General

I'm curious as to rationale behind 4B1's omission of square brackets for supplied place of production. Since there is a requirement to note the source or evidence only "if considered important" it is possible that supplied info could end up undifferentiated from transcribed info, and might this make a difference to the user? Is it potentially misleading? And if the supplied place is in English will it confuse the catalog user? Is a user likely to expect a letter by Hitler to be from, say, "Munich"? I don't know enough about your users to know if this would seem as odd to them as it does to me.

Overall I thought Area 4 was very clear. One thing that occurred to me as I was reading it (which may not be an issue at all) was that unlike Area 4 for books, this is not a transcription area (i.e. information is not transcribed directly from the source, but recorded in an appropriate format with notes on the direct transcription if necessary) and I wondered if there will need to be some explanation or justification for this somewhere? I think it is perfectly appropriate for manuscripts, but I didn’t know if there would be objections from others.

Congratulations to the DCRM(MSS) team on another clear and concise section. I enjoyed reading it!

I think it would be helpful to give general guidance for revisions and other annotations that affect place and date information, in addition to the specific case are addressed in 4B4 and 4C4.2.  Maybe add something in 4A2, such as: "If more than one place or date is present, use judgement, preferring information that is most accurate, is original to the manuscript, or pertains to the item as a whole.  Give additional information in a note if considered important."  Or else address this generally in Area 0
Its so hard for me to accept the instructions to add and interpolate things without brackets in order to express dates and places in as full a way possible (being mostly a book person). But, once you have said that in 4B1, I think you should repeat that instruction (about brackets) for for 4C2, Dated and datable manuscripts - some of the examples show extrapolations (christmas to Dec. 25) and I would think that some bookish person might try to add a bracket for [December 25]. So, could you make that rule mirror 4B1 somehow? Also 4C3 (a book person would put that date in brackets since it appears as part of the title and is not a formal part of publication data). Beating a dead horse - 4C43? Maybe an all encompassing statement at a new rule, 4A2 Throughout this area do not bracket supplied information - would take care of it. It has been awhile since I looked at your earlier areas and maybe you say things about this there.
I've reviewed the beta draft of DCRM(MSS), Area 4, Place and Date of Production Area, and found it to be very thorough and of the same high caliber that one has come to expect from the DCRM editorial teams.  Although it requires some adjustment to conceive of an Area Four (Publication, Distribution, etc. Area) for manuscripts, the scope note in the preliminary rule is quite helpful, as is the instruction in rule 4B1 not to use square brackets for place of production.  It might be easy to consider this information "supplied information" otherwise.   
The rules for place of production are very clear.   I am unsure of the rationale for rule 4B5.3 – “if no place of production can be supplied, omit the place of production.”  Perhaps there is little value in supplying [S.l.] for manuscripts?   On the other hand, with area four undefined for manuscripts if one is following the cataloging standard Describing Archives: A Content Standard (or the former Archives, Personal Papers, and Manuscripts), making this element, place of production, mandatory would be helpful.  

The rules for the date element are clear.  I think it would be helpful to repeat here the instructions from 4B1 not to use square brackets.  Although date of production isn’t defined at the beginning of this section, I believe that the definition becomes clear as one reads through the instructions.  It is helpful that the place of production and place of creation are compared at the beginning of the rules on place of production (4B1).   It would clarify the definition of date of production to do something comparable (compare/contrast with date of creation) in this section.  The distinction between date of production and date of creation are clear in rule 4C2.4 where the two types of dates are discussed.   

4A0 Scope:

Since recording dates that appear in the title area of manuscripts again in the date area is a (welcomed) change from AACR2 4.4B1, that point should be stressed a little more.  Perhaps reword to: In cases (correspondence, copies, etc.) where a place and/or date of production is recorded in the tile area (see 1B1, 1B2), the place and/or date is repeated in the place and date of production area.

4A0 and 4A2: If not already defined in another area of the text, define parameters of “production” as it refers to manuscript items, particularly expanding the second paragraph of 4A2 to handle different reproductions and digital versions

4A0, 4B, and 4C5.3: If not already defined in another area of the text, define parameters of “copy” as it refers to manuscript items

4A2. Sources of information: "Record in a note the source of this information and/or the evidence on which it is based, if considered important."

COMMENT: I do not think this should be optional when the information has come from outside the manuscript.  Otherwise, one has no idea how much credence to give to the information.

