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To:  Vice Chancellors/Principals and 


Librarians/Directors of Information Services at HEFCE/SHEFC/DENI/HEFCW-funded institutions











RSLP Circular 1999/1











Dear Vice-Chancellor/Principal/Librarian/Director of Information Services, 





RESEARCH SUPPORT LIBRARIES PROGRAMME:  CALL FOR PROPOSALS





My letter of 24 November sketched the background to the Research Support Libraries Programme (RSLP), gave an indication of its nature, the Programme schedule and some of the expected outcomes.





In brief, the Higher Education Funding Council for England, the Higher Education Funding Council for Wales, the Scottish Higher Education Funding Council and the Department of Education for Northern Ireland are funding this new national initiative, which starts in 1999-2000 and which, subject to commitment of funds by the HE funding bodies in respect of the final year, is expected to run through to 2001-2002, with up to £30M being disbursed over the three years.





There are four strands to the Programme, viz:





a)	Supporting Access to Major Holdings Libraries





b)	Collaborative Collection Management Projects





c)	Research Support for Humanities and Social Sciences Collections





d)	Targeted Retrospective Conversion of Catalogues.





This circular invites expressions of interest from consortia and individual institutions for support for projects under the Collaborative Collection Management and the Research Support for Humanities and Social Sciences strands of the Programme.  Consortial proposals are required in the Collaborative Collection Management strand and are strongly encouraged in the Research Support for Humanities and Social Sciences strand.





Proposals for Targeted Retrospective Conversion of Catalogues will not be sought separately, but should be submitted under the the more appropriate of the two strands above.  Allocations under the Access strand will be determined following receipt of the results of an extensive survey of HE researchers currently being commissioned; it will be necessary to seek supplementary information from some institutions at that point.





Guidelines for submission of proposals are attached at Annexe A.  A number of priorities for the Programme have been identified in consultation with the academic community.  In particular, views have been sought in consultation with the British Academy, almost seventy discipline associations and through a series of focus groups, organised regionally and on a discipline basis, with representation from a wide range of HEIs.  Proposals for consortial projects in areas which have not been highlighted in the accompanying Guidelines are also welcomed.  Should these submissions appear promising, views from the academic community will be sought, as appropriate.





In the case of consortial submissions, proposals must identify a lead funding council or DENI-funded institution which will be responsible for the management and delivery of the project.  All submissions should be accompanied by a brief statement of support from the Vice Chancellor, Principal or Director of each HEI and other organisation, and should also name a single senior institutional officer, such as the University Librarian or Archivist of the lead institution and of each participating institution, who will have responsibility for the management of the supported project.  In the case of Collaborative Collection Management proposals, in particular, confirmation of long-term commitment as part of the core mission of the institution is sought. 





Please note that proposals postmarked after 19th March 1999 will not be considered.





In general, it is a condition of funding under any strand of this Programme that academic and research staff, and research postgraduate students from any UK HEI will be provided with access to all collections on the same terms as members of the recipient HEI of the same status.  Detail of the arrangements for access may be found in Annexe D, and of the conditions attached to funding in Annexe A (section H).





The Programme Director, Ronald Milne, will be pleased to respond to requests for further information and give guidance, either now or in the future.  He may be contacted at the address above, telephoned directly on 0131 651 1494, or mailed at <ronald.milne@ed.ac.uk>.





We look forward to receiving your proposals.  





Yours faithfully, 














Professor Michael Anderson


Chairman, RSLP Steering Committee


�
RSLP Call for Proposals (RSLP 99/1)


Annexe A: Guidelines for expressions of interest








A	Background to the Programme and Objectives


A.1	The Research Support Libraries Programme derives from the deliberations of the Follett Review (1993)1 and the associated Anderson Report (1996).2  It brings together both traditional and new forms of access to library information, with specific reference to support for research.  The principal beneficiaries of the Programme will be researchers employed in UK HEIs and their postgraduate research students, though there will be significant benefits for other groups.  Implementation of this strategy meets directly, in a library context, the call for collaboration and sharing in the use of the research infrastructure envisaged more generally by the Dearing and Garrick reports.





