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Introduction

The Task Force on Core Level Cataloging was appointed by Joan Swanekamp and charged with examining all issues and concerns relevant to the adoption of core level cataloging as the default for most current, non-rare materials added to the collection.  Its members are Eva Bolkovac, Robert Killheffer, Emily Ray, Chuck Riley, Manon Theroux, and Larry Heiman, Chair.  The specific elements of its charge are:
 
1.  Assess current cataloging practice, recommending revisions to existing practice when                


     necessary or recommending new policies.


2.  Examine the benefits and disadvantages of following local policies and requirements    
     for authority records, rather than the PCC core standard.

3.  Assess current authority record creation practices, recommending revision to existing    
     practice or new policies as needed.


4.  Evaluate current cataloging policies and criteria for items being transferred to LSF and
      recommend changes that will accelerate cataloging of backlog items designated for LSF, 
      including an assessment of the need for call number assignment for items going directly
      to LSF after being cataloged.


5.  Prepare a report on the above, giving workflow guidelines and recommending a time line    

      for implementation.

Background
The core record standard was developed in 1994 by a task group appointed by the Cooperative Cataloging Council, currently known as the Program for Cooperative Cataloging (PCC).  Core level records contain a set of data elements less than that for full level cataloging, but more than that for minimal level cataloging.  Essentially, core level cataloging calls for fewer notes, fewer subject headings, and fewer added entries.  Emphasis is on cataloger's judgment, allowing for flexibility to add additional elements when deemed beneficial by the cataloger.  Originally developed as a standard for books, core record standards have since been adopted for rare books, monographic electronic resources, graphic materials, moving image materials, sound recordings, printed/manuscript music, collections, cartographic materials, and serials.  It has been the default for Library of Congress cataloging since 1998.
Summary of Our Recommendations

1.  Assess current cataloging practice, recommending revisions to existing practice when       necessary or recommending new policies.
Recommendation:  Yale should adopt the core record standards given in the integrated Chart of All PCC BIBCO Core Record Standards (available at http://www.loc.gov/catdir/pcc/bibco/core2002.html) as the default for all original/new cataloging, excluding rare books and other specified special materials for the following reasons:


a) Project studies have shown that core level cataloging saves time.
  Time saved can be 
used by original catalogers to focus on cataloging unique items in our collections, reducing 
backlogs, etc.

b) The core level is a nationally recognized, high-quality standard for cataloging.  Core level records will be supported by the same national standards (AACR2, MARC 21, etc.) and   Yale authorities policies utilized in full level cataloging.


c) Core level records provide sufficient information for identification and retrieval.  Rather 
than follow the goal of having every field on a record that can apply, the core level record is 


based on a more streamlined sense of quality, which allows cataloging to be done in a more 
timely manner.  Core level records provide the "floor" without being minimal level.  


Catalogers may add any fields 
desired for increased access and identification.  

d) Differences between core and full level records often lie primarily in the notes; many of 
these are not necessary for identification or retrieval.  Catalog users often don't read all the 
notes, and many often are not even viewable in short displays in the OPAC.

e) Local data may be included in core records when considered desirable.
Although the core level records provide sufficient access to library materials using the MARC standard, there will be functional losses when performing data mining and creating Voyager reports based on these MARC records.  Since fewer fields are required, and where data is not provided, they can't be used for creating custom reports for specific needs and projects.  Also, the lack of data may hinder user searching and data mining capabilities in future information storage and retrieval systems.  

Recommendation:  Although our charge was limited to recommendations concerning cataloging of “current, non-rare materials”, we encourage the Rare Book Team and Beinecke to explore whether adopting the BIBCO Core Record Standard for Rare Books might make sense for certain categories of materials or special backlog reduction projects.

2.  Examine the benefits and disadvantages of following local policies and requirements    for authority records, rather than the PCC core standard.
Recommendation:  The Task Force recommends we continue following local policies and requirements for authority records, rather than the PCC core standard.  Adopting the PCC core standard would require that every heading be supported by a national level authority record.  If we were to adopt the PCC core standard, more time would be spent creating authority records and the chief purpose of adopting the core level record, to save time in cataloging, would be defeated. 

