Speaker’s notes - Implementation scenarios, encoding structures and display
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In this session I’ll be talking about the implementation of RDA in library systems.  Starting at a conceptual level with a description of several database implementation scenarios; moving through the nuts and bolts of data encoding with MARC21 and Dublin Core, and finally looking at specific implementation issues for library systems and Libraries Australia.
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It’s worth noting that, as mentioned by previous speakers, RDA is a content standard. It describes how metadata is to be created to describe and provide access to resources but does not specify how data should be displayed or encoded.

While RDA is based on FRBR, and metadata created according to RDA will have the potential to better support the user functions described in FRBR, the extent to which these improvements are realised for users will depend to a significant degree on how RDA (and FRBR) are implemented in encoding standards and in library systems. Conversely, some library systems have already implemented FRBR concepts (e.g. FRBRized result displays) using existing AACR2 metadata.

In October 2006 the Joint Steering Committee published a paper that described three implementation scenarios for RDA. The scenarios weren’t intended to be prescriptive but to simply illustrate some of the database design options for implementing RDA.  It is important to note that each scenario includes the same data elements (or attributes) but different data structures are used to store the data and reflect the relationships between the data elements (entities). 

As Tom Delsey said in his introduction to the paper, each scenario supports the objectives that RDA is designed to fulfil but the different data structures have a bearing on the efficiency of data creation and maintenance, and on the ease and effectiveness with which users are able to access the data.

The following three slides are based on the JSC paper and also slides from a presentation delivered by Barbara Tillett in May this year.
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This scenario describes the data structure found in flat files of MARC records, or in some of the library systems. Descriptive data is stored in bibliographic records. And there are authority records that contain data that describes persons, corporate bodies etc. associated with the work and also preferred and variant forms of name for use as  access points, however the record types are not linked.  

The model may also include Holdings or item level data within the bibliographic record or as a separate linked holdings record.

This model may be appropriate for the exchange of data in MARC files but is much less than optimal for exploiting the richness and functionality that can be supported even by present day MARC records.
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This scenario is a data structure that is common in current library systems. Descriptive data is stored in bibliographic records with links to authority records that describe persons, corporate bodies etc. associated with the work and also include preferred and variant forms of name for use as access points. 

The bibliographic and authority records are usually linked by the text of the heading, or in some systems by record control numbers (identifiers). Holdings data may be stored in separate records or in the bibliographic record.
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In some current library systems, and increasingly in the future, records will be stored in a relational or object-oriented database structure that mirrors the FRBR and FRAD conceptual models. Descriptive data elements are stored in separate records which reflect the various FRBR entities. 

And the data elements for access points are stored in records which reflect the FRAD entities such as: person, corporate body, family and concept.

The various records are linked by the text of the access point or, preferably, by persistent identifiers.
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New database structures, such as the relational/object orientated model, will be important in realising the full potential of RDA.
For cataloguers and system administrators they will improve the efficiency of data creation and maintenance. This will happen, for example, by allowing data for works and expressions to be created once only, and then re-used as needed.

New database structures will also improve the ease and effectiveness with which users are able to access the data and navigate the database. 

However it is important to note that these changes aren’t required for the initial implementation of RDA.
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Following on from the discussion of data structures I should also mention that:

Unlike AACR, RDA doesn’t specify record display format – however it will include examples of RDA data in various display formats.

This reflects the real world in which display formats are determined by library managers, system designers and system capability.

RDA will include an appendix which describes how RDA metadata can be presented in accordance with the ISBD standard.
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This is part of an example that will appear in RDA. It illustrates the mapping of RDA Elements to ISBD elements and the use of appropriate punctuation. As you can see it is all quite familiar.
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Moving on to MARC.  An RDA/MARC Working Group with members from the British Library, Library of Congress, Library and Archives Canada, JSC, and MARBI was formed in March to identify the MARC 21 changes that are required to accommodate the encoding of RDA data. 

The Working Group has followed several core principles:

· Not everyone that uses MARC 21 will use RDA as the content standard;

· MARC 21 should be neutral and flexible as to which types of records, fields and subfields map to which FRBR entities; and

· MARC 21 should be neutral and flexible with respect to database design but should support any of the three scenarios mentioned previously in the presentation.