A.2	The overarching vision is to facilitate the best possible arrangements for research support in UK libraries, by taking proactive steps to:





Sustain and enhance personal access to research resources


Extend collaborative arrangements for collection management


Increase availability of information about the location of the UK’s rich information resources


Improve ability to navigate around important collections


Provide new technological and organisational arrangements to support the strategy








B.	Submission of expressions of interest


B.1	RSLP is adopting a two-stage bidding process.  In the first instance, consortia and individual institutions are asked to submit expressions of interest.  Once these have been evaluated and potential partners have been brought together, applicants who have submitted the most promising expressions of interest will be asked to submit full bids.





B.2	Length, format and coversheet


Submissions of expressions of interest should be limited in length to four sides of A4.  They should each be accompanied by a completed version of the cover sheet to be found at Annexe B.  A separate submission is required for each project proposed.  Where proposals do not fall clearly under a single programme strand, please tick the strand that is most appropriate and note the relationship to the other strand in the outline description.  Where elements of a proposal appear to fit equally well into both strands, the proposal should be submitted under the strand with the higher maximum funding limit (Research Support for Humanities and Social Sciences).  





B.3	Institutional support


In the case of consortial submissions, proposals must identify a lead funding council or DENI-funded institution which will be responsible for the management and delivery of the project.  All submissions should be accompanied by a brief statement of support from the Vice Chancellor, Principal or Director of each HEI and other organisation, and should also name a single senior institutional officer, such as the University Librarian or Archivist of the lead institution and of each participating institution, who will have responsibility for the management of the supported project.  In the case of Collaborative Collection Management proposals, in particular, confirmation of long-term commitment as part of the core mission of the institution is sought.





B.4	Number and nature of copies, and address to which proposals should be sent


Ten copies (hard copy) of each proposal should be sent to:





Ronald Milne 


Director


Research Support Libraries Programme


Edinburgh University Library


George Square


Edinburgh EH8 9LJ





Faxed and e-mailed proposals will not be accepted.





B.5	Deadline


Proposals postmarked after Friday 19th March 1999 will not be considered.








C	Selection Process





C.1	General


Once submissions have been received, the RSLP office, guided by the RSLP Steering Group and Management Committee, will seek to build on the most promising expressions of interest so that potential partners are brought together, if appropriate.  This process is likely to take at least six weeks.  Applicants who have been successful in their expressions of interest will subsequently be asked to submit full bids and will have four weeks to respond.  A maximum of ten sides of A4 per proposal will be expected at the full bid stage.  





The indicative dates for this process are:





19 March	Expressions of interest postmarked after this date will not be considered


7 May		Invitation to submit full bids issued


7 June		Deadline for receipt of full bids





C.2	Membership of the Steering Group and Management Committee


A list of members of the RSLP Steering Group and Management Committee may be found at Annexe C.





C.3	Further consultation


RSLP reserves the right, in both Programme strands, to seek further opinions on proposals from the academic and the library, archive and information communities.





C.4	Announcement of allocations and commencement of funding


Allocations will be announced in early summer 1999, and funding will commence no earlier than 1 August 1999.





C.5	Possible second call for proposals


RSLP reserves the right to make a second call for proposals, should it appear appropriate.  But consortia and institutions should proceed on the assumption that the present documents represent the only call. 











D	General Guidelines applicable to both strands





D.1	Duration of Projects


Consideration will be given to proposals for projects of any duration between one and three years.  Projects will not be supported beyond the third year.  





D.2	Cross-sectoral collaboration and co-funding


Proposals for cross-sectoral ventures in both strands are welcomed.  RSLP cannot support non-HE institutions directly, but the Programme may pay for infrastructural costs that would support both HE and non-HE institutions.  For example, the Programme may pay the full salary costs of, and overheads associated with, a project co-ordinator who deals with members of an HE consortium and with non-HE project partners. 