Benefits of following current Yale policies for authority record creation instead of the PCC core standards:

 
a)  Fewer authority records need to be created, allowing for more time spent creating 

  
     bibliographic records and other activities.

b)  Authority records are only created when really necessary to distinguish among similar 
     headings or to provide cross references from variant forms.
Potential disadvantages of following current Yale policies instead of the PCC core standards:


a)  Catalogers have more “rules” to remember (i.e. local policies are more complicated to

   
     remember than “always create an authority record”).

   
b)  Catalogers get less practice in authority record creation, thus they tend not to internalize 
     the skills as well and take longer to become independent for NACO work, which results 
     in more time spent being revised.
   
c)  Authority control librarian must do more post-cataloging cleanup/revision.

d)  The Core level is a BIBCO-developed standard with an inherent trade-off: although the resulting records are less-than-full in terms of description, they can be accepted by other libraries during copy cataloging with no need for heading verification.  Would we be abusing the trade-off inherent in the core standard by cutting back on description, but not offsetting that loss by providing authorized headings?
e)  RLIN will soon be merged into OCLC.  Will our "fuller, better" records be lost to other libraries in OCLC's master record environment if they are not PCC coded records?  We await the outcome of the development of the institutional record in OCLC.
3.  Assess current authority record creation practices, recommending revision to existing   practice or new policies as needed.
Recommendation:  Current authority record creation practices be retained, but, in rare instances, allow exceptions to be made when other benefits are found to clearly outweigh the benefits of establishing headings. 
The Southeast Asia Collection has a special policy for creation of name authority records, i.e. personal name headings that would require cross references need not be established if they are first-time authors in the Yale catalog.  This policy reflects the limited staffing in this unit, the limited number of Southeast Asian names being established by PCC catalogers, and the reality that nearly every Southeast Asian name requires cross references.  Yale may want to adopt this policy or other exceptions for other language or subject areas, special projects, etc., when deemed justified.
4.  Evaluate current cataloging policies and criteria for items being transferred to LSF and       recommend changes that will accelerate cataloging of backlog items designated for LSF,       including an assessment of the need for call number assignment for items going directly to LSF after being cataloged.
Recommendation:  If the core level is adopted as the default when cataloging materials for the first time, it should also be the default when cataloging materials that will be sent directly to LSF after being cataloged.  

This and the following recommendations are meant for “newly cataloged” materials, i.e. cataloged for the first time at Yale.  We expect the Catalog Management Team will continue to follow its current policies and procedures when transferring previously cataloged materials to LSF from on-campus locations.
Recommendation:  We should continue to assign a classification number to materials sent directly to LSF after cataloging.  Although we recognized that a great deal of savings in time and money would result from not requiring a classification number on LSF materials, we saw strong disadvantages in not having the classification number.
First, while retrieval would not be affected since barcodes are used by LSF for retrieval purposes, the lack of a call number would adversely affect browsing by classification and potential browsing capabilities by classification hierarchies would be lost or compromised.  We considered policies of some other major research libraries in our discussions.  
While the New York Public Library Research Libraries has its own classification system based on general subject area, size, and accession number, it does not allow for browsing by classification.  The Chair contacted Kate Harcourt, Head, Original Serial and Monograph Cataloging, at Columbia University, and learned that Columbia policy is to assign call numbers to all new material processed for its off-site facility, which is now considered its largest departmental library.  It is considered critical for collection analysis.  They use the 050 field to collect and compile all kinds of internal and external statistics.  In general, they find themselves classifying (not necessarily cuttering) more than ever before because they are using it as a subject metadata element.  In digitization processes involving old books (e.g., Google Scholar) it provides the subject access more concisely and consistently than subject headings.  They also class electronic resources because the metadata can be used outside the catalog to generate subject lists.  As an example of using the 050 as metadata, see their project Columbia’s Hierarchical Interface to LC Classification (Columbia HILCC), which was recently acquired by Serials Solutions because people want the metadata.  http://www.columbia.edu/cu/libraries/inside/projects/metadata/hilcc/
Other OPAC front-ends are also developing new ways to make use of classification numbers in a way that are user-friendly in browsing both subject and classification hierarchies, e.g. North Carolina State University Libraries' Endeca (http://www.lib.ncsu.edu/catalog/browse.html).  This is far superior to doing a call number browse in our OPAC (because in our current OPAC users don't know what to enter as their browse terms unless they've memorized the LC classification schedules.  They might not even know that call numbers have a collocation function and are more than simply a place to park a book on the shelf.  So, even if past studies have shown that call number browses are not being used, it is clear that the data could be very useful for browsing in an Endeca-type interface in the near future. Such interfaces are becoming much more common, many system vendors are developing them, and there are also many independent, open-source options being developed.  
Second, permanent transfer of items from LSF to SML, CCL, etc., would be more difficult.  At present, there is no automatic mechanism for returning items from LSF to on-campus libraries based on circulation.  In the past, it was the practice to notify Selectors of items that had been paged from LSF more than once in the previous year and ask whether or not they wished to have any of these items permanently withdrawn from LSF’s inventory and transferred back to campus.  The majority of these transfers did not come from recently cataloged materials.  With the complications resulting from the CCL renovation, LSF has not solicited selector feedback on this issue in the past 2 years, but they will probably resume the practice following the re-shifting of CCL back into its new quarters in the fall of 2007.  Although the percentage of items transferred from LSF to on-campus libraries has been small in the past and, the potential for problems should be considered.
  
