CEAL Responses to the future RDA Governance

1. How do you think the Governance Structure could be improved?

a.

Includes representations from non-Latin language communities:

i. The CoP should involve non-Latin speaking national libraries (e.g., CJK national
libraries) besides the current Latin-language national libraries if they want to reach
the 1st and 2nd 2015-2020 goals of making RDA an internationally recognized
standard, and increasing the adoption of RDA internationally. Some of the national
and academic libraries have transitioned their cataloging for western resources to
RDA and have talked about AACR2/RDA for their language materials. The CoP’s
involvement in these developments will be crucial to the improvement of the
current RDA governance structure.

ii. In addition to national libraries, the CoP should include academic libraries and
language-focused associations such as the Council on East Asian Libraries (CEAL),
which has language-focused members worldwide.

It would be greatly beneficial for there to be additional means, other than having to go
through each national representative, by which community concerns related to RDA
development are permitted to be registered. Some community-specific concerns submitted
to affected national representatives have not always been fully relayed to JSC. In addition,
some affected communities formed in North America are not quite amenable to the division
of CC:DA for members in the U.S., and CCC for members in Canada. Furthermore, the
community also has unified concerns, regardless of whether members happen to be in the
U.S. or Canada.

Usually, a hierarchical structure slows down the process and tends to be more reactive than
proactive to user's needs. Surely a more flexible structure is necessary to respond to user’s
needs more promptly, such as ad-hoc or working groups. For example, CEAL (the Council on
East Asian Libraries) does not maintain on-going regular communication with CC:DA, e.g.,
through a CEAL-appointed representative like other communities such as AALL, ARLIS, ATLA,
etc. Would JSC consider establishing an “East Asian resources working group,” which could
represent the East Asian library communities internationally?

The inclusion of representatives from BibFrame in the CoP is essential. It is also important
to involve other data communities, such as Amazon/Google, EBay, etc., proactively in either
committee, working groups, ONIX group, etc.

The CoP may consider connecting with and involving the East Asian library communities in
developing RDA, and linked data practices and standards.

Hopefully this process will aid in the transparency of the decision-making part of these
issues.

2. How could structures be developed to better facilitate the submission of requests for
changes regarding standards, and the representation of stakeholders’ views?

a.

Setting up an online (not e-mail based) request submission mechanism in multiple languages,
where requests can be centrally monitored. Allowing requests in multiple languages will
require the enlistment of librarians with linguistics skills to help translate the contents.

The main point of this structure is to shorten the turnaround time between submission and
response. This will solve the current issue of some proposals, even having been reviewed in
this year’s meeting, having to be reviewed or discussed again in the following year’s meeting.
Can we have more virtual meetings online, rather than waiting for next year’s meeting?




For requests regarding changes and views on standards, instead of going through a national
representative that originates from a specific community, JSC could directly consult with this
particular community.

Can the JSC meetings be more open to public? Sometimes the contents of official meetings
are not available to the public until after a week or longer. Can more discussions take place
through wikis or blogs, in order to insure a more timely and transparent review process?
Each related community should be connected and involved in some way through the
network built by the CoP.

3. Are there any existing structures that could be built upon?

a.

b.

An improved structure can be built upon national library associations and/or national
bibliographic centers/utilities, such as CALIS (China Academic Library & Information System).
There has been little instruction regarding the handling of special formats and non-book
materials. Will the community of special materials be included in the strategic priorities of
future RDA Governance?

4. Are you aware of any other governance models for this kind of activity which you think
we should be aware of/investigate?

a.

The World Wide Web Consortium (W3C) is an “open and collectively empowering” model
that the CoP should study and consider, esp. its mission and principles. The W3C’s mission
is to lead the World Wide Web to its full potential by developing protocols and guidelines
that ensure the long-term growth of the Web. On August 29, 2012, five leading global
organizations jointly signed an agreement to affirm and adhere to a set of principles in
support of the “Modern Paradigm for Standards”; an open and collectively empowering
model that will help radically improve the way people around the world develop new
technologies and innovate for humanity.

ORCID is also an open, “boundary-less,” and transparent model which the CoP may benefit
from. ORCID is an open, non-profit, community-based effort to provide a registry of unique
researcher identifiers and a transparent method of linking research activities and outputs to
these identifiers. ORCID is unique in its ability to reach across disciplines, research sectors,
and national boundaries, and its cooperation with other identifier systems. ORCID is
governed by a Board of Directors with wide stakeholder representation.