It is hoped that a number of cross-sectoral bids, in particular, may be co-funded with other grant-awarding bodies.  RSLP has had contact with a number of possible co-funders, and institutions which may be thinking of collaborating with institutions in other sectors and which may wish to seek co-funding are invited to contact the Programme Director (contact details at I, below).  Where it is anticipated that a collaborator will require co-funding, the RSLP proposal should normally be drawn up in such a way that the project remains viable if the non-HE institution is unable to take part.   If this is not possible, funding approval will be delayed until the result of any co-funding application is known, but in no case can this delay be for a period of more than four months.





D.3	Partnership Funding


Partnership funding from institutions will be required for all retrocataloguing and cataloguing and indexing projects.  The Programme’s contribution will normally be no more than 70% of approved project costs.  In other Programme activities, RSLP will look favourably on demonstrable financial commitment by institutions.





D.4	Collections on deposit, etc


Support may be provided for collections on permanent loan or permanent deposit.  Evidence of the terms of loan or deposit may be required.





Support will not be provided for collections on loan or deposit under any other conditions, save in exceptional circumstances.





D.5	Evaluation and Dissemination


Formative evaluation of projects and financial reporting will be required, at least on an annual basis.  The costs of evaluation should be built into proposals. 





Dissemination of information relating to RSLP-funded projects is a requirement, and the costs of dissemination should be budgeted into proposals.





D.6	Digitisation


Proposals for digitisation projects which enhance access to collections and/or support their preservation will be given consideration, where digitisation is regarded as the most appropriate and effective means of contributing to the project, for example by reducing use of the original, or by facilitating new kinds of use of the material.





D.7	Standards


All RSLP-funded projects will be expected to conform to appropriate standards, and all submissions should address this issue.  See also F.2.4.1 and F.2.4.2.








D.8	Exclusion


RSLP will not fund the acquisition of any library or archive material.








E	Expressions of interest:  essential information 


Expressions of interest should contain at least the following information:


Reasons why the collection(s) are important to HE and other researchers in a regional, national or international context. 


A description of the collection(s) which summarises strengths and gives an approximate indication of the total number of items held 


Purpose of the project


Deliverables


Where appropriate, the standards which will apply to work undertaken


Potential collaborators and partners, with the lead institution identified


Where appropriate, the number of items to be dealt with and number of person weeks required for the work


The total estimated cost


An outline budget for the project, which should include staffing costs, costs of equipment, evaluation costs, dissemination costs, and the partnership funding contribution, if any.


Statement of policy on access


Key contact











F	Guidelines relating to particular funding strands





F.1	 Collaborative Collection Management Projects 


Minimum threshold for proposals:	£20,000 (total RSLP funding)


Upper limit for proposals:	£100,000  (total RSLP funding)





F.1.1	General


Building on the work of the Follett Report, the Anderson Report recommended a programme of collaborative collection management activities, based on networks of library holdings and embraced the concept of a Distributed National Resource in particular groups of disciplines or types of materials.  Under RSLP, proposals are now sought for demonstrator projects to explore the benefits and trade-offs of a variety of different kinds of collaborative schemes.  The intention of this strand is to encourage experimentation, and it is hoped that a good balance of national and regional projects can be achieved.





All bids should be consortial.  Although libraries and archives outside the HE sector cannot be funded directly by RSLP, proposals involving cross-sectoral partners (eg. national or public libraries) will be welcomed and are encouraged.  Some projects may be co-funded by other grant-awarding bodies, but proposals should be constructed in such a way that projects are still viable if co-funding is not forthcoming.  Please see the note on co-funding at D.2, above.





Proposals in this strand may address needs in any discipline.  Submissions need not be restricted to activities relating to Humanities and Social Sciences collections; and Science, Technology and Medicine proposals are equally welcome.





Evidence of long-term commitment to the area of activity will be required, and institutions should state how the activity relates to core institutional objectives.





