Connecticut History Online (CHO) Phase II Meeting Minutes

Technical Committee


Date:
Wednesday, January 22, 2003

Time:
10 am - Noon

Location:
UConn, Thomas J. Dodd Research Center, Administrative Conference Room

Recorder:
Heidi Abbey

Facilitator:
Rutherford Witthus

Attending:
Heidi Abbey (Co-Chair, UConn), Rutherford Witthus (Co-Chair, UConn), Kathleen Foulke (Mystic), Peter Murray (UConn), Paul O’Pecko (Mystic), Leah Prescott (Mystic), Stephen Slovasky (CT State Library), Mary Ann Stets (Mystic), Nancy Finlay (CHS), Melissa Wisner (UConn)

Absent:
Jim Blackaby (Mystic), Peter Lamothe (New Haven)

Agenda: 

Topic:  Introduction of Members & Meeting Norms/Tasks, 15 min. (All)

Discussion:  All in attendance made brief introductions and shared, if applicable, their involvement with CHO Phase I.  The group agreed upon several meeting norms and tasks.

Decisions/Conclusions:  Committee members agreed that minutes will be recorded on a rotating basis, moving alphabetically among those in attendance.  Location of committee documents on CHO website for Phase II will be raised with Management Committee.  Meeting frequency:  Bi-weekly as needed.  Meeting times:  Wednesdays 10-Noon, alternating with Thursdays 10-Noon as needed.  Meeting location:  State Library “Van Block” Remote Facility, 75 Van Block Avenue, Hartford.  Clear directions to and parking information for the Van Block building will be shared via email.  

Next steps (Who? What? When?):  Stephen will send directions to Van Block building via email ASAP.  Mary Ann will discuss status of Phase II documentation with Management Committee.  As interim measure, Heidi and Rudy will place committee agenda and minutes on CHO website.  All meetings will be announced via email.

Topic:  Establish Committee’s Charge, 15 min. (R. Witthus)

Discussion:  Committee members reviewed scope of the grant and broad technical implications.

Decisions/Conclusions:  It was agreed that the committee needs a clear charge to guide its work.  The group also agreed that our work should focus upon sustainable and scalable technology solutions.

Next steps (Who? What? When?):  Heidi and Rudy will draft a charge and plan to share it with members at the next committee meeting.

Topic:  Review Questions/Concerns of Selection Committee, 80 min. (H. Abbey)

Documentation:  Email from member of the Selection Committee distributed during meeting.

Discussion:  The group evaluated several questions submitted by a Selection Committee member, as answers to these questions will assist curators in meeting their March 2003 selection deadline:  1) What specifications for digital capture have been negotiated with our vendor, Boston Photo Imaging?  2) What media types or formats and/or data capture devices can curators expect to be included in the digitization process for Phase II (e.g., copy photography, flatbed scanning, etc.)?  3) Where is the digitization being done and who is doing it?  4) Will the vendor be able to scan transparent images such as glass plate negatives and color transparencies?  What about 3-D objects such as pins, buttons, and clothing?  5) How will multi-part documents and multi-part objects be accessible to users?  6) Will multiple 856 fields be possible for object cataloging records?  7) How will detailed larger documents display to users online?  Melissa led a detailed discussion about the current Endeavor WebVoyage & ImageServer system used to delivery CHO images and provided the committee with an overview of ENCompass, another Endeavor system which offers integrated search, discovery, and management tools useful for building digital libraries.  UConn and Mystic both purchased ENCompass in 2002, and members for each institution shared pros/cons of the ENCompass system along with pros/cons of the current system.  Pros of current system:  It offers users a multitude of searching options, including the unique GeoLocator search feature, which may or may not be easy to replicate in ENCompass.  Cons of current system:  It is labor intensive to set-up and maintain, supports few file types, and there is no new Endeavor R&D planned for ImageServer.  Pros of ENCompass system:  It would be straightforward to set-up free ENCompass staff clients for all CHO Phase II partners.  Partner institutions would not have to have the Voyager system in order to participate in CHO Phase II.  There is a great deal of R&D for the ENCompass product.  ENCompass includes a “Metadata Loader” program to import data, it supports a wide variety of file types, and offers the option to link descriptive metadata to more than one object.  ENCompass can point to different repositories which are outside of its system.  Endeavor is also contractually obligated to migrate CHO Phase I data into ENCompass, and will work with third-party software to enhance user experiences with objects/information.  Cons of ENCompass system:  In the current release, the system’s performance appears to work slightly better with the MS Internet Explorer web browser.  The current system offers only limited keyword search capabilities.  If partner institutions are working with non-standard database management systems that do not offer data export strategies, data will be difficult or impossible for ENCompass to harvest; this may create more work for some partners.

Decisions/Conclusions:  Technical specifications were determined when the grant was written in 2002.  Boston Photo Imaging is our vendor for most data capture, and they will provide on-site image capture at the partner institutions for materials up to 11 x 14 inches.  Boston Photo Imaging will also provide image capture of maps up to 16 x 20 and medium broadsides.  Oversize items (> 11 x 14 inches) will be digitized in-house at Mystic.  No flatbed scanning will be done, only direct digital capture.  Digitization at a resolution higher than 300 dpi should be considered if possible within the constraints of the project’s budget.  A list of object types needs to be drafted so that curators can make appropriate decisions about objects for potential digitization.  Committee members agreed, by a unanimous vote, that the ENCompass system, although not perfect and in need of refinement/customization, will be recommended for use in Phase II of the project.  

Next steps (Who? What? When?):  Mary Ann will review the existing budget for digitization costs with scanning @ 300 dpi and recalculate them based upon scanning @ 600 dpi.  This information will be shared at the next meeting.  Heidi and Rudy will draft a list of “approved media types” to share with the committee at the next meeting.  Heidi and Melissa will investigate the third-party software that works with ENCompass.

Topic:  Planning Future Agendas, 10 min. (All)

Discussion:  Suggested future topics include: 1) examining solutions for delivering digital audio files, and 2) processes for implementing and using ENCompass at partner institutions.  

Decisions/Conclusions:  Future agendas will be developed during the committee’s next meeting.

Next steps (Who? What? When?):  Heidi and Rudy to draft list of possible topics to facilitate discussion at the next meeting.

Future File: Items for Future Consideration

Next Meeting: 

Date:  Wednesday, February 5, 2003

Time:  10 am - Noon

Location:  State Library “Van Block” Remote Facility, 75 Van Block Avenue, Hartford

Recorder:  TBD

Facilitator:  Heidi and Rudy

Created by Meredith Petersons; Revised by Heidi N. Abbey, January 2003

