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December 22, 2008

CHAPTER 0

Chapter 0 Introduction (and 1.1.3 Mode of issuance) The concept of “continuing resources” has not been included in the Chapter 0 Introduction nor in 1.1.3 Mode of Issuance, nor in the glossary, though we were assured that it would be in RDA. Doesn’t this violate the goal of consistency with other international standards? The concept is present in the ISBDs (i.e., ISBD (Continuing Resources)) and in ISSN documentation. In a “map” of the bibliographic universe, the concept of “finite vs. continuing” is pretty basic. If RDA is based on ISBDs as stated in 0.2, some explanation of continuing resources would be helpful.
0.6.2 Section 1:  The use of “later variant title” wording hasn’t been described well in relation to the “minor changes in title” in RDA 2.3.2.12.2.  “Major and minor changes” are vocabulary agreed upon with ISSN and ISBDs. There may also be other variant titles that aren’t considered the title itself on any issue.
CHAPTER 1

1.1.5 In the 4th paragraph, it says that “the term manifestation refers to the PHYSICAL embodiment of an expression .…”  Is the use of “physical” valid in relation to an electronic manifestation?
1.3 Statement of responsibility -- It would be helpful to have an option to omit the statement of responsibility if a controlled access point for the person or corporate body is present, as the CONSER Standard Record guidelines allow for omission of the statement of responsibility if the body is given an access point.
1.3 Title proper of series -- It would be helpful to have an option to omit the series statement if a controlled access point for the series is being added, again as the CONSER Standard Record guidelines allow.
1.3 Core elements -- Date of publication is labeled a “core” element, but this element can be problematic to determine for serials if the first issue is not in hand and  the initial publication date is unknown. Again, there are issues with the use of “earlier variant title” and “later variant title”, since vocabulary elsewhere is “minor changes.” On page 7, 4th paragraph of “Optional addition” – what does “most appropriate language or script” mean? This seems rather vague.
1.6.3.3, Re-basing of an integrating resource – it would be helpful to define "re-base" in the glossary. Also, can an online integrating resource be “re-based” as RDA says here? Not certain, but RDA may need to mention it, if it is possible. 
1.8.3 – This text seems to say that we cannot use numbers expressed as words in the Numeric and/or alphabetic designation areas. There is an alternative at 1.7.1 that an agency can use in-house guidelines for capitalization, punctuation, numerals, etc., but that is for instructions 1.7.2-1.7.9. Would an alternative be appropriate here?
1.9.2. These instructions seem to represent two discrete actions: (1) recording a date or range of dates for a given event (publication, etc.), and (2) characterizing the recorded date or range as either certain (i.e., X was published, etc., on Date 1 or between Date 1 and Date 2) or probable (i.e., X was probably published, etc., on Date 1 or between Date 1 and Date 2). This seems to be a case where current transcription practice muddies the logical waters a bit.

1.9.2.5 Decade Known, 1.9.2.6 Probable Decade, 1.9.2.8 Century Known, 1.9.2.9 Probable Century. This rule needs to indicate how to make a distinction between decade and century, e.g., for 1800-1810s (“1800s”) vs. century (also “1800s”) perhaps use “1800s (decade)” and “1800s (century)”
CHAPTER 2

2.1.3.3 More Than One Part and 2.1.3.4. Integrating Resource. -- 2.1.3.3 says to “choose a source of information”; 2.1.3.4 says to “choose a source or sources of information”. Should the wording in these two rules be the same?
2.2.2.1 3rd paragraph says to “Treat accompanying material as part of the resource itself when describing the resource as a whole using a comprehensive description.” Would this be appropriate even if the accompanying material has its own numbering? Clarify.
2.3.1.5, p. 17 – We could not find a rule as given in AACR2 1.1E and  AACR2 12.1E1c, to supply a brief addition in the language of the title proper as other title information to explain a title consisting solely of the name of a corporate body, conference, etc. Is there a reason this should not be added in RDA? 
2.3.2.5 Title in More Than One Form -- Would this be better worded, “If the source of information for the title proper bears more than one title … “? 
2.3.2.7 Recording the Title proper
It would be helpful to have a serial-related example here (as none of the examples seems to be a serials title)
2.3.2.11.2 Serials -- The minor change could actually be an earlier change you know about, not limited to a “later variation”, as worded here. 
2.3.2.12, p. 29-30 – It would be helpful to have a reference from this rule to 6.1.3.2. 