F.1.2	Priorities


The following are some examples of types of projects which may be considered for funding: 





F.1.2.1 	The provision of enriched description at collection level to facilitate improved decision-making within a group of libraries about collection strengths





F.1.2.2 	Assessment of user needs and how they might more cost-effectively be met through new collaborative acquisition and retention strategies (eg. within disciplines or classes of material)





F.1.2.3. 	Improvements to systems of information about acquisitions prior to ordering, to help avoid unnecessary duplication





F.1.2.4 	Reviewing the national or regional distribution of specialist expertise in particular groups of disciplines and evaluating the possibilities of more co-ordinated staffing policies and the sharing of expertise





F.1.2.5	The development of shared reader information services to help readers locate dispersed materials





F.1.2.6 	Establishment and evaluation of the costs and benefits of different approaches to the co-ordination of collection management and service delivery activities





F.1.2.7 	Examining in how far it is practical to provide common access to research resources within a region.


(This might complement work on the eLib Clumps projects, and would potentially involve collaboration across all domains, including archives.)





F.1.2.8 	Examining ways in which cross-sectoral access to research collections could be provided across a Metropolitan Area Network, at marginal cost.


(Apart from providing a low-cost technical solution, this activity might examine ways in which information about the nature and strength of the collections might be made available in a coordinated way.)





F.1.2.9 	Examining the feasibility of improved access to the growing number of non-centrally organised electronic resources and studying how these are best maintained and preserved. 


(A growing number of research resources are held on institutional or departmental servers. The activity would examine improved means of access, where appropriate, and consider medium and long-term strategies for maintenance and preservation of data.)








F.1.3	Projects in areas other than those detailed above


Proposals for consortial projects in areas which have not been highlighted above are also welcomed.  Should these submissions appear promising, views from the academic community will be sought, as appropriate.





F.2	Research Support for Humanities and Social Sciences Collections


Minimum threshold for proposals:	It is expected that the sum associated with bids will normally be greater than £50,000 (total RSLP funding)


Upper limit for proposals:	It is unlikely that any more than a small number of bids seeking a total of more than £300,000 in RSLP funding will receive support.





F.2.1	General


The post-Follett programme of non-formula funded grants for cataloguing, preservation and improved access to major humanities collections has been widely endorsed by the HE community.  Discussions with researchers, however, indicate that some holdings of great potential importance for research were not covered by the programme.  Because of the formal focus on humanities, some significant social sciences collections are also believed to have been missed.  





Consortial proposals are strongly encouraged, and submissions involving cross-sectoral partners will be welcomed.  Bids from individual institutions will also be considered.  The principles relating to the funding of non-HE institutions and possible co-funding are as described under D.2 and F.1.1, above.





F.2.2	Priorities


Proposals should seek to improve information about, and access to, categories of materials through retrospective conversion, improved indexing and cataloguing, and preservation.  The Programme is also prepared to consider funding transitional exit strategies for, and ‘tidying up’ of a small number of projects currently funded by the Specialised Research Collections in the Humanities (NFF) initiative.





The following are examples of some categories of material which have been highlighted by the academic community as priorities for this strand of the Programme:





F.2.2.1	Grey literature 


(eg. Environmental assessments, local government material, local statistics, bylaw information,  material issued by political parties and other pressure groups, material relating to the Scottish Parliament)





F.2.2.2	Image collections relating to various disciplines


(eg. slides, photographs, prints, drawings)





F.2.2.3	Maps 


(eg. historical maps, foreign maps held in UK libraries, maps of census enumeration districts, local government boundaries and transport networks, 19th and 20th century maps of African countries)





F.2.2.4 	Archival and other manuscript material


(Projects would involve co-ordinated approaches to online high-level description of archival and other manuscript material)





The following two issues were raised by the academic community:


F.2.2.5	The need for improved mapping of the location of periodicals; and improved online catalogue access to periodical title and periodical holdings statements