An important observation made by the Working Group is that RDA specifies the identification of some data at a level that is finer than AACR2. 

The Working Group drafted a number of proposals which were considered by the MARC Advisory Committee in June 2008. Some of these proposals were approved while others were deferred for further discussion in January 2009. 
The Working Group also prepared a number of discussion papers which were released in June 2008 and may become Proposals for the January 2009 meeting of the MARC Advisory Committee.  These papers are available at the LC MARC Maintenance Agency web site at the addresses on the screen.
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So the picture regarding changes to MARC 21 will be clearer early in 2009. As you will see from the coming slides the MARC 21 changes needed to support the initial implementation of RDA are fairly minor.

Also, RDA will include an appendix which documents the mapping of RDA metadata to, and from, MARC 21 bibliographic and authority records, and to Dublin Core.

Now let’s look at the proposed MARC 21 changes.  I have included the next few slides to give you the flavour of the changes but as most of the changes are yet to be confirmed I will move through the slides fairly quickly. Also please note that this is not a complete, or detailed, list of the changes that are under consideration.
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At its June meeting the MARC Advisory Committee approved the addition of several new subfields to the Dissertation note field (tag 502). The new subfields will enable the separate encoding of information about the thesis or dissertation. This information may currently be recorded in the $a subfield as free text. The change will probably be implemented later in the year.
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While there are already a number of systems that have implemented FRBR principles using existing MARC records it is believed that explicitly coding whether a record represents an FRBR Work, Expression or Manifestation, will support more effective display of data.  

An OCLC study found that 78 percent of WorldCat items exist as a single manifestation. In such cases the manifestation record is also the work and expression records – field 011 will be optional in these and other manifestation records. 

While currently Name/Title authority records and Title authority records represent works and expressions, and Bibliographic records generally describe manifestations, this does not have to be the case therefore Field 011 is being defined in both the Bibliographic and Authority format. It would be expected that field 011 would be present in any Name/Title authority records and Title authority records created according to RDA. It could optionally be added to records created under other cataloguing rules, e.g. AACR2.  The field is not repeatable.
At its meeting in June, the MARC Advisory Committee deferred this proposal for further discussion in January 2009. They did not consider that it is necessary for an initial implementation of RDA. They also had concerns about the proposed use of English language words instead of coded values to describe the FRBR entities.
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As you have heard earlier today the replacement of GMD with Content Type, Carrier type, and Media type is one of the more obvious changes that will come with RDA. Rather than changing existing fields the RDA/MARC Working group has recommended the establishment of either one new variable-length field with separate subfields for content, media and carrier type, OR separate new variable-length fields for each element. 

The content, media and carriers types would be recorded as text (as opposed to coded data).  The field (or fields) would be repeatable to support records for resources containing multiple media or carriers, and to allow the use of descriptive terms from different source vocabularies.

The example at the bottom of the screen shows the single field option as it could look for a music audio CD.

At its meeting in June, the MARC Advisory Committee deferred this proposal for further discussion in January 2009. The discussion centred on the proposed use of English language words, instead of coded values, to describe content, carrier and media type.
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It is proposed to add new subfields to field 340 (Physical medium) to allow the identification of the attributes of each carrier have been proposed as per the screen.  The change will be considered by the MARC Advisory Committee in January.
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It is proposed to add a new subfield to field 500 (General note). Notes relating to carrier attributes will be encoded in field 500, to enable this there needs to be a way to label the note to indicate the carrier attribute to which the note pertains. The new display text subfield also could be used to label other notes.
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It is proposed to add a number of additional coded data values to represent new content, media and carrier terms that are included in RDA as shown on the screen. I won’t go through them in detail now but as you can see they relate to either field 007 or 008.
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RDA includes elements that record additional information about persons, corporate bodes and families that have not been recorded previously, or have not been encoded separately before. 

Changes to the MARC 21 Authority format have been proposed to support separate encoding of dates associated with a person, corporate body or family, for example birth and death dates that are currently encoded as a range can be separately encoded. 

The changes would also support the encoding of additional information about persons, corporate bodes and families, for example addresses, occupation, gender, and language of the person.

