not even useful for the cataloger then, maybe AAT users have a non-MARC database that can use them. Schiff commented that they have AAT authorities loaded, but they are not sure what happened to the node records. Vermeij replied that they tried to figure out how to do it, but every term has to be an authorized term.

1.9	Report of the liaison from the American Association of Law Libraries (Suzanne Graham)
	[SAC13-MID/9]							

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

Questions

Q1: Schiff commented that for something submitted in July not to be on a list is a problem.

A1: Graham replied that that has been rectified.

1.10	Report of the liaison from the Art Libraries Society (Sherman Clarke) [SAC13-MID/10]
										
See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

Solicited input on the use of conventional collective titles

No questions

1.11	SAC Research and Presentation Working Group (Deborah Ryszka)	

Ryszka made an announcement about Kevin Ford’s presentation tomorrow, which will be 40-50 minutes with time for questions at the end.

Jeng commented, we are looking for a new chair to look at putting together programs.

1.12	Report of the RDA Subcommittee (Robert Maxwell)			  

Maxwell mentioned that for this meeting, there is no written report. Next time there might be one, pending something substantive taking place between now and then.

The purpose of the subcommittee was to respond to JSC proposals—none so far. So the subcommittee took matters into its own hands. Thanks to Tony Olson the subcommittee will be putting together a discussion paper, and will circulate it with this group. Hopefully it will go to CCDA as well and will then be submitted to the JSC in August. It will propose what to do with the empty subject chapters in RDA.

No questions

Adjourned at 10:11 am.






ALCTS Subject Analysis Committee
2013 Midwinter Meeting


Monday 1/28/2013 1:00 p.m. – 4:00 p.m.
Westin Seattle, Elliott Bay


Minutes

Members present: Judy Jeng (Chair), Elizabeth Bodian, Steven Knowlton, Robert Maxwell, Tony Olson, Deborah Ryszka, Athena Salaba, Adam Schiff, Alex Thurman.

Liaisons and Representatives present: Julianne Beall (DDC/OCLC), Sherman Clarke (ARLIS/NA), John DeSantis (IFLA), Suzanne Graham (AALL), Ed O’Neill (OCLC/FAST/IFLA), Hermine Vermeij (MLA), Melanie Wacker (SACO), Janis Young (LoC).

Interns present: Christopher Case, Peter Fletcher.

Guests present: Tina Gross, Christopher Smith, Ann Fath, Lori Robare, Cynthia Whitacre, Ken Wade, Yael Mandelstam, Sandy Desio, Linda Seguin, Diana Brookin, Zora Breeding, Violet Fox, Nancy Sack, Karen Greever, Theo Gerontakos, Kayla Willey, Sandy Roe, Shelby Harken, Michael Colby, Deloree Shapiro, David Miller, Qiang Jin, Rocki Strader, Karen Anderson, Ian Fairclough, Gayle Porter, Reinhold Henvelmann, John Attig, Lynnette Fields, Michelle Mascaro, Joy Panigabitra-Roberts, Eric Childress, Kevin M. Randall, Merilu Vallejo, Michael Nitz, G. Prager, Thomas Dukleth, Jon Marner, John Myers, Dan Lipcan, Robert Rendell, Bill Leonard, Catherine Phan, Bill Kulp, John N. Mitchell, Bruce Trumble, John Maier.

2.1 	Kevin Ford’s presentation (1:00-2:00)					
	“When URIs become the authority: Benefits and challenges of library Linked Data”

http://www.loc.gov/bibframe/pdf/ALAmw2013-sac_Ford.pdf


Questions

Q1: Schiff asked why Ford was focusing in on form subdivisions but not other free floating subdivisions.