F.2.2.6	The need for improved mapping of the location of foreign microforms held in the UK





The following are some further, more specific, examples of categories of material which were highlighted as priorities during the consultation exercise:


F.2.2.7	Individual items in large microform sets





F.2.2.8	19th century pamphlets





F.2.2.9	16th – 18th century foreign printed material in UK libraries





F.2.2.10	East Asian materials





F.2.2.11	Slavonic and East European works published 1800 – 1930 





F.2.2.12	Russian women’s literature





F.2.2.13	Sound recordings, printed music, facsimiles of music manuscripts





F.2.2.14	Statistics embedded in reports





F.2.2.15	Materials relating to Mission Studies





F.2.2.16	Printed and archival material relating to the History of Science 





F.2.2.17	Legal material from non-UK jurisdictions





F.2.2.18	Local studies material 


	(The Programme will hope to contribute to a small number of collaborative cross-sectoral regional projects.)





F.2.2.19	Films, documentary material on film, videos, including videos of theatre performances and other recorded materials relating particularly to research in Modern Languages and Media Studies.








F.2.3	Projects in areas other than those detailed above


Proposals for consortial projects in areas which have not been highlighted above are also welcomed.  Should these submissions appear promising, views from the academic community will be sought, as appropriate.








F.2.4.1  Note relating to targeted retrospective conversion and ‘original’ cataloguing


Under this activity, RSLP expects to concentrate on retrospective conversion of bibliographic data and data describing archival and manuscript material currently in non-electronic form.  Original cataloguing may under certain circumstances be supported, where it appears appropriate, but, normally, RSLP will prioritise support for collections that are already catalogued, but which are not described or indexed to current standards.  Examples might include the cataloguing of pamphlets and other resources, such as material from the hand-press period which have not previously been adequately described.  For archival records, proposals entailing high level description rather than calendaring may receive some priority.  





The standards expected to apply for printed book cataloguing are AACR2 and US or UKMARC.  Details of the minimum standard of record expected may be found in Annexe E.  The preferred standard for archival cataloguing is ISAD(G).  





It is assumed that, where an HE institution has acquired collections in recent years, appropriate arrangements will have been made for cataloguing them.





Please note the statement at D.3 above on partnership funding.  The Programme reserves the right to fund at a rate per record.





F.2.4.2  Note relating to preservation


All forms of conservation will be considered: these may include traditional forms (eg. paper repair, binding work); or the creation of surrogate media.  





The standards which should be applied in microfilming preservation are those prescribed for the Mellon Microfilming project, details of which are available from the National Preservation Office.  





Guidance on best practice in the preservation of moving images, and media holding sound, may also be sought from the National Preservation Office.  


Guidance on best practice relating to the creation, documentation and management/preservation of digital resources may be sought from the Arts and Humanities Data Service.





F.2.4.3  Note relating to transitional exit funding 


RSLP will not provide continuation funding for projects supported under the Specialised Research Collections in the Humanities (NFF) initiative.  However, the Programme is prepared to consider funding transitional exit strategies for, and the ‘tidying up’ of a small number of projects currently funded under NFF.  Institutions should explain in their proposal how support from RSLP will assist in achieving the project’s strategic objectives.








G	 Targeted retrospective conversion of catalogues  


As indicated above, funding under this strand will be confined to projects with direct links to the programme areas identified in F.1.2 and F.2.2, above.  Institutions should apply under the Collaborative Collection Management strand or the Research Support for Humanities and Social Sciences strand for this activity, as appropriate.








H	Conditions attached to funding


Consortia and institutions receiving funding will be required to give an undertaking that they will meet the requirements on access to libraries and archives adopted by the RSLP Steering Group. A copy is to be found at Annexe D.  Institutions are asked to comment on whether they are able to agree to these conditions. 


[Potential recipients of funding may care to note that the RSLP policy is very similar to that adopted by the Standing Conference of National and University Libraries in 1998.]








