Self-Assessment of the PCC Advisory Committee on Initiatives
Requested by the PCC Steering Committee
September 9, 2013
The following assessment was developed by member of the committee during an in-person meeting at ALA Chicago and subsequent conference calls.  

-----Original Message-----
From: Philip Schreur [mailto:pschreur@stanford.edu] 
Sent: Friday, February 22, 2013 10:15 AM
To: Riemer, John
Cc: Philip Schreur
Subject: Advisory Committee on Initiatives

Hi John,

I've been meaning to write to you about the Advisory Committee on Initiatives.  As the Committee's initial appointment period is drawing to a close, the Steering Committee would like to ask your group for a self-assessment that can be discussed at PoCo in November.  We're particularly interested in your thoughts on the effectiveness of the group, the ongoing need/workload for the group, any overlaps you see between your work and the charges of the other standing committees, avenues of communication with other groups in PoCo and PoCo itself, and plans for transition for the chair and membership (the governance doc doesn't really address this).  You've done some great things over the past couple of years, it's time to move on to next steps. Do you think getting something written up by the beginning of summer seems reasonable?  We're looking forward to what you guys have to say.

Phil

--

Philip E. Schreur

Chair, Program for Cooperative Cataloging Head, Metadata Department Stanford University

650-723-2454

650-725-1120 (fax)

-----Original Message-----
General Observations
Given the emphasis on new metadata roles and practices in the PCC Strategic Directions document, http://www.loc.gov/aba/pcc/about/PCC-Strat-Dir-Actions.doc , we believe it is necessary for the PCC to have a standing committee designated to focus on this growth area.  Thus far within PCC’s governance structure the Advisory Committee on Initiatives has functioned as a de facto standing committee.  

The PCC is or could be a helpful resource for those looking for leadership, ideas and advice, at both PCC and non-PCC institutions. 
Metadata is not going away; it is becoming more complex.  The implication would seem to be that new metadata roles and schemas would warrant more attention from PCC rather than less.   Digital library projects are a “wild west” frontier and the PCC needs a group to focus on them.
What do OCLC, LC, and PCC want to achieve together in the metadata arena?  There is a need to reach outside to other metadata communities (see SD1 in the PCC Strategic Directions document), which we did in the summer in 2012 with the DCMI Vocabulary Management Group.  

The existence of this group can extend the relevance of PCC to practitioners not now involved in the PCC.  (“PCC welcomes interaction—both influencing and being influenced by other metadata communities”—Strategic Directions document, SD1)

We believe the PCC needs to determine what it sees as its overall relationship to the BibFrame initiative.  Following that, each standing committee would better be able to find clarity on its niche.  The PCC will probably want to more with linked data besides BibFrame.
Whether we accomplished as much as we wanted to does not really bear on the need for the continued existence of this group.  It has appeared to members of the Advisory Group that RDA has exhausted everyone over the past several years.  
Accomplishments

We reviewed the items covered in our charge, at: http://www.loc.gov/aba/pcc/resources/Adv-Initiatives.doc.

(1) We developed a “Redux” document for PCC’s review (12/22/2012 email), which the PoCo Chair commented favorably on.

(3) We are close to finished with a survey on NACO/SACO practices for digital library project work at PCC institutions.
(2) In work yet to be done: (2) Metadata metrics need to be identified.  While we were able to identify gaps, it would take more resources to figure what meaningful metrics would be.  We came to a realization that we should clarify the goal for the metrics yet to be developed.  Are we capturing the quantity of this new type of work for the sake of determining ongoing eligibility for PCC membership?  Or are we trying to help those at many types of institutions measure how much their staff spend time and energy on new types of metadata work?  The latter encompasses both PCC and non-PCC libraries.  A next step might be to develop a typology of the different categories of the “new” work.   We are unaware of other organizations like ALCTS undertaking this work.
(4) We still feel there is a lot of value in PCC’s developing a clearinghouse of best practices for metadata activity.

(5) In seeking out new members for our group, we should explicitly pursue geo-tagging expertise.  

(6) In summer 2012 we reached out Diane Hillman’s DCMI Vocabulary Management Group in a joint conference call.  A couple of our members agreed to additional steps; however, this effort was subsumed into the Relationship Designator Guidelines Task Group, chaired by one of our members.  The W3C Library Linked Data Incubator Group ended in 2011.

The above items appear strongly tied to the Strategic Directions document.  A more detailed record of our work can be viewed in the meeting minutes and reports posted below our charge http://www.loc.gov/aba/pcc/resources/Adv-Initiatives.doc.
We developed a lot of good ideas during the first 3 years of our existence.

The name of our group (PCC Advisory Group on Initiatives) is too generic.  A better name would help draw people in.   Two possibilities that occurred to us, in order of preference:

· Standing Committee on Metadata Practices

· Advisory Committee on Metadata Futures

Membership

It is necessary to have LC and OCLC representatives on our group.  If we become a permanent standing committee, we want connections to their work.  Becoming a permanent committee will help to draw in others.

In transitioning from a provisional to a permanent group, we propose this adoption of staggered terms:
	Member
	Current term
	Comment

	Matthew Beacom
	2010-2013
	Replacement needed

	Xiaoli Li
	2010-2013
	Renewal/Replacement decision pending

	Marty Kurth
	2011-2014
	

	Jon Shaw
	2011-2014
	

	Glen Wiley
	2011-2014
	

	John Riemer, chair
	2012-2015
	

	Jennifer Bowen
	2012-2015
	

	Erin Stalberg
	2012-2015
	

	Chew Chiat Naun
	2013-2016
	


We have encompassed both PCC and non-PCC member institutions in our work.  With the latter we have been able to bring in valuable new expertise and we see a prospect of drawing in a new constituency to the PCC.  

Active use of subgroups, as seen in other standing committees, could give us more reach.  
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