4A1. Punctuation

-- Is there a reason this isn't called Prescribed punctuation?

[4B]

-- I notice the lack of a rule on "Form and order of information" within the preliminary rule. Is this because virtually all the info is supplied, so that needing to rearrange _transcribed_ information happens not at all or very, very rarely?

4B1. "Assume that the place of production is the same as the place of creation ..."

COMMENT: It might be useful if the rule here defined the difference between production and creation. It is somewhat evident that production refers to physical production and creation refers to intellectual creation, but it could be useful to make that distinction more explicit, as in 4C2.4 ("If the date of physical production differs from the date of intellectual creation...").

4B1, second sentence:  I would put a full stop after “otherwise” and leave out the example.

4B1, last sentence: The word “name” makes it sound like a person.  I would change it to read “Transcribe in a note the place…”

4B1: It would be better to include the phrase from DCRM(B) 4B10.1 in the instructions on when and how to record the location, which has been omitted (i.e., "include the name of the larger jurisdiction if considered necessary for identification."), since there appears to be some variation in the examples. The examples with attached states should also be abbreviated (e.g., Ill., N.Y.) if they are not being transcribed. Reading through the draft, I also wished that they had included the DCRM(B) 4B10.2 provisions for using historical names of locations based on the time period of creation.

4B1: re the instruction to assume that the place of production is the same as the place of creation unless there is a reason to suspect otherwise – if there is a reason to suspect otherwise, it is unclear what the cataloger should do – record both places? If so, how? Or should it be treated as a reproduction, where the place of reproduction is recorded in this area?
4B3.1. "If the manuscript or group of manuscripts…"

I do not understand why groups of manuscripts are discussed here.

4B3.1 If the manuscript or group of manuscripts was produced in two or more places, optionally, record all the places of publication.

 I find the “optionally” in that rule a bit confusing. Is this saying, that if there is more than one place of publication, you have the option to record them all, or you could only record the first one? It seems like this strays from DCRM(B) as a sort of in between option before 4B3.2, which varies from DCRM(B) in wording, (…place of publication information may be shortened by recording no more than three places,…(DCRM(MSS) vs. …statement may be shorted by omitting all the places after the third (DCRM(B).) I don’t know if that’s just being picky, but I happened to notice it when I was comparing, which I was prompted to do because of 4B3.1’s “option.”

4B3.1

-- I'm thrown by the fact that this rule is essentially an option. But it's unclear what it's an alternative to. The implication seems to be, "optionally, record all places of publication. Otherwise, pick any  one of them"?  Do we need a basic rule, first, on what to do with multiple places?

4B3.1: need to remove the word “optionally” because the option is actually presented in 4B3.2. In other words, for 4B3.2 to make sense, 4B3.1 needs to say “record all the places of production” then 4B3.2 can say “Optionally, if it is considered that the places are too numerous to list exhaustively,...” (otherwise, an option is presented without an indication of what the default is)
4B3.2: Could instruct that another option is to follow convention now in DCRM(G) “and 4 other cities”

4B4.1:  I wonder if this should be “supply the correct place of production in this element in brackets” (since it is being supplied from a source other than the item being cataloged).  I would also put a full stop here and make “Record in a note…” as a separate sentence.
4B4.1: Examples when replaced should include examples of accompanying notes.

4B4.1: I no longer have the example, and as far as I know it’s not in a repository, but when I needed to write a letter to someone in England and didn’t want her  to know I actually was in England at the time, I wrote “Washington, DC” at the top of the letter, put it in an envelope with an American stamp and an American return address, put the whole thing in an envelope with an English stamp and sent it home with a note (headed “London, England”) saying “could you please pop this in a mail box?” In other words, a manuscript clearly produced  in London, England, despite its own claims.
4B5.1. If the place of production is uncertain but can be conjectured, supply, as fully as possible, the name of the probable place of production, with a question mark. 

[Example] Sheffield? 

COMMENT: Would it be useful for this rule to offer direction on how to handle conjectural places of production of a more complex form?  For example, if a manuscript is marked "Columbus", and the cataloger conjectures Columbus, Indiana, I assume he should record "Columbus, Indiana?" On the other hand, if a cataloger knows that the manuscript can be placed to Indiana, and probably to Columbus (Indiana, instead of Ohio), should he record "Columbus?, Indiana"?