I	Further information


The Programme Director, Ronald Milne, will be pleased to respond to requests for further information and give guidance, either now or in the future.  He may be contacted at the address in B.4, above, telephoned directly on 0131 651 1494, or mailed at <ronald.milne@ed.ac.uk>.











______________________


1	[Follett Report] Joint funding councils’ libraries review. Joint Funding Councils’ Libraries Review Group: report  (1993).   Available at <http://www.ukoln.ac.uk/services/papers/follett/report/>.


2	[Anderson Report] Joint funding councils’ libraries review.  Report of the Group on a National/    Regional Strategy for Library Provision for Researchers (1996).   


Available at: <http://www.hefce.ac.uk/Research/Initiats/default.htm>.
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Research Support Libraries Programme: Steering Group











Members 


Professor Michael Anderson*		University of Edinburgh (Chair)


Professor Sara Arber			University of Surrey


Dr David Baker*			University of East Anglia


Mr David Beards			SHEFC


Mr David Bradbury			British Library


Ms Lynne Brindley*			University of Leeds


Mr Graham Bulpitt*			Sheffield Hallam University


Dr Robson Davison			DENI


Professor John Feather		Loughborough University


Mr Peter Fox				University of Cambridge


Mr Andrew Green*			National Library of Wales


Ms Margaret Haines			Library and Information Commission


Mr Paul Hubbard*			HEFCE


Mr Derek Law*			University of Strathclyde


Professor Nicholas Mann		Warburg Institute, University of London


Mr Bernard Naylor			University of Southampton


Dr Norman Reid			University of St Andrews


Ms Linda Tiller			HEFCW


Mr Tom Watson			Central Library, Belfast





Officers


Mr Ronald Milne*			Programme Director


Ms Gill Davenport*			Programme Administrator








* Indicates membership of the RSLP Management Committee.
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RSLP 99/1  Annexe D							


Access by researchers to RSLP-funded libraries and archives





All RSLP-funded libraries and archives will allow access free of charge to researchers from other HE institutions.





The following groups are included in the definition of ‘researchers’:


academic staff


research staff


research-only postgraduate students


academic-related staff (or their equivalent)





‘Access’ will include:


entry to libraries and archives available to internal users during normal hours of access


access to most printed materials and archives available to internal users in the library or archive


study facilities


photocopying services (for a fee)


limited personal assistance from staff





‘Access’ may not include:


loan of library material


inter-library loans


access to some categories of material, e.g. short loan collections, intended exclusively for internal users


access to computer networks, facilities and services


other services offered to internal users





Researchers intending to use other libraries and archives may be required to provide proof of identity and eligibility and will be subject to the regulations of the host institution.





�
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Minimum standards for bibliographic records (Roman Script)


The ‘required data elements’ in each section of this document form the minimum standard for RSLP-funded projects.





A.	Rare books/special collections material (pre-1800 imprints)


A1.    Required data elements


Description


Title and statement of responsibility.  All relevant fields and subfields, excluding 245 $z (GMD).


UKMARC   245, 248			USMARC   245


Edition area.  	All relevant subfields.


		UKMARC   250			USMARC   250


Publication, distribution area.  


		UKMARC   260 $a,$b,$c		USMARC 260 $a,$b,$c


Physical description area.  All relevant subfields including illustration, size and format.


		UKMARC 300 			USMARC 300


Series area.   All relevant subfields (except $w ISSN of series)


		UKMARC   440, 490			USMARC   440, 490


Note area.	UKMARC 5XX			USMARC 5XX





The decision about the notes included in any given record will inevitably have a subjective element.  However, we could regard inclusion of the following, when relevant, as necessary:





Notes on edition and publication history 


UKMARC 503			USMARC 500


Notes on contents of multi-part items with separate titles 


UKMARC 505			USMARC 505


Notes on individuals or organisations responsible for or connected with the work


UKMARC 508			USMARC 500 or 545


Notes on source of title and variations in title 


UKMARC 514			USMARC 500 or 246


Notes on accompanying material and supplements 


UKMARC 525			USMARC 525 or 770





Access points (uncontrolled)


Title (main and added)	


UKMARC 245, 745		USMARC 245, 246, 740





Controlled access points


Headings should be checked against BL Name Authority List or LC Name Authority File whenever possible.