Finally, less than 3% of the material at LSF currently circulates.  Would lack of a call number 
cause an even further decrease in use?  Or make a resource seem of lesser value?

Recommendation:  Cutter numbers should not be required on materials cataloged and then sent directly to LSF, but implementation of this policy should be delayed.

If cuttering was not required for materials sent to LSF, time would be saved because shelflisting would no longer be required.  Retrieval would not be affected since barcodes are used for retrieving LSF materials.  As mentioned above, lack of a cutter would create problems in transfer materials back to on-campus libraries, but since the percentage of materials that transfers back is small, we believe the overall time saved by not cuttering outweighs the disadvantages.  Of course, if a complete call number exists on member copy, it would be retained.
Youn Noh is chairing a CMS Task Force on Subject Access.  As part of its charge, “evaluating the effectiveness of existing and potential uses of classification schemes”, they will be making a closer analysis of this issue.  For this reason, it is logical to defer any recommendations on this issue until the Subject Access Task Force has issued its final report, which is due December 1, 2007.

5.  Prepare a report on the above, giving workflow guidelines and recommending a time line for implementation.

Recommendation:  All of CMS, in addition to other Yale cataloging units, should be given training on the creation of core level records before implementation.
Recommendation:  The Cataloging Policy and Documentation Committee (CPDC) should develop guidelines that would specify any variations in local Yale practices.  These guidelines would be used by catalogers in conjunction with the integrated Chart of All PCC BIBCO Record Standards.  
Recommendation:  The new default should be implemented as soon as documentation and training are completed.
The Task Force felt very strongly that training was necessary for successful transition to the new default standards.  Documentation should be created and approved before training so that it can be include as part of the training.  This should include tag by tag instructions with any variations in Yale policy from the PCC Core Standards.  The Task Force also saw it as imperative that the Chief Catalog Librarian and the CMS Team Leaders be fully behind implementation of the core level standard as the default for cataloging.  Without their strong endorsement, it was felt that experienced catalogers would simply continue with their current practices.
Any specific recommendations we have for variations from the standards are given below.  These are given only to highlight some Task Force recommendations that differ from the PCC core standard and are not meant to be comprehensive or as a substitute for the PCC BIBCO Core Standards for the individual formats, which can be found at http://www.loc.gov/catdir/pcc/bibco/coreintro.html.  

· A core record will have the encoding level “4”.  If headings are fully supported by national level authority records, it will have “c” as the Cataloging source and “pcc” in a 042 tag.  If not, it will be coded non-PCC core and have “d” as the Cataloging source and there will not be a 042 tag on the record.

· Leader and directory
Always coded completely, the same as for the National Level Record (NLR) standard.  The       difference between core and full is limited to the encoding level.

Full level = blank

Core level = 4
We recommend Yale catalogers, when doing original cataloging, code everything as Core level.  When cataloging from member copy, both encoding levels Full and Core would be accepted.  Minimal level records would be upgraded to Core level.  It should be understood that all bibliographic information found on member copy is retained, whether or not it is required for Core level, unless it is inaccurate.  
· Variable Control Fields
001, 003, 005 are generally system-supplied.  Code any applicable fields designated by the National Level Record (NLR) as mandatory or mandatory-if-applicable.

007 for non-book formats is coded as appropriate.
· Fixed field coding (008)

Required elements vary based on format; code all elements required by the core and NLR standards.  Libraries generally code the 008 completely and the Task Force recommends we do so since it is easier to remember and probably faster. 
· 0XX (Variable Data Fields)
Core and full level records are coded the same with the following exceptions:

020 – If present on the item, at least one ISBN is required on core records.  $z is not 
required, but may be useful for access.  We recommend that only one ISBN be required on a record.  If choosing between American or foreign press, the ISBN for the U.S. publisher is preferred.  If cataloging as a multi-volume set, give the ISBN for the complete set, if available.  ISBN-10 or ISBN-13?  Keep all ISBNs already on record, unless inaccurate.  Not requiring that all ISBNs on an item be entered in the bib record may hinder the catching of duplicates in Acquisitions.
041 – Language coding is not mandatory for books, but is for most non-book formats.  We recommend against adding this code, but do recommend keeping if it is already on the record.

042 – Include 042 field with “pcc” if all access points are supported by national level authority records.