4B5.1: As with 4B1, when supplying locations, the hierarchical progression provided in the DCRM(B) seems to have been needlessly omitted. It seems that DCRM(B) provisions 4B12.1 and 4B12.2 (without the wording about square brackets) would work fine.

4B5.1, 4B5.2 and 4C.2: Wording seems a little awkward to me.
4B5.1

-- The example "Sheffield" seems odd as an illustration of giving a place name "as fully as possible."

4B5.2. "If the reason for supplying the place..."

I am not sure what this means, as the rules provide the reason for supplying the place. Rather, does this mean that the cataloger should make a note explaining why s/he identified a particular place as the probable place of production, if the cataloger thinks it might not be obvious to others? If so, would DCRM(B) 4B11 wording suffice: "When supplying the place, give a justification in a note if necessary"?

4B5.2

-- My ignorance showing: it seems as though supplied place of production is USUALLY supplied. So the wording "If the reason for supplying the place is not apparent ... " seems odd. Are you trying to say, "If the justification for the conjecture is not apparent ..."?

4B5.2: Shouldn’t this be mandatory? If the reason for supplying an uncertain place is not apparent from the rest of the description, then the person supplying the date needs to give at least some clue where it came from, or else there’s no way to know how much credibility to give it. Even if it’s something like “Other manuscripts in the same box known to have been produced in Paris” or “Handwriting style appears to be English” that would at least let researchers know there isn’t something more conclusive.
4B5.3. If no place of production can be supplied, omit the place of production. 

COMMENT:  Perhaps the language should be edited to urge the cataloger to attempt to supply a place of production, however vague, and with a question mark (as in, United States?). The parallel rule in the date element uses much stronger language ("Every effort should be made to supply a conjectural ...").

4B5.3

Since "supplied" usually has a more specific meaning in cataloging, might be better to use "determined." 

4C1

-- This rule seems to repeat 4A2.

4C2

-- last sentence: Suggest change TO: "If month and/or day is known but the year is not, see 4C4." (I think we generally just give rule numbers in these situations, not text like "Conjectural dates" (See DCRM(B) 5B14.2 as a model)

4C2. The undated Raleigh letter points out a problem: a note on the source of the date, if not apparent from the rest of the description or the item itself, seems like it should be mandatory. If it weren’t for the note saying “date from The works of Sir Walter Ralegh, 1829, v. 1, p. 473” there would be no way for a researcher to know where it came from, even with the item in hand (at least if the date comes from the housing, a researcher can see the housing; but, that being said, if the researcher has this description and a digital image of the manuscript (without the housing) there’s no way to know the authority behind the date unless there’s a note); the same holds true of the Islamic calendar example, assuming the date of the poem’s creation and of the date of the note aren’t recorded elsewhere in the description.
4C2.1. Do not include time of day as part of this element, unless it serves to distinguish between two or more manuscripts with the same title and date. Record time of day in a note, if considered important. 

[Example]: , 1950 February 11 

Optional note: Date appears on item as "Reno Nev Feb 11 1139A" 

COMMENT: The first sentence of the rule suggests that time of day may be recorded within this element in certain circumstances. The second sentence seems to suggest that the time of day, if recorded, should be recorded in a note (not within the element itself). Is the following sense accurate?: "Do not include time of day as part of this element. Record time of day in a note, if considered important, and especially if it serves to distinguish between two or more manuscripts with the same title and date."

4C2.2:  DCRM-B and DCRM-S say the opposite of these instructions.  Should they stay consistent?
4C2.2 should be deleted: the instructions in 4C2 already say to normalize it as year, month, day, and to transcribe the date as it appears in a note, if considered important

4C2.3 should be deleted; it isn’t necessary because the rule for dates already says to take it from any place you can find it; “grammatically inseparable” only comes into it if you’re instructed to transcribe dates.

4C2.4. Arminanism should probably be capitalized like Calvinism or other isms...

4C2.4: The difference between the date of creation and the date of production is clear (and the examples provided with the rules helps to re-enforce this distinction). 