Personal names	UKMARC 100, 700		USMARC 100, 700


Corporate bodies	UKMARC 110, 710		USMARC 110, 710 


Conference names	UKMARC 111, 711		USMARC 111, 711


Series			UKMARC 440, 800		USMARC 440, 800						810, 811, 840			810, 811, 830


Uniform title		UKMARC 240, 740		USMARC 130, 240, 730


Subjects		UKMARC 600, 610		USMARC 600, 610


			    611, 640				611, 630





Coded data


UKMARC 008 character positions 7-18, 24, 36-39:


7	Nature of publication


8-15	Date(s) of publication


16-18	Country of publication


24	Material designation


36-38	Language


ISBN / ISSN		UKMARC 021, 022		USMARC 020, 022








A2.  Highly desirable, though not mandatory elements


Description


Note area:


Choice of notes will depend to an extent on the nature of the individual collection.  Additional aspects likely to be of importance:





1.   Notes relating to publication, production, distribution


UKMARC 528		USMARC 500


2.   Physical description notes		UKMARC 531		USMARC 500


3.   Reference to published description (e.g. STC, ESTC, WING)


UKMARC 534		USMARC 510


4.   Notes on language 		UKMARC 546		USMARC 546


5.   Notes on provenance		UKMARC 561		USMARC 561�


6.   Binding information		UKMARC 563		USMARC 562





Controlled access points


Added entries for individuals and organisations connected with the work (and individual copies of it) to facilitate access to the material by scholars approaching it from a wide variety of perspectives.





Collective title			UKMARC 243		USMARC 240


LCSH				UKMARC 650, 651		USMARC 650, 651


Genre headings		UKMARC 655		USMARC 655


Hierarchical place		UKMARC 752		USMARC 752





Coded data	


Language			UKMARC 041		USMARC 041








B.    Post 1800 imprints


B1.  Required data elements





Description


Title and statement of responsibility.  All relevant fields and subfields, excluding 245 $z (GMD).


UKMARC 245, 248		USMARC 245


Edition area.  	All relevant subfields.


				UKMARC 250		USMARC 250


Publication, distribution area.  


		UKMARC 260 $a,$b,$c	USMARC 260 $a,$b,$c


Physical description area


				UKMARC 300 $a, $f, $n, $l	USMARC 300  $a, $e


Series area.   All relevant subfields (except $w ISSN of series)


				UKMARC 440, 490		USMARC 440, 490


Note area			UKMARC 5XX		USMARC 5XX





The decision about the notes included in any given record will inevitably have a subjective element.   However, we could regard inclusion of the following, when relevant, as necessary:





Notes on edition and publication history 


UKMARC 503				USMARC 500


2.   Notes on contents of multi-part items with separate titles 


UKMARC 505				USMARC 505


3.   Notes on individuals or organisations responsible


UKMARC 508				USMARC 500 or 545


4.   Notes on source of title and variations in title 


UKMARC 514				USMARC 500 or 246


5.   Notes on accompanying material and supplements 


UKMARC 525				USMARC 525 or 770


Notes relating to original (graphic materials & microforms)


UKMARC 536				USMARC 534 


(USMARC 533)�


Access points (uncontrolled)


Title (main and added)	


UKMARC 245, 745				USMARC 245, 246, 740





Controlled access points


Headings should be checked against BL Name Authority List or LC Name Authority File/ LC Subject Authority File whenever possible.





