Draft proposal, Dec. 10

Pilot Project for Latin American NACO “Branch”

PCC wants to try to make a cluster of PCC partners in Latin America, following Recommendation #1 (see Appendix A below) of the Report of the PCC Task Group on the Internationalization of the Authority Files.
Members of the earlier group:

Joan Schuitema, Co-Chair 

Barbara Tillett, Co-Chair 

Eric Childress, OCLC
Peter Fletcher, UCLA
Joe Kiegel, U of Washington
Bill Leonard, LAC
Membership of the Pilot Project Task Group

Ana Cristán would be glad to be part of this group, and she sees 5 or 6 as the optimal number of members.  It could be good to involve a few of the original members.  One early step could be to send an invitation to the members of the TG on the Internationalization of the Authority Files to ask for their willingness to participate.

John Wright at BYU chaired an earlier task group looking at barriers to PCC participation by international partners, whose September 2003 final report is Joint Task Group on International Participation in the PCC.
Members of that TG:

John B. Wright, Brigham Young University (Chair) 

Anthony Franks, Library of Congress 

Philip Hider, SILAS, National Library Board, Singapore 

Hester Marais, University of South Africa 

Irene Münster, Universidad de San Andrés, Argentina 

Heather Rosie, British Library 

Paul Staincliffe, National Library of New Zealand
It could be good to have someone from OCLC, since OCLC is active in Latin America.  A system vendor would be a good choice. International partners would be happy to participate, but the deliberations would require virtual meetings to accommodate distant TG members.
The Tasks  (with discussion points in italics)
1)  One task (Recommendation #1) for the Pilot Project is to investigate the feasibility of developing a Latin American “branch” to give program support to new partners, to help them become members, receive training and review, and to represent them in the larger PCC community.  Such a branch may host a web site in a language common to its members. This branch would offer a chance for growth that the current and future NACO support staffing in the LC Coop Section can not accommodate without assistance.  This pilot project could yield a model to implement in other regions of the world.
The Place within the PCC Organization:  Are we dis-inviting Latin American and other non-English-speaking partners as membership of the PCC?

Where would such a Latin American PCC group would fit within the PCC organization? 
Would a regional branch need a standing committee?

Would records from these libraries be excluded from the LC/NACO Authority File in a separate-but-equal file?
Would the “branch” concept be acceptable to Latin American partners?

How would the English-speaking main trunk and the Spanish-speaking branch regard each other within the PCC organization? 

2) A second task (Recommendation #1) for the Pilot Project could take is to develop infrastructure in Latin America to support a parallel Spanish and Portuguese-language NACO file.  The group could examine the local files and technical resources of Latin American partners to see what possibilities exist.  They could evaluate OCLC as a possible host or server for a PCC branch in LA.
Technical Issues:  Who would host a parallel shared file?

If the Latin American institutions were to use a different shared file, not the LC/NAF, who would host it?  The VIAF development relied on OCLC’s research resources the availability of an online authority file.  PCC partners have joined OCLC, but the cost is prohibitive to other prospective members, and some have expressed curiosity about an alternative NACO node.  PCC leaders who have worked in this region do not see a major player among the current or prospective Latin American partners that could host a server for a parallel Spanish-language NACO file.

3) A third task (Recommendation #4) for the Pilot Project or for a different TG is to examine ways that current NACO practices could be adjusted to make participation by non-English groups more attractive. 
Rules-related barriers to PCC membership:
The main problems experienced by PCC trainers and member libraries in non-English environments are the ways in which the English-language bias, rules, and practices of the LC NACO Authority File do not honor the linguistic and cultural traditions of its international partners.

Could PCC’s SCA work to find automated ways to deal with differences in qualifiers (Association, Asociación), diacritics (Mexico, México), place names (Brazil, Brasil), titles (Queen Sofia, Reina Sofía)? Allowing cognates in qualifiers could be a first step.
Could PCC allow non-English (maybe for romance languages) info in 670 citations?  PCC records already show that some folks copy non-English data from online sources and paste into 670s without translating.  Could library systems do some translating?  Or could users translate via Google or another search engine?

Could the PCC urge the use of smaller jurisdictional bodies such as states or provinces for countries not currently included in the lists in AACR2, 23.4C and 23.4D?  Allowing other countries to use jurisdictions below the level of country when naming cities would be popular among many institutions already active in PCC (China, Mexico, Argentina, South Africa, Peru) Perhaps this change is something for RDA.
Appendix A.  Recommendations from The Report of the PCC Task Group on the 

Internationalization of the Authority Files, August 15, 2009
RECOMMENDATION 1: PCC should evolve to become a global consortium of agencies, or “branches,” that embrace many cataloging traditions. 
Description of a Proposed Structure for PCC 
To date, PCC has consisted of a single community of catalogers who share one set of standards (AACR2, LCRIs, LCSH, etc.). As the former Joint Task Group on International Participation found, this presents a number of barriers to the expansion of international participation in PCC. As a solution to the problem, the current Task Group proposes a structure based on the concept of national or regional branches that share common standards within these branches. In brief, PCC should expand to a group of branches, each of which shares a set of standards among its regional members. These branches will share authority data with other branches by using tools that link across language and scripts, cataloging rules, transliteration schemes, etc. This might be through VIAF (for personal names for now) or through similar services now emerging, such as OCLC/RLG’s “Networking Names”. 

PCC then becomes an international consortium of branches that preserve local standards that best suit their local users. The current core of the PCC, which follows AACR2, LCRIs, LCSH, LCC/DDC, MARC 21, and ALA/LC romanization, would be one branch. Other branches would center around other national or regional standards, with a focus on a particular language/script but following a basic PCC model. The branches would also share training documentation and courses in the language/script of the branch following the PCC models. With the development of RDA, it may be possible that all PCC branches could agree to use this international cataloging standard along with MARC 21.
RECOMMENDATION 4: PCC should form a task group to identify and recommend appropriate changes to NACO practices that unnecessarily limit the utility of LCNAF data for reuse in a linked-data environment. 
NACO practices and the future 
As internationalization and modernization (in the form of RDA and support for Linked Data) are embraced, questions arise about whether NACO practices as presently written and implemented will need to be adjusted. OCLC Research has identified unfortunate, unexpected consequences to some practices and problems with NACO normalization rules, and other parties have or no doubt will identify other issues. 

The Task Group recommends that PCC establish an expert group to identify and recommend appropriate changes to NACO practices that unnecessarily limit the utility of LCNAF as data suitable for reuse in a linked-data environment.
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