4C2.4: The concepts that underlie intellectual creation and physical creation might more accurately be expressed as something like "initial creation" or "initial manifestation" followed by "subsequent creation" or "subsequent manifestation."  The thing that bugs me about the way that it is currently worded is that both an initial and a secondary manifestation of a manuscript have both intellectual and physical content. This is certainly so with regard to changes in copy-hand, uses of material; it is also so with regard to editions, omissions etc. As with books, copies are never quite like the original, and, because things change, it does get to be important to understand who made a copy, as well as who is copied, and, anyhow, I might like to see a note on this. 

4C2.4: This may become a sticky issue when dealing with 3rd or 4th generation documents. However, for the typical case where you are dealing with a transcript of a diary or other similar situation, the current wording may be sufficient. I would hope that DCRM(MSS) as a whole will cover cases where you are dealing with complex documents with complicated backgrounds and histories.

4C2.4 If the date of physical production differs from the date of intellectual creation, record the date of physical production as part of the date element…

 The first time I read this it was a bit confusing to me until I read the examples. So, would this only be applicable in the case of a copy, or is there another time when this would occur? I can’t think of any, but if there is, then perhaps an example of that would be helpful. After I read it once more it was pretty clear though.

4C2.4

-- I think this rule needs to be broken out, and bolded, and maybe moved, because of the introduction of something new: intellectual creation (vs. physical production).

Something like this: 

[BOLD:]4C?  Date of creation versus date of production. [END BOLD]

  If the date of physical production differs ...

4C2.4

For clarity, it would be very helpful to include as part of the examples of this rule both an example of a devised title where the date of intellectual creation is part of the title and a formal title where the date of intellectual creation is in a note.  

4C2.4 and 4C2.5: Might be more easily understood if .5 were reworded and moved to 4C4.1.  Examples need to demonstrate complex situations and instruct on practice as relates to both published and unpublished productions if those rules would differ

4C2.5. might be phrased as "Make a note explaining the nature of the fictitious or erroneous date and providing a transcription..." ?

4C2.5: isn’t clear whether “if considered important” applies to making a note in the first place, or just providing a transcription in a note. Seems that if a date on the item is known to be fictitious or incorrect, a note saying so should be required. Otherwise, you can’t be sure it’s not a typo in the description when the date in the record doesn’t match the date on the material
4C2.6.1. If, however, the manuscript is double-dated to reflect both Julian/Old Style and Gregorian/New Style, record both dates, separated by a slash, in normalized form. Transcribe in a note the date as it appears in the manuscript, if considered important . 

[Example] , 1601 May 4/14  

[Example] , 1649/1650 January 19/29 

[Example] , 1610/1611 January 29/February 8

COMMENT: I acknowledge that there is no simple, elegant manner to record the dual dates; but the method here seems particularly confusing. I think I'd favor more explicit (and wordy) solutions; something like: "1601 May 4 (Julian calendar) / 1601 May 14 (Gregorian calendar)"; "1649 January 19 (Julian calendar) / 1650 January 29 (Gregorian calendar)", etc.

4C2.6.1. 

•
should explicitly say whether or not to convert an old style date to new style, or at least give an example of an old style date as well as a new style

•
instruction on ordering convention in the Comment should be moved to the rule, e.g. “record both dates, separated by a slash, in normalized form, with the Julian/Old Style date first”

4C2.6.2: 

•
add to the end of the first sentence “...if different.”

•
it’s not clear what “is based on” refers to: only cases where the date on the material doesn’t match what would now be expected? or any time a date is provided for an item that dates to a relevant time and place for non-January 1 New Years? If it’s only in cases where the date is on the material, then it seems that transcription is entering into the equation after all.

4C2.8: “or otherwise difficult to interpret” in the heading seems redundant, since that’s what “indecipherable” means

4C2.8:  I would like to see the words “and supply a note if considered necessary” added to the end of the sentence.
4C3.1. If describing a manuscript (that is not a collection) that was produced over a period of time, whether it is a single sheet, multiple sheets, a volume or multiple volumes or parts, record the first date of production and the last date of production and connect them with a hyphen. 

[Example] , 1849-1852 

COMMENT: When recording the first date and last date of production (connected by a hyphen), can we record the date at a greater specificity than year alone (e.g. 1849 January 11-1852 August 15)? If so, should we illustrate this with an example?

4C3.1. "If describing a manuscript (that is not a collection)..."

Is the parenthetical phrase redundant given the scope of this module?