Personal names	UKMARC 100, 700			USMARC 100, 700


Corporate bodies	UKMARC 110, 710			USMARC 110, 710 


Conference names	UKMARC 111, 711			USMARC 111, 711


Series			UKMARC 440, 800			USMARC 440, 800					810, 811, 840				810, 811, 830


Uniform title		UKMARC 240, 740			USMARC 130, 240, 730


Subjects�		UKMARC 600, 610			USMARC 600, 610


			   611, 640,650, 651				611, 630, 650, 651





Coded data


UKMARC 008 character positions 7-18, 24, 36-39:


7	Nature of publication


8-15	Date(s) of publication


16-18	Country of publication


24	Material designation


36-38	Language


ISBN / ISSN		UKMARC 021, 022			USMARC 020, 022





B2.  Highly desirable, though not mandatory elements


Description


Title and statement of responsibility.  GMD for formats other than text.


			UKMARC 245 $z			USMARC 245 $z





Physical description area.  All relevant subfields, including illustration and size.


			UKMARC 300			USMARC 300





Note area


Any note making the bibliographic record more helpful to users trying to identify relevant material.





Notes on bibliographies and indexes  	UKMARC 504	USMARC 504


Notes on language 			UKMARC 546	USMARC 546





Controlled access points


Collective title				UKMARC 243	USMARC 240


LCSH�					UKMARC 650, 651	USMARC 650, 651





Coded data	


Language				UKMARC 041	USMARC 041








FORMATS OTHER THAN PRINTED MONOGRAPHS





Sections C-F contain other required or desirable elements relating to specific categories of material.  C-E, which deal with maps, music and serials should be used in conjunction with section A or B as applicable; section F (computer files) should be used with B.   








C.    Maps


C1.  Additional required data





Scale and co-ordinates data		UKMARC 034		USMARC 034


					   $a $b $c			   $a $b $c


Material specific details area


Cartographic mathematical data	UKMARC 256		USMARC 255	


					   $a-$e				   $a-$g





C2.  Desirable data elements





Geographic area code				UKMARC 043	USMARC 043





Additional notes may be required


1.   Cartographic data				UKMARC 516	USMARC 500


2.   Geographic coverage			UKMARC 500	USMARC 522


Graphic index and characteristic sheet	UKMARC 557	USMARC 500


Hierarchical place name added entry	UKMARC 752	USMARC 752





D.   MUSIC


D1. Additional required data


ISMN					UKMARC 023	USMARC 024


Material specific details area


Music presentation			UKMARC 254	USMARC 254





Note area


1.  Notes relating to the form of composition and medium of performance, if not clear from the title or uniform title		UKMARC 500	USMARC 500


2.  Note on notation, if not normal for the type of item being catalogued


					UKMARC 500	USMARC 500


3.  Plate and publisher’s numbers	UKMARC 538	USMARC 028, 500








Serials


E1.  Additional required data


Sequence designation of serials�	UKMARC 25		USMARC 362	





E2.  Desirable data elements


Notes


Issuing body note			UKMARC 550	USMARC 550


Index note				UKMARC 555	USMARC 555


Item described note			UKMARC 556	USMARC 500





As applicable


Linking note				UKMARC 580	USMARC 580


Linking entry fields			UKMARC 760-787	USMARC 760-787








Computer files 


F1. Additional required data





Program note for machine-readable data files


					UKMARC 537	USMARC 538	


Mode of use of machine-readable data/System details note


					UKMARC 542	USMARC 538


If applicable, electronic location and access


					UKMARC 856	USMARC 856





F2.  Desirable data elements





Material specific details area


Computer file characteristics		UKMARC 258	USMARC 256	














� In USMARC information about provenance and binding is held in the holdings record as it is copy specific.


� NB For microforms, in contrast with UKMARC and AACR2, USMARC catalogues the original and makes a note about the publication details and physical form and extent of the microform.


� LCSH are optional, though highly desirable for normal cataloguing.


� LCSH are mandatory for externally funded special projects, highly desirable for normal cataloguing.


� If the title is being catalogued without the first issue in hand and the sequence designation/dates cannot readily be established, a note on the item described (UKMARC 556, USMARC 500) should be regarded as mandatory instead of this field.