2.3.7.2, p. 46 – How can the earlier variant titles be taken from the sources listed here? This rule applies to integrating resources; earlier variations are no longer available if the cataloger is looking at the current iteration. The source for these earlier variations is actually the bibliographic record. 
2.3.7.3, p. 47, 1st example -- If the earlier title appears on "issues", then it is a serial, not an integrating resource. An earlier variation of the title proper would not be recorded for a serial unless we go to latest entry for minor changes. This example should be deleted or the word "issues" should be changed to "iterations".

2.3.7.3, p. 47 -- The statement "If earlier title variations appear on scattered iterations, make a general note ..." does not describe a likely occurrence, or that we would know if it did. 
2.3.8.3 Recording Later Variant Titles -- In paragraph two, it refers to 2.3.1, which tells you what to do once you have a major change, but it doesn’t refer to 2.3.2.12 where major and minor changes are described. “Later variant titles” is still confusing wording and it might be easier to just call them “minor changes.” Also, 2.3.8.4.2 describes minor changes, but how is this different than 2.3.8.3?
2.4.1.2, p. 59 – The rule says, "Take statements of responsibility from the same source as the associated title, designation of edition, designation of a named revision of an edition, title of a series, or title of a subseries." Then it refers you to other sections for "further guidance". In those other sections, it says, "Take statements of responsibility relating to the ... from the following sources (in order of preference):" and then it gives 3 sources, the first of which is the associated title, etc. That seems a bit of a conflict.
2.4.1.4  It would be helpful to have an example that fits serials here, e.g., “official journal of:”
2.4.2.3  A serial-type example would be helpful. 
2.5.1.2 Sources of Information -- It would be more helpful if the two a)-h) lists were merged into one, so that the reference for further guidance were with the first mention of a particular topic. Catalogers could easily miss the “further guidance” in the later part of the rule.
2.5.1.6.2 Serials -- Do these changes ever constitute a “major change”? What if a regional edition splits into two different editions?
2.5.9.2 Sources of Information – The second paragraph is hard to read and understand. Can’t this be said more simply? 

2.6 Numbering of serials -- This rule has been changed from four “easy-to-read” pages to twenty “very difficult to wade through” pages for what should be a relatively straightforward instruction on how to record numbering. Although we are now dealing with different elements for each aspect, there must be an easier way to write this. CONSER catalogers would appreciate a wording simplification such as that suggested by Kevin Randall.
2.6.1.2 Sources of information – It would be helpful to be able to take numeric and/or alphabetic and/or chronological designations from any source on the first issue or part, not just that source on the first issue or part that bears the title proper. The AACR2, chapter 12 instruction was changed to a wider choice of sources, because numbering and chronological designations are often given on a different source than the title.  Also, sources are repeated in 2.6.3.2, 2.6.4.2, 2.6.5.2, 2.6.6.2, 2.6.7.2, 2.6.8.2, 2.6.9.2. Could these not be consolidated into one rule?
2.6.1.2., p. 87-88 – There is no provision for numeric and/or alphabetic and/or chronological designations of the last issue of a new sequence if it's not the last issue of the title. For example, look at the last example in AACR2 12.3G1, which is: 

