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PCC Policy Committee Meeting November 5-6, 2015
 Outcomes


Agenda with links to documents discussed at the meeting is available from:
http://www.loc.gov/aba/pcc/documents/PoCo-Agenda-2015.doc (Word 62 KB)
LD4P/L and the PCC:

1. Discussion points and comments:  
a. Areas where the interests of LD4P/L and PCC converge: tool development; technical services workflows, and standards

b. There is a potential for loss of data when converting MARC 21 data to linked data formats so it is important to specify what elements are required for conversion
c. Need to be able to work with multiple vocabularies, e.g. BIBFRAME, schema.org, dpla, etc. 
d. PCC creates data that LD4P/L projects consume, need standards to be able to reuse data
e. Goal should be: reuse metadata instead of recreate metadata

f. Identifiers in a distributed communal environment:

· Need to distinguish authority versus real world object identifiers

· When is a shared identifier enough- no need to create an authority record?

· Persistence: Who maintains identifiers in a distributed environment?

· How to share data in real time so identifiers aren’t duplicated or can at least be reconciled?

g. Moving from MARC 21 to linked data is a break in approach, not a transition (like the move from AACR2 to RDA was)

h. RDF is about linking; RDA is about transcription of descriptive data

i. Future: long period of business as usual with parallel tracks of MARC 21 and BIBFRAME. Parallel tracks let you compare the data
j. PCC members will move to linked data at different times contributing data in a mixed environment.

k. What does the PCC stamp mean in a record-less environment? In a mixed environment?

2. Strategic plan updates:

The strategic plan was revised based on PoCo input after the meeting and posted on the PCC website: http://www.loc.gov/aba/pcc/about/PCC-Strategic-Plan-2015-2017.pdf 
Updates
3. Standing Committee on Automation report:
a. Reviewed documentation from other standing committees

b. Expecting additional tasks related to other task group work

4. Standing Committee on Standards Report (PDF 109 KB) 

5. Standing Committee on Training Report (Word 20 KB)
6. Task Group on URIs in MARC update (Jackie Shieh, chair)
 First report
a. PoCo endorses the general principle of using of URIs to facilitate the transition to linked data
b. PoCo endorses the approach of testing de-referenceable HTTP URIs in $0 as a first step to adding identifiers in MARC 21
c. The process of addressing use of URIs in other fields and subfields may be a longer term commitment. 
d. OCLC requests that the group provide PCC sanctioned practices for consistent handling of URIs in subfield $0 for the control headings function.
7. LC BIBFRAME Pilot update

a. Training of staff involved in the beginning phase of the LC BIBFRAME Pilot was completed in September 2015
b. Training materials used for the LC pilot are posted on the CLW website: http://www.loc.gov/catworkshop/bibframe/  

c. A new version of the BIBFRAME editor and profiles developed through the first phase of the LC pilot have recently been released (editor demo: http://bibframe.org/tools/editor/)
d. BIBFRAME vocabulary 2.0 draft specifications are available: http://www.loc.gov/bibframe/docs/ 

8. ISNI, NACO, and identity management (PowerPoint; 2040 KB)
a. How does ISNI work?

· ProQuest, OCLC, CISAC, Bowker, and other members from different categories work in a central database (OCLC)

· Reconciling data is an iterative/ongoing process 
· Batch loading: a process for automatically assigning ISNIs

· ISNI employs a division of labor to work on: quality, conflicts, relationships, database integrity

· ORCID – ISNI are interoperable within the database
9. Schema.org update

a. Differences in high level concepts between schema.org and BIBFRAME have been resolved with the publication of the vocabulary extension bib.schema.org and the changes are reflected in BIBFRAME 2.0 draft. 

b. Goal is to be able to import and export BIBFRAME, schema.org, and other vocabularies
c. No new functionality is being added to Connexion client, the WorldShare Record Manager will be the primary cataloging interface

10. Punctuation in MARC 21 records revisited

Action: The Standing Committee on Automation will work with OCLC to develop a charge for a new (or reconvened) task group that will:
· Update the report issued in 2010 for changes, gaps, etc. and propose how these can be addressed by MARC Advisory Group (MAC) in the short and long terms
· Propose a timeline 

· Draft a rational for pursuing removal of punctuation in the current environment
· Plan for developing two sets of test records (bibliographic and authority) 
11. PCC RDA Authorities Phase 3 Task Group update
a. Changes to approximately 8.4 million records will be done outside of the name authority file; the records will be replaced after the changes are made

b. The changes don’t effect the 1XX fields so won’t generate bibliographic file maintenance

c. Some of the changes that will be made:

· Re-code all non-RDA NACO authority records to RDA

· ISNI where available will be added to 024 field 

· 678 fields will be converted to 670

· Obsolete indicators will be removed

· Terminal punctuation will be removed from 1XX fields where it exists

· Where possible data will be derived to populate the 046 and 368 fields
d. Testing at the Library of Congress to begin no sooner than December 2015; actual changes will be made after test files are examined and a schedule for a period of “no activity” in the name authority file has been established based on consultation with the NACO nodes and stakeholders.
12. CC:DA Liaison Report (Word 20 KB)

13. MARC Advisory Group liaison report: See the MAC meeting report page: http://www.loc.gov/marc/mac/minutes/minutes.html 

14. PCC Directory:

a. A contract has been awarded by LC to create requirements and design specifications for a PCC web based directory. The requirements phase was completed in October 2015. Highlights: 
· Each institution will have its own profile to manage.   

· The MARC 21 code is the unique identifying code in the institutional profiles.

· Data maintained on funnels will be minimal; each funnel has a name, coordinator and member institution list maintained by the coordinator. 

· Institutions with multiple MARC21 codes will need to decide how they wish to be listed in the directory.  As a single institution or as multiple separate institutions, all with their own profiles.    

· Profiles will not be created for institutions that are currently inactive.

· PCC Training information will not be incorporated into the database.  It was too complex with too many variations. 

· Election data will be built into the PCC Web-based Directory; the directory will have profiles for the Policy Committee, Standing Committees, and Operations Committee that will be managed by Coop staff members.

· Current plan is to load the NACO and SACO statistical data that LC collects directly into the PCC directory database. 

· BIBCO and CONSER institutions will load their statistics directly into the PCC directory database.

· Target implementation date: October 2016 (FY 2017)

15. Governance document revision
a. Action: Secretariat will revise to include:
· Link to funnel coordinator guidelines
· Clarification of wording about membership levels (“All programs have at least 3 levels…”)
· Production requirements for the various programs
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