A1: Ford replied that he focused on form because it is such a defined distinction from topics. With LCGFT, this is something to think about when designing the system. Schiff commented that there are also a LOT of topical free floating subdivisions, so you would need another layer, another link if you didn’t have a pre-composed string in the authority file. Ford asked, in what instance? Schiff replied that any topic can have a subdivision of history, in subfield x. If you don’t have an established authority with that subdivision, you can’t point to that authority. Ford clarified that if anyone created a new subject heading a new resource would be born, if you were to turn every existing subject heading into its own resource, then moving forward, you would need to create a new subject resource so long as it was properly constructed.

Q2: Olson commented that the issue of pre-coordinated subjects does not arise with other subject systems, like FAST and MESH, and this model might work even better with those systems.

A2: Ford replied that yes, with those you might want to go back to the ideal and not have the abstraction layer; however, if a URI is connected to every possible combination, then that would work too.

Q3: An audience member asked if there was any idea of linking subjects to LCC.

A3: Ford replied that that was a good question, and yes, subjects can have some kind of relationship to LCC. Attig asked if that would really just be mapping though, to which Ford replied that it could be handled by relationship, and in some way that’s how it works now. 

Q4: Hearn asked where the BibFrame authorities would live? Would each collection have its own subject strings?

A4: Ford replied that without having built it yet, they may have to live at LC. It’s hard to see how else it could be managed, but it depends on the system. Any system that holds BibFrame works and instances will also have to hold BibFrame authorities. They might be referenceable by URIs and be accessible to anyone (similar to OCLC). The short answer is that possibly BibFrame authorities will be somewhat unique per system.

Q5: Ian Fairclough asked about the LC authorities that have machine auth status.

A5: Ford replied that those were generated by going through the LC database. When a string was used something like 25 different times in the LC database, a machine generated authority was created because it was popular.

Q6: John Attig commented that the given examples were all simple in one way, one instance of subject and one instance of genre, but it gets more complicated when you have many instances.

A6: Ford replied that it’s entirely possible to combine those two pieces of information in the system in some manner. Attig replied that you have to be able to communicate that relationship somehow. Ford replied that we’ll probably see a lot of general guidelines and rules as far as how to consistently use BibFrame data just as we have with MARC data.

Q7: O’Neill asked what fields were used when getting statistics.

A7: Ford replied that the 600, 610, 611, 650, 655, 648 and 630, maybe one more, were used, but not index terms. They did include personal names. He would have to go back and see about the specific numbers. If the construction was LCSH, they didn’t discriminate about the field. He could tell how many of each there are, but he didn’t have that data now. If it was a name, they counted the $a, as well as $v and $x if present, but, they didn’t count the $d, $q, etc., specific to the person.
 
Q8: Young asked, what is the impact of 072 field?

A8: Ford replied that as far as the 072 used in conjunction with the 073, with some small modifications to the system, it would be possible to create a system where, if you entered a particular term, and that term can be used with a class pattern heading, it’s possible to pull that content automatically and help with construction of headings. Young commented that that would be true with the 781 field as well. In theory, you could run a program to create that infinite list of subject headings. Ford replied yes, it could be possible, but we don’t want to do that! Young commented that her understanding was that we were talking about creating strings on the fly, but maybe we were talking about creating a string for every record possible? Ford replied that the difference is where the components are itemized in some form of list, versus creating a heading based on components that have been combined. The alternative is to mint a unique URI that anyone could use; that URI could be something anyone could link to that has the individual components.

Q9: Schiff asked where the new authority for the string would reside.

A9: Ford replied that he is in no position to answer that, but it has been done with names; he is not advocating that approach. There would have to be something that could help with that editorial process. Any system that would be built that would “automagically” create a subject heading resource at the time that someone created a unique subject heading string, whatever system did that would have to make sure that that string is in fact properly constructed. 072/073 can help along with the other information in the MARC authority records. Young commented that while the 072s might or might not be useful to create all those resource records, it is valuable for validating records, and both Ford and Schiff agreed. Ford gave credit to PSD and conferences like these for such capability.

Q10: Vermeij asked, if you are creating unique URIs for each subject strings, isn’t that against the idea of linked data, because if one part of that changes, all those strings would have to be updated.

