Summary of CEAL Responses to PCCPS 1.11

TO: Becky Culbertson, PCC SCS, chair
FROM: Charlene Chou, CEAL CTP Subcommittee on RDA, chair
RE: Summary of CEAL Responses to PCC PS 1.11

The comments are summarized as follows. Most comments are listed exactly as given by respondents

using the survey form; only minor editing and deduplication was done in creating this summary.

1. What are your comments/suggestions on this policy statement in general?

General comments:
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With the rapidly decreasing amount of microform reproductions, | fully support this
interim approach for the PCC records. On the other hand, more rule revision should be
done in RDA 1.11 and its related rules on facsimiles and reproductions, including their
definitions and more specific rules for different categories of reproductions. With the
current rules, it's really hard for catalogers to catalog different types of reproductions
under the really broad and vague instructions.

In this PS, only microform reproductions and POD/photocopies are treated as
exceptions to RDA instructions. How about other types of resources? Do we need to
include some general instructions in this PSto 1.11? For example, for print
reproductions, follow LC-PCC PS for 27.1.1.3. Also, LC-PCC PS for 27.1.1.3 really needs
to be revised with 1.11 together, especially removing the instructions related to
microform reproductions and strengthening the instructions concerning print
reproductions.

| really like the provider neutral approach applied to photocopies/POD. We have
photocopies for missing/lost items and they circulate in the same way as originals. It
doesn't make so much sense to create a new record for a replacement copy in normal
academic settings. Any local concerns can be entered in a local note (example: page 2
missing, page 2 upside-down, something like that), so I'm not worried that provider
neutral would cause a problem.

As a reference librarian, it became the norm to avoid purchasing anything in the format
of microforms simply because users don't bother to use these materials and these
materials are so unfriendly to use. If users don't use them, what is the use of these
materials? Archiving and preservation need is the only reason to keep these materials
in a library collection. Unless there is an absolute need to keep materials in this format
as there is no other alternative format available (which is very rare these days), we do
not buy these hard-to-use, unappealing materials. In my opinion, microforms are dead,
just like old VHS tapes or 5-inch floppy discs which no one cares to use these days. |
support this PS to keep cataloging microform simple and straightforward!

Can you supply good example records for each case? That would be very helpful.

Coding-specific comments:
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Microform Reproductions--PCC Coding--Bullet 1: As to "Provide manifestation
elements ... as they relate to the original resource." There should be a provision for
omitting such elements when not known. For instance, when there is neither ready
access to the original print version, nor any bibliographic record for the original print
version, the dimensions of the original are unknown.



o Microform Reproductions--PCC Coding: What about coding for 008/23? Should it also
be for the original, rather than the microform reproduction?

o Microform Reproductions--PCC Coding: Instruction for field 588 entry convention is
necessary.

o Print on Demand (POD) Reproductions and Photocopies--PCC Record--Bullet 1: As to
"Record the Form of ltem in the MARC 008/23 field as subfield Sr for print
reproductions.”

=  There is no subfield under MARC 008/23.
=  Does it mean the value of 008/23 should be coded as “r”’?

Are there any related issues necessary to work on in the future? Please be specific.

The draft document explicitly excludes "regular print publications, republications, reprints, etc."
Resources falling under this excluded category, but still within the scope of RDA 1.11, are
routinely acquired by some cataloging agencies with which CEAL members are affiliated.
Guidelines for this excluded category of resources are anxiously awaited.

There is much more work that needs to be done for reproductions; especially the definition of
“reproductions” is very broad in RDA. Hopefully, some topics will be discussed in more
specificity in the near future.

Is this exception only applied to POD? How about other kinds of e-resources, especially those
not explicitly covered by PN guidelines?

| am not sure if this is the right place for this question. Regarding comprehensive records, can
this rule be applied to other cases besides microfilm/-fish reproductions? We had a huge set of
books which are reproductions of Japanese monographs and also a number of Japanese
periodicals and they were published in Korea. |did the best | could to catalog them at that time,
although | have to admit that | really didn't know which rules to follow. These are rather
problematic, especially since | have a feeling we will see more and more of these cases of
reproductions where publishers collect resources on a certain subject area in all sorts of
mediums and reproduce them together as a new work.

Note: “l would love to see "DESCRIPTIVE CATALOGING OF EAST ASIAN MATERIAL: CJK Examples
of AACR2 and Library of Congress Rule Interpretations" updated according to RDA rules!!! | see
some variation in the 264 field year Romanization in CJK records.” This point was mentioned in
the survey; however, the CEAL Committee on Technical Processing and Subcommittee on RDA
have been working on these issues. More updates will be announced by the CTP Subcommittee
on RDA in the near future.

We do not have any CJK-specific issues/concerns related to this draft policy statement yet;
however, a suggestion was made that there should be an explicit reference to relevant
provisions in "PCC Guidelines for Creating Bibliographic Records in Multiple Character sets"
(May 3, 2010), which appears to be neglected by some affected catalogers.