No. 1-no. 6 ; [2nd ser.], no. 1- ; -3rd ser., no. 104 ; 4th ser., no. 1- 

There is no place in RDA for "-3rd ser., no. 104". It doesn't fall under 2.6.1.2 a) "first issue or part" or b) "last issue or part" or c) "last issue or part of the first sequence", or d) "first issue or part of the new sequence". Perhaps "c" could be changed to "last issue or part of the first or the new sequence". There are several other places in this section where it would also need to be changed.
2.6.1.4 Recording Numbering of Serials On page 90, shouldn’t there be a category d) the numbering of the last issue or part under the new system?
2.6.3.3, p. 94-96 – Can we use the copyright date to supply chronological designation in brackets if there is no other enumeration or chronology? Missing text?
2.6.3.3, p. 96 -- The alternative right before 2.6.3.4 should be "Make a note on the chronological designation ..." (instead of "numbering) 
2.6.5.3, p. 100 – The alternative right before 2.6.5.4 should be "Make a note on the chronological designation ..." (instead of "numbering").
2.6.6.3, p. 101 – An alternative to make a note instead as in 2.6.2.3 & 2.6.4.3 would be helpful.
2.6.7.3, p. 102 – An alternative to make a note instead as in 2.6.3.3 & 2.6.5.3 would be helpful.
2.6.8.3, p. 103-104 – An alternative to make a note instead as in 2.6.2.3 & 2.6.4.3 would be helpful.
 2.6.9.3, p. 105-106 – An alternative to make a note instead as in 2.6.3.3 & 2.6.5.3 would be helpful.
2.8.2.1 Use of the word “release” sounds more like a “production” concept than a “publication”-related one.

2.8.2.4 More Than One Place of Publication -- For commercially published periodicals, there are often several places of publication. An option or serials exception to limit to the first 2 or 3 places listed would be helpful.
2.8.2.6.3 Known Country, State, Province, etc., of Publication -- It might be clearer to say: “If the local place is unknown, but the country, state, province, etc., of publication is known, supply the name of the larger place.”

2.8.3.1 Scope -- What if the title is in Latin, as sometimes happens with serials, but the publication statement is in the language of the place of publication? Is it still considered to be a “Parallel place of publication”?
2.8.4.7, p. 130, last paragraph -- Should there be a statement at the end of the paragraph that says, "Record a name of producer (see 2.7.4)" similar to the last paragraph under 2.8.6.6 on p. 136?
2.8.5 Parallel Publisher’s Name -- See CONSER comment for RDA 2.8.3.1 regarding titles in Latin and publishers in the language of place of publication. 

2.8.6 Date of Publication – CONSER would prefer that publication date not be a core element, since it is often not available if the first or last issue is not in hand.

2.8.6.4 Chronograms -- A definition of “chronogram” would be helpful, here and/or in glossary, even if it is considered to be standard vocabulary.
2.9.2.6.3  Same comment as under 2.8.2.6.3 above. 

2.9.2.6.4  Again, add “if the local place is unknown” as in 2.8.2.6.3.
2.9.3 Same comment as in 2.8.3.1 about a title in Latin and a place of distribution given in the language of the country of publication.
2.9.5.1 Again, same comment as in 2.8.3.1 about a title in Latin and a name given in the language of the country of publication.
2.10.3 Parallel Place of Manufacture -- Again, what if title is in Latin and place name is given in the language of the country of publication? 
2.12 Series Statement -- Stating this is a core element for numbering within series and subseries seems to be in contradiction with the instructions for 2.12.9.8.2 for serials, where it isn’t always required.
2.12.16.3, p. 186 – The 2nd example is backwards. If the main series has ISSN 0826-6875 and the ISSN of the main series is supposed to be omitted when recording the ISSN of a subseries, the ISSN recorded should be 0316-1854, not 0826-6875. 
2.13 Mode of Issuance -- “Continuing resources” is not mentioned in this rule nor elsewhere in RDA. See CONSER comment under chapter 0. There also is no instruction in RDA on recording information about a change in mode of issuance in RDA.
2.14.1.3 Recording Frequency -- The last sentence says “If the frequency is irregular, ....”  However, “irregular” is one of the terms given immediately above it as a term to be used. It seems to be saying that we have to record the frequency “Irregular” and also give a note. It might be clearer to begin the sentence “If none of the terms listed above is appropriate or sufficiently specific …”
2.15.1.7 Qualification -- Updating loose-leafs can now be assigned an ISSN, and therefore an example of an ISSN with (loose-leaf) would be helpful. 