A10: Ford replied that that is true, we are exchanging one maintenance headache for another. Maxwell offered that in the instance of the BibFrame authority, each part could be linked so that updates would come through automatically as well. Ford commented that it is possible that links could be to BibFrame authorities or to traditional library authorities if you would prefer, but that’s a large community decision so we could all exchange data.

Q11: Bodian asked, is the goal of using linked data that you would have less data housed at local level and more would be linked to elsewhere, or does LC not want that responsibility?

A11: Ford replied that where it’s hosted is a separate issue, and that could be LC or OCLC, or several places setting up points that could function as that type of hub for authoritative data, but it is not the goal to have less at local level and have everything centrally located. Local systems will still exist and have a local cache of this data, but the idea is to potentially control the structure so that the user could get to more information about the resource, it enables further discovery and that is the power of the URI.

Q12: Thomas Dukleth asked, as far as maintaining orderliness, do you have a mechanism to maintain this order, or when there is a need for order, is there something that makes the associations? 

A12: Ford replied that when it comes to the order of components, if it’s in RDF, it’s only going to be an aspect of what resource is the developer going to cry over; will it be the BibFrame authority or the library authority? Order will be maintained in a meaningful way, if it’s in RDF, it’s just a matter of where is the order going to be maintained.

Q13: Hearn asked, if the heading were an LC children’s heading, where the authority for the that children’s heading really is the adult heading authority, how would you capture the fact that a heading is an LC children’s heading?

A13: Ford replied that he would expect there to be another property associated with the abstraction layer that will indicate which heading system it would come from. You would not look at the URI, or in the subject resource label. Hearn continued that in most cases of children’s headings, there isn’t a children’s authority, it is the adult authority. Ford replied that one option is to create two resources of what is essentially the same string, one for the children’s (LCSHJ), one for the adult (LCSH). The other possibility is to use the abstraction layer method and indicate its association at the abstraction layer of the Bibframe authority. Young asked if, in the second option, is that really possible? Ford replied that there could be a rule to govern that.

Q14: Bodian asked, is the label you show machine generated? Or would someone type that in? What about maintenance?

A15: Ford replied that that is part of the roadmap that begins in the midterm, where we start looking at the types of authority services that would be required to make maintenance as easy and non-human as possible. Imagine systems would use the “has id” link or the uplink and retrieve the authorized label in an automated way, and an updated label would be replaced.

Q16: An audience member asked if a lot of what we have discussed is available in what we have at id.loc.gov?

A16: Ford replied that it is safe to say that any ID service that will be used as a backbone will have to be modified in some way to accommodate the model.

2.2	Break									

2.3	Welcome and introduction of members and guests			

2.4 	Update on MARBI (Stephen Hearn) [SAC13/MID/11]			

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

Proposals:
Proposal No. 2013-01: Identifying Titles Related to the Entity Represented by the Authority Record in the MARC 21 Authority Format: Dropped
Proposal No. 2013-04: Defining New Code for Score in Field 008/20: Approved.
Proposal No. 2013-02: New Fields to Accommodate Authority Records for Medium of Performance Vocabulary for Music.: Approved
Proposal No. 2013-05: Defining New Field 385 for Audience Characteristics in the MARC 21 Bibliographic and Authority Formats.: Approved
Proposal No. 2013-06: Defining New Field 386 for Creator/Contributor Group Categorizations of Works, Expressions, and Persons in the MARC 21 Bibliographic and Authority Formats.: Approved
Proposal No. 2013-07: Defining Encoding Elements to Record Chronological Categories and Dates of Works and Expressions in the MARC 21 Bibliographic and Authority Formats.: Approved  

No questions

2.5	Report of SAC Genre/Form Subcommittee (Adam Schiff) [SAC13-MID/12]
 
Agenda for that committee’s previous meeting: (http://connect.ala.org/node/198295)  
 
[bookmark: _GoBack]No written report for SAC.  