4C3.1:  I don’t work with manuscripts very often, so I’m confused by the words “that is not a collection.”  Why are they necessary?
4C3.2: 

•
the date not being present on the manuscript isn’t relevant to this rule, since it’s already been stated in 4C1 that the date doesn’t have to come from the material itself; if the date isn’t on the material, but is certain, then you just give it; this rule is only about conjectural dates.

•
first example doesn’t follow the rule: only one conjectural date is given; should be, for example, “between 1897 and 1915-1930” (if you’re not certain of the starting date, but are certain of the ending date) or “between 1897 and 1915-between 1930 and 1938” (if both starting and ending dates are conjectural)

•
because conjectural dates aren’t introduced until 4C4, examples should be omitted here (or the whole rule moved to after 4C4?)

4C3.3: are parentheses around the bulk dates required for manuscript reasons? DCRM(B) and DCRM(S) have bulk dates preceded by a comma

4C3.3: Wording seems awkward.
4C3.3: Correct agreement between “a manuscript” and the “bulk of the material?”  Or make into separate instruction for a single voluminous manuscript produced over time and multipart resource? 

4C3.3 bulk dates

For the sake of consistency, I would argue that the recording of bulk dates should be optional in DCRM(MSS) as it is in DACS.

4C3.4. Record the date(s) of each volume, part, etc., in a note, if considered important. 

[Example], circa 1961-1965 

Optional note: Notebook 1: 1961; notebook 2: 1962-1963; notebook 3: 1963-1965 

COMMENT: The optional note accompanying the example does not seem to be in harmony with the information recorded in the element. If the date is "circa 1961-1965", should the optional note be "Notebook 1: circa 1961; notebook 2: 1962-1963; notebook 3: 1963-1965"?

4C3.4: date of first notebook in example needs to be “circa 1961” in order for the example to work (either that, or delete the “circa” from the example)
4C41: reason behind a conjecture should always be given; note should be required unless reason is evident from the rest of the description

4C4.2 should be deleted: instructions already say to provide the date of production from an appropriate source, so there’s no question that an irrelevant date on the item should not be used (and if the rule is kept, then the instruction to “supply a conjectural date” needs to be changed; if there’s a misleading date on the item, but you know a specific year from other sources, then you should supply the specific year, not a conjectural date.

4C4.3. Patterns for supplying a conjectural date.

COMMENT: How should the cataloger record the date when the month and/or day is certain, but the year is conjectured? (This is a greater challenge to convey when we don't use brackets.) Should the cataloger do "1845? January 11", "1845 January 11?", or simply "1845?".

4C4.3 example ", between 1900 and 1909          first decade of century"

I am not sure how this differs from a "span certain" date range.

4C4.3: Is the example “between 1900 and 1909” necessary?  Seems redundant…
4C4.3: Would it be simpler to follow RDA 1.9.2 instruction for supplied dates?

4C4.4.  

COMMENT: Giving no date should never be an option.  If we are cataloging items for a period longer than the next 10 years, we can always give the date of cataloging as a last resort.  After all, we know the item has been produced by the date of cataloging, and such information will be useful in a generation or so.  I would imagine that only a very few Western manuscripts cannot be dated within a couple of centuries.

4C4.4:  Is the word “undated” to be placed at the 260 subfield c position?  With or without brackets?
4C4.4: is there a manuscript-specific reason for not always providing at least some indication of a date? The other DCRM modules require a best guess: if nothing else, you know it has to have been created before the date it was acquired by the repository.  (But if you do keep it, suggest using be “undatable” or “cannot be dated” or the equivalent because many manuscripts will be undated, yet have a date provided in the date area).

4C5.1: no need to provide special instruction on transcribing copyright symbol now that it is included in standard characters sets

4C5.1: Will the copyright symbol be placed in the example in the final version?
4C5.2 can be deleted: it’s a truism that the date of production should reflect the date of production, and not some different date

4C5.3: why is it mandatory to require that this date be part of the title when it’s only “if considered important” in 4C2.4? What if the title in question is a formal title? 

4C5.3

Would like to see an example here!

4C5.3 

Logically, the recording of the copyright date of the printed work that the manuscript is a copy of as part of the title should follow the same rules as recording the date of intellectual creation in 4C2.4 (i.e. recorded as part of the title in devised titles but recorded in a note for formal titles.)  As 4C5.3 is currently written, while it refers to 4C2, I read the rule as stating that the copyright date is always included in the title, in these cases.