043 – Geographic area code is not mandatory on core records.  We recommend against adding this code, but do recommend keeping if it is already on the record.
· 050, etc. (Call/Classification Numbers)
Only books and scores require a class number as part of the core standard, plus cartographic materials if applicable.  Class number only, without cuttering, meets the core standard.  We recommend cuttering of call numbers, with the possible exception of books going directly to LSF.
· 1XX (Main Entry)
Choice and form of entry of main entry are identical in core and full NLR records; always included if applicable.  Form of main entry must be supported by national level authority 
records if coded PCC core.  Yale NACO guidelines should be followed when establishing headings.

· 240 (Uniform Title)
Supplied in core records if known or easily inferred from piece in hand; required for sound recordings and scores.  Uniform titles must be supported by national level authority records.  Yale NACO guidelines should be followed when establishing uniform titles.
· 245 (Title Statement)
Subfield $a is mandatory; all other subfields are mandatory if applicable.  Subfield $h is mandatory for certain formats.

· 246 (Varying Form of Title)

Added entries for corrected forms (e.g., misspellings) of title are required.  For all other variations, use judgment.

· 250 (Edition Statement)

Mandatory if applicable.

· 260 (Publication, Distribution, Etc. (Imprint))

Mandatory or mandatory if applicable based on format.

· 300 (Physical Description)

Mandatory or mandatory if applicable based on format.
· 352 (Digital Graphic Representation)
Mandatory if applicable for cartographic materials.

· 4XX/8XX (Series Statement/Tracing)

Transcribe all series found on an item in either a 490, 440, or 490/8XX combination.  All traced series must be supported by a national level authority record if encoded as “pcc” with a 042 field.  Untraced series need not be supported by a national level authority record.  If a national level series authority record exists for the series, follow the DPCC tracing decision if found in record.  Follow Yale policy on establishment of new series.

· 5XX (Notes)

Notes constitute the major difference between full and core level records.  In core level, only notes required by the core standard and those supporting access and identification are necessary.

Notes justifying added entries, bibliographies, and indexes are not required in core level records, and we recommend they not be added.
Required notes for core:

500 (Source of title proper (if other than chief source)) is mandatory if applicable; always required on electronic resource records.  Accept.
501 (With Note) is mandatory if applicable.  Accept.
505 (Formatted Contents Note) for contents of multipart items with individual titles is mandatory if applicable.  Accept.
506 (Restrictions on Access Note) Yale policy is mandatory for electronic resources.

502 (Dissertation Note) is mandatory if applicable.  Accept.
533 (Reproduction Note) is mandatory if applicable.  Accept.
511 (Participant or Performer Note), 520 (Summary), 538 (System Detail Notes), and 546 (Language Note) are mandatory in some formats only.  We recommend 546 be mandatory if the language information is important, e.g. a bilingual edition, and is not already evident in the 240 or 245 fields.  Other notes may be added if they enhance identification or retrieval.  

· 6XX (Subject Headings)
Required on all records except belles-lettres; subjects must be at appropriate level of specificity.

Use judgment and assign, when applicable, at least 1 or 2 headings that provide access to the primary/essential subject of the work.  Catalogers are NOT limited to this number—include all subjects necessary.  Core records may or may not include headings for secondary topics—consider access and institutional needs.  Main subject headings must be supported by established Library of Congress Subject Headings.  Yale SACO guidelines should be followed when establishing new subject headings.
· 7XX (Added Entries)

For core level, provide an entry for all entities with a primary relationship to the work in hand.  Use cataloger’s judgment and consider institutional policy and needs.  Added entries need not be justified in the body of the record, but, they must be supported by national level authority records if coded PCC core.  Yale NACO guidelines should be followed when establishing headings.

� Sherry L. Kelley and Brian E.C. Schottlaender, "UCLA/OCLC Core Record Pilot Project: Preliminary Report," Library Resources &Technical Services 40 (July 1996): 251-60.  This early pilot project found core record creation between 8.5% and 17% faster, depending upon whether learning curves were factored in.  





The more recent core record pilot projects, discussed in the PCC/CONSER Access Level Record for Serials Working Group Final Report, issued July 24, 2006, found an average time savings of 21%.  The report is available at:


� HYPERLINK "http://www.loc.gov/acq/conser/alrFinalReport.html" ��http://www.loc.gov/acq/conser/alrFinalReport.html�


� LSF does not keep statistics of how many items are sent directly to LSF from review plaza, as there is no way to distinguish those volumes from other SML transfers.  LSF is currently in it ninth year of operation, and a total of 


2,747, 292 items have been transferred/shelved at LSF in that time (1,588,674 from SML/106,845 from CCL).  Since LSF opened in November of 1998, 10,730 items have been withdrawn from LSF and transferred from the facility to on-campus libraries.  Through the end of March 2007, 263,931 items shelved at LSF have been requested/paged for use on campus - Michael DiMassa.
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