2.16.1.1 Scope -- Circular definition
2.20.2.4 Title Variations, Inaccuracies, and Deletions. -- The rule should perhaps be labeled “UNIMPORTANT Title Variations, Inaccuracies, and Deletions.”
2.20.4.3 Edition Statements Relating to Issues, Parts, etc. -- An example such as the following would be helpful: “Original set consisted of 71 vols., published 1846-1880, reissued in several editions.” (from OCLC #2499812, where all editions are cataloged on one serial record) 

2.20.4.5 Change in Edition Statement –Has it been determined that a change in edition statement will always be a minor change? Is that appropriate? What about a resource that splits into two different editions, for example?
2.20.7.3 p. 216 mid-page instruction -- Does “identification” mean “description” as we’ve been using it in AACR2? If what is meant is the traditional “description” it would be clearer to use “description”. The use of the word “identifiers” seems to have a specialized and quite different role throughout RDA – and it is therefore confusing to use “identification” here. The use of “description” would also retain consistency with ISBDs (i.e., International Standard Bibliographic DESCRIPTION) 
2.20.12 Note on … -- In several places in this rule the word “identification” and “description” are used interchangeably, which is confusing. “Description” is preferable. As mentioned in earlier comment for 2.20.7.3, it’s confusing with the word “identifier” used in a different context in RDA. 
CHAPTER 3

3.4.1.12, p. 26 -- Something is missing in the first sentence. Perhaps it should say, "When preparing an analytical description for a part, RECORD THE EXTENT as instructed ..."  

3.22.4.4.1, p. 139 -- This rules says to make notes on details of change in dimension for serials. Does that conflict with 3.5.1.8.1 on p. 67, which says to apply instructions at 3.5.1.6, which says to “record the dimension of the smallest or smaller and the largest or larger”? 

CHAPTER 4

4.6 Uniform Resource Locator -- Should URNs also be covered in RDA? 
CHAPTER 5

5.5 It would be helpful to have a reference to 6.6.1.3, p. 38
CHAPTER 6

6.0 The last sentence might be better placed at the beginning where it won’t get lost. It doesn’t actually seem to be related to the “Purpose and scope.”
6.1 There seems to be a conflict between the instruction at 6.1 to “Apply the instructions in this chapter according to the policy of the agency creating the data” and the instructions at 6.2, 6.3, etc., stating that preferred title for a work, form of work, etc., are to be considered core elements (which implies at the very least that 6.2-6.2.3.5, 6.3-6.3.1.3, etc., are not subject to the policy of the agency creating the data) 

6.1.3.2.1, p. 3 -- There's something missing in the sentence for a). Perhaps instead of "a change affecting the preferred access point representing a person, family, or corporate body that is used in constructing the work" it should be, "a change affecting the preferred access point representing a person, family or corporate body that is used in constructing the preferred access point representing the work" (adding "preferred access point representing"). Note that this wording is used in 6.1.3.3.1a).  