It is likely that most, if not all, of these changes will go ahead.
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The MARC relator is likely to be expanded to include additional roles identified in RDA

As RDA will identify all terms in its role list with a unique URI, this data may need to accommodated in MARC; probably in subfield $4. 

Another proposal in this discussion paper was to define subfield $4 in the Authority format. It was thought that this may be necessary because RDA specifies relators to be used to record the relationship between persons, families and corporate bodies, and works and expressions; and because works and expressions are represented by MARC Authority records. The MARC Advisory Committee found that there wasn’t a pressing need for subfield $4 in Authority records for works and expressions however it may reconsider this in the future. 
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The DCMI (Dublin Core Metadata Initiative)/RDA Task Group was formed in April 2007. The Task Group is lead by Gordon Dunsire of the University of Strathclyde and Diane Hillmann of Cornell University. 
The charter of the group is “To define components of RDA as a Resource Description Framework (RDF) vocabulary for use in developing a Dublin Core application profile.” 
In short, this involves identifying the RDA data elements that are to be included, specifying the attributes of each element, and assigning a URI for each element. So far the Task Group has identified 246 RDA metadata elements.
The RDA value vocabularies, that list terms that are defined in RDA, are also under development. An RDF schema representation will then be created for the RDA Element vocabulary. The examples given on this slide are from a presentation delivered by Gordon Dunsire in August.
If that description of the process is a little opaque then let’s look at the outcome:  

The RDA Vocabularies Project will expose the RDA bibliographic elements and values in the form of Semantic Web vocabularies, thereby making them reusable in Semantic Web applications and citable with Uniform Resource Identifiers (URIs).  
The use of the Resource Description Framework (RDF) will allow the RDA elements to be used not just by humans, but also in automated processes. 

The Task Group is also working to develop a Dublin Core Application Profile for RDA.  DC is a very broad encoding format for metadata; the Application Profile will define which DC elements are to be used to support the various RDA data elements. Overall the development of support for RDA in DC will enable RDA to be used by, and be of benefit to, a broader user community. 
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The system implementation of the MARC 21 changes needed to support RDA should be of similar scope and complexity to the implementation of the new and changed field and subfield definitions, and new coded data values, that are made periodically by the MARC Advisory Committee. 

They will need to be supported in the cataloguing interface, record validation, search result displays and may need to be included in index definitions. 
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OCLC have not yet made any public statements regarding the implementation of RDA support for WorldCat. They informed me that this, not unreasonably is because neither the final draft of the RDA text or the final versions of the proposed MARC 21 changes have been released.

However OCLC has been active in a number of bodies which have been involved in the production of RDA, and in bodies that are planning its implementation. These are: 

· Ex-officio member of ALA Committee on Cataloguing

· JSC RDA Examples Groups

· RDA/MARC Working Group

· ALA RDA Implementation Task Force
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At Libraries Australia we are committed to supporting the creation and exchange of RDA data from the agreed Australian implementation date.

In addition, just as records created according to older cataloguing rules (for example AACR1 or the ALA Cataloguing rules) continue to be used and exchanged some 30 years after the implementation of AACR2, we should expect that these, and AACR2 records, will continue to be used for years to come and will co-exist in our library systems with records created according to RDA. 

Libraries Australia will continue to support the exchange of records created according to AACR2 or other standards as long as they are supported in MARC21.

Libraries Australia will also publish a policy guideline as to when AACR2 records can and should be upgrade to reflect RDA.
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Libraries Australia will investigate whether it is feasible and/or desirable to use global change programs to create any new RDA data elements using data that is already present in the record, or to massage existing data elements so that they comply with RDA.  Investigation will be undertaken once the MARC 21 changes have been finalised. The timing of any such changes will be carefully considered so that they meet the needs of the greatest number of Australian libraries. They are likely to occur some time after the initial RDA implementation.

Libraries Australia will provide users with as much notice as possible of any changes to the data format and cataloguing policy.

RDA related changes will be reflected in LA training courses and system documentation.

And Libraries Australia will aim to provide a training system that supports RDA well in advance of the formal Australian RDA implementation date.
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