Committee has been very active in last 6 months. ALA working group on general terms formed to respond to the original approved draft about which form subdivisions should be formed into LCGFT.
That working group is headed by Yael Mandelstam to respond to LC’s questions. Submitted, now awaiting LC’s response. Next 6 months will develop list of terms in hierarchical form; actual authority records with source citations converted into MARC.
Before the final thesaurus is approved, it will come through SAC for review then will be forward to LC. Some form terms appear in 650 $a, if there are some things that are likely to be of high use and value, not established as 185 genre term, we would like to hear about them, for example, plot summary, biographies, databases, dictionaries, etc.

Another group was formed as a working group for LCGFT literature terms: people from all walks of libraries, they have been working very hard, chaired by Mary Mastraccio, the group has gone over the seed list Janis Young pulled from LCSH, collected more from those not pulled out, also other genre and form terms. They divided work into broad categories like fiction, poetry, drama, wit and humor, folklore, literary recreations, comics, etc. They have about 800 terms already, working on a thesaurus and hierarchical relationships. We might have a draft to come to SAC by annual. Things are going really well.

As for follow up from decisions MARBI made yesterday: proposal to include group characteristics in work and expression records as well as personal name records: caution about categorizing people if they don’t self-identify into that category or if it’s not clear that they belong in that category; We will need to develop recommendations for that. Main issue came with redundancy of this info also coming up in attributes from RDA for people (374 occupations; 373 gender). We appointed a group of people to go into this, but we are not sure where this will lead.

The other next steps: now that we have new fields, will be about a year before they are available for use. We want to look at if there is a better vocabulary than LCSH to use for best practice that has terms in the form that we want (LCSH Has some compound headings that don’t work for us: Orphans and orphanages).  Also, we want to know where the best place to look for chronological aspects would be.

Geographic aspects: can be phrased in a lot of ways: French literature, literature from France, literature by French people...how do we figure out what is best for users to search and avoid redundancy: possibly 751 (added entry geographic term): alternative geographical place names? Could be applied for other uses. Group will look into additional relator terms, such as jurisdiction, place of origin of work or expression.

Will be developing marc proposal for authority equivalent of 648 field (chronological terms). Possibly 348 or 388 field. you will be getting something from us in a month or two.
  

No questions.


2.6	Update of the FAST project (Ed O’Neill) [SAC13-MID/13]			

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

Questions

Q1: Clarke asked about the statistics showing 23K modified topical headings. Have main headings been separated?

A1: O’Neil replied that most updates have been links added to the headings, not really changes to the main headings. If a main heading is changed, it is deleted and a new one is added.

2.7	IFLA liaison report (John DeSantis) [SAC13-MID/14]			  

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

O’Neill mentioned that IFLA is getting very close on publishing the proceedings of the conference. Also, the proceedings are available for free on the website.

No questions

2.8	Report of the SACO at Large meeting (Melanie Wacker) [SAC13-MID/15]	  

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

Young clarified one item: SACO doesn’t want to dissuade people from making proposals because there is a lot of BFM (bibliographic file maintenance).

2.9 	Report of the chair of SAC (Judy Jeng) [SAC13-MID/16]			  

See written report on ALA Connect (link provided).

No questions
		
2.10	New business								

Jeng commented that we need an idea for our annual program. Should we move on to a new topic/speaker? 

Schiff replied that maybe not for this annual conference but perhaps for the following, if we are at a point where we might implement literature and music LCGFT terms and the new fields for audience and contributor characteristics, that this might be a useful topic.

Jeng agreed, and asked for members to please send ideas. Also Jeng mentioned the need for a new chair of the [SAC Research and Presentation] working group, as Ryszka will not continue. 

Olson mentioned that we never heard about the charge review (representative did not show up at this meeting), to which Jeng replied that she would follow up on this and will redistribute the form to the email list for your feedback. 

No further questions or topics.


2.11	Open Discussion / Open Announcement period				

No announcements.

Adjourned at 3:20pm.