6.1.3.3-6.1.3.3.2, p. 3-4 -- For an integrating resource, if the corporate body used in the preferred access point or the title that is used in the preferred access point changes, is it correct that the description would be revised, as it is in AACR2? In 6.1.3.3 it says, "... treat the changes ... as changes requiring the construction of a preferred access point representing a NEW work." In 6.1.3.3.1 it says, "... construct the preferred access point representing the work to reflect responsibility for the work as represented in the iteration used as the basis for the NEW description." And in 6.1.3.3.2 it says, "... construct the preferred access point representing the work reflecting the title as represented in the iteration used as the basis for the NEW description." Is the use of the word "new” problematic? Perhaps "revised" would be more appropriate than "new" in all three situations.
6.2.2.11.2-6.2.2.11.3, p. 24 -- The instruction at the end of 6.2.2.11.2 says, "If the compilation consists of two or more but not all the works of one person, family, or corporate body in a particular form, apply the instructions given under 6.2.2.16." The instruction at the beginning of 6.2.2.11.3 says, "For a compilation consisting of a) two or more but not all of the works of one person, family, or corporate body, in a particular form, or b) two or more but not all the works of one person, family, or corporate body, in various forms, [comma supplied] record the preferred title for each of the works in the compilation applying the basic instructions on recording titles of works given under 6.2.1." Is there really a difference between the instruction at the end of 6.2.2.11.2 and the instruction under a) at the beginning of 6.2.2.11.3 (other than sending you to different rules)?
6.8.1.1 Circular definition.  

6.8.1.3, p. 43-44 - The instruction at the bottom of the page says, "As appropriate, incorporate information pertaining to specific identifying elements (see 6.2.3-6.6) into a history of the work element." Does this  mean to include variant titles for the work, form of the work, date of the work, place of origin of the work, other distinguishing characteristics of the work, and original language of the work in the history of the work in addition to or instead of recording that information somewhere else in the record? How to indicate the source from which the information on the history of the work was derived (the last instruction before 6.9)?
6.12.1.1 Circular definition. 

6.17 Numeric Designation -- Heading would be clearer as: “Numeric Designation for a Musical Work” 

6.27.1.3, p. 144 - Does the alternative to include the preferred access points for all creators in the preferred access point representing the work apply also to the rules at the bottom of p. 145, 146, and 148? It is not clear from the placement of the alternative rule. 

Should there be a rule in RDA that says "If no persons, families, or corporate bodies are responsible for creating the work, construct the preferred access point representing the work by using the preferred title for the work, formulated according to the instructions given under 6.2.2"?  

6.27.4.2, p. 170 - Should the instruction in the middle of the page say, "If the preferred access point representing the part has been constructed using ONLY the preferred title for the work as a whole followed by the preferred title for the part, construct a variant access point using the title of the part on its own"?
Retrieved from "http://www.loc.gov/extranet/wiki/library_services/pcc/index.php/Chapter_07:_Describing_Content"

CHAPTER 7

7.12.1.3 No serial related example. One mentioning summaries and tables of contents would be useful. 

CHAPTER 8

8.1.2 Should the definition of corporate body include mention of conference as a type of corporate body?
8.8.1.3 It would be helpful to have an example for a corporate body.
CHAPTER 11

11.2.2.12 Transliteration. RDA should consider use ISO transliteration schemes to meet the goal of internationalization.

11.2.2.30 A better heading would be “Subordinate Religious Bodies” 
11.2.3.4, middle of p. 73.  It is somewhat limiting that this paragraph talks about how abbreviations are accessed differently, when we are working in many “catalogs.” Isn’t it more important for the rule to take into account sharing of data? 
11.2.3.5, bottom of p. 74. Same comment as for 11.2.3.4
11.2.3.6, middle of p. 78 and middle of p. 79. Same comment as for 11.2.3.4 
11.4. Initial paragraph. There are other qualifiers for corporate bodies than date, but this paragraph seems to place that limit on qualifiers for corporate bodies. Perhaps it should say "... a date may be used when needed to distinguish a corporate body ..." instead of "a date is required when needed ...." 

CHAPTER 16
16.2.2.5 Suggest future use of ISO transliterations. See comment in 11.2.2.12 
p. 5, last example on page. This example makes it look as if "Russia" should never be used in any situation. Perhaps some explanation is necessary.
16.2.2.9.2 Should we start spelling out names of states, territories, etc., in qualifiers? With the goal of internationalization, not everyone knows what abbreviations stand for in other countries. Spelling them out would make it clearer. This would affect other rules, also.
CHAPTER 17

17.4.2.1 may need an example of linking ISSN (is this a work or expression level ISSN??). Also perhaps in 17.9 Regular ISSN manifestation level?   

