Connecticut History Online (CHO) Phase II Meeting Minutes

Technical Committee


Date:
Friday, July 25, 2003

Time:
8 am – 10 am

Location:
Van Block, Hartford

Recorder:
Kathy Foulke

Facilitators:
Rutherford Witthus and Heidi Abbey

Attending:
Heidi Abbey (Co-Chair), Rutherford Witthus (UConn), Peter Murray (UConn), Leah Prescott (Mystic Seaport), Mary Anne Stets (Mystic Seaport), Nancy Finlay (CHS), Melissa Wisner (UConn), Kathleen Foulke (Mystic Seaport)

Agenda: 

1. Topic:  Review of Previous Minutes, 5 min. (H. Abbey and R. Witthus)

Update: Briefly touched on the need to continue the discussion on planning and prioritizing technologies; Melissa Watterworth spoke with Patrick McGlamery who advised that we seriously consider moving away from using proprietary software (MrSID), for zoom capability, toward JPEG 2000 (one of the new technologies demonstrated and discussed at previous meetings).  UConn has purchased one JPEG 2000 server license from the vendor (AWARE), so the process of creating the JPEG 2000 files from the TIFF files would have to be centralized. The conversion could be accomplished as a batch process.  Mystic Seaport has existing MrSID files for some CHO II materials.

Next steps: Minute-takers will send drafts to Heidi and Rudy for review and posting and the draft will then be reviewed by Technical Committee meeting members for amending/approval at the next meeting.

2. Topic:  File Management & Storage of Digital Objects (M. Watterworth & H. Abbey)

Documentation/distributed:  Leah Prescott’s position paper, Melissa Wisner’s memo, M. Watterworth’s memo.

Discussion.  A distributed model for digital object/descriptive metadata creation, storage and management would involve ENCompass linking to servers at other institutions. This would be most efficient in terms of not doing double-work—creating and maintaining data and links in two systems. This is the preferred model for Mystic Seaport, which already has records and digital images for selected items and an established process for adding new material. It may be the more forward-thinking model in terms of CHO’s future in enlisting potential new partners and future funding. However, a centralized model is likely to be the only option for other project partners at present, and appears to have advantages for most and for the project as a whole in terms of available technology and IT support. Managing and maintaining digital files and links would be easier/less complicated with a centralized model. It is clear that there are advantages for both centralized vs distributed models for CHO II, and the choice of ENCompass theoretically opens up the possibility of moving from the centralized CHO I model to a distributed model or a hybrid of centralized and distributed, depending on the institution. However, the current capabilities of ENCompass (issues outlined in Melissa Wisner’s memo) may for all practical purposes limit us to a centralized model for the CHO II phase of the project. Other considerations: the model adopted will determine the types of potential partners for any future phases.  Also, can UConn continue to host CHO in the absence of additional grant funding? Developing a model for sustainability is an aspect of the CHO II grant. In order to make the best decision about a CHO II model and direction for sustainability, we need to have a clear sense of what the end vision is for the CHO project. This is a question for the Management Committee.

Decisions/Conclusions: Refer to the Management Committee Melissa Watterworth’s summary memo and our recommendation that we go with a centralized model for CHO II, but with an eye to how we can implement a distributed model. Request from Management Committee an articulation of the CHO project vision to guide technical discussion and decision-making..  A small task force (Rudi, Melissa, Leah) will discuss how best to catalog/represent manuscript collections in the ENCompass system.  
3. Topic:  Copyright and CHO II images (H. Abbey, M. Watterworth)

Discussion:  Reviewed pros and cons of including an institution-specific copyright statement with CHO II images as was done with CHO I. Issues are outlined in the second part of Melissa Watterworth’s summary memo. 

Decisions/Conclusions: We need to table this and refer this question to the Management Committee.

4. Topic:  Defining and Configuring CHO Phase II Repositories (H. Abbey)

Documentation: Leah Prescott’s proposal that we do CHO II repositories by DTD.

Distributed: Melissa Wisner’s list of options for arrangements of data and repositories in ENCompass.

Discussion: It appears that ENCompass will allow for: 

· multiple containers within a repository that we could choose to not have displayed on the public side; this would enable us to manage the data more easily and efficiently. For example, we can have individual media containers within a repository, and individual institution containers for easier management/updating.

· draw items from multiple repositories to form a what would display as a collection on the public side (for example a “Manuscripts” collection that includes EAD and MARC records)

It would be best to have searches expand to just containers to be searched rather than individual records. We reiterated that we do not want institution-based repositories. Retrieving items from a specific institution can be enabled through searching.

Decisions/Conclusions: We should go with repositories by DTD. The following repositories (and probable media to be included in each) are proposed:

Repository: Qualified Dublin Core (includes photographs, other visual materials, art and artifacts)

Repository: MARC (individual document records, maps and charts, oral history, manuscripts--collection records, newspapers, broadsides, blueprints?)

Repository: EAD (manuscript finding aids, blueprints?)

Repository: TEI? (marked up transcriptions)

We will do a pilot with this model, with Melissa setting up a MARC repository as well as the existing Qualified Dublin Core repository. The chart below is a partial representation of what we envision* on the public (Web client) and non-public/management (staff client) side. 

*not all DTDs/media are represented; specific terms/labels still TBD

WEB CLIENT:

· CHO (Collection)

+( Photographs and Visual Materials

+Container of photographs

+Container of visual materials

+Container of artifacts

+( Maps and charts


+Container of maps and charts

+( Oral history


+Object records of oral history


STAFF CLIENT: 

      MARC


Maps



CHS maps



Mystic Seaport maps

Oral history


Mystic Seaport oral history


UConn oral history

Next steps: Melissa Wisner will set up the Dublin Core and MARC repos as a pilot.

Future File: Items for Future Consideration
Topic:  Planning & Prioritizing New Technologies

Topic:  Policy on Copyright Statement

Topic:  File-Naming Convention for CHO II Digital Objects

Topic:  Testing Metadata Schema for Digital Collections & Content (DCC) Project

Topic:  Participation in the Open Archives Initiative via the DCC Project

Next meeting: 

Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2003

Time: 10:00 am-Noon

Location: Dodd Research Center, UConn

Recorder: 

Facilitator: 

Created by Meredith Petersons; Revised by Heidi N. Abbey, January 2002