17.8.1.1 circular definition 
CHAPTER  18

18.4.2. Does this mean it requires a major change? It would be helpful if this vocabulary were integrated into the text here for consistency with the definition of major change in 6.1.3.2.
CHAPTER 19

19.2 One corporate body responsible for the creation of a work, p. 9 --An example of a corporate body for an annual report would be helpful, not just archives of corporate bodies. Or does this type of example belong under Works of an Administrative Nature, p. 16? An example would still be helpful, if it belongs there, rather than two directory examples.
19.3.1.3 A “prepared by”example would be helpful. Many serials prepared by a person or corporate subbody. 

CHAPTER 21

21.4.1.1 Circular definition 

21.4.1.2 Shouldn’t this say “Take information on DISTRIBUTORS …” (and not PUBLISHERS)?
CHAPTER 24

24.4.3. The instruction is called "Description of the Related Work, Expression, Manifestation, or Item", but the actual text addresses only manifestations and items. 

24.5.1.1 Circular definition 

24.5.1.2, p. 6 – The rule says, "Take information on the nature of the relationship between works, expressions, manifestations, or items." Should "from any source" be added?
 24.5.1.3 Example on top of page 7 is confusing. Why isn’t it using the preferred access point, rather than the key title? Hot-linking is done on the title from the related record in OPACs, so that is a better choice for the access point. 

24.6 Numbering of Part and also in 24.6.1.1, 24.6.1.2, 24.6.1.3 Shouldn’t this be called “Numbering of Part or Issue”? 

24.6.1.3, 1st example on top of p. 9. Memoires de la Societe archeologique de Montpellier is a serial title, so this should be labeled “Numbering of issue within the work.” Also, the fifth example on p. 9 is a serial (it is in the ISSN database), so it should say numbering of “issue”. Since “part or issue” has been agreed to in numbering, shouldn’t that vocabulary be used here?
CHAPTER 25

Many of the serial examples in Chapters 25-28 for "Identifier of the Related Work" include the key title as well as the ISSN. For example, in RDA 25.1.1.3 the last 5 examples provide the key title and ISSN, though on pages 8-9 and 13-15 the examples use the preferred access point. CONSER suggests that it would be better to use the preferred access point on the related record. In OPACs in particular, the preferred access point is generally hot-linked to the title of the related record, not the key title.

APPENDIX I  RELATIONSHIP DESIGNATORS
I.2.1 it might be helpful to have a designator for “preparer”. There are often serials, government documents in particular, prepared by a person or subordinate corporate body.
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Audiorecording -- Book, p. 2, 4. The relationship designator “producer” should be added following the access point for the contributor “Seligman, Lawrie” (in both the list of RDA elements and the MARC 21 encoding) 

Serial, Using ISBD Punctuation, p. 19 -- In 530, "form available note" should be taken out of the end of the Data Recorded column. 

Corporate Body 1, Encoded in MARC 21, p. 62 -- On p. 35 of Appendix E, it says "N/A" beside $w of 530, but there is no * beside it. It says on p. 18 that "N/A*" means the element is not scheduled to be included in RDA until after the initial release in 2009. Does $w a, which means earlier heading, qualify as the Relationship designator "predecessor" on p. 61. Same question in Corporate Body 2, p. 64-65. 

Work 7, RDA Elements, p. 100 -- There is a *++ beside "Preferred title for the work" and "Other distinguishing characteristic of the work", but I didn't see an explanation of what *++ meant. Retrieved from "http://www.loc.gov/extranet/wiki/library_services/pcc/index.php/Appendix_M:_Complete_Examples"
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