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MIC

Sally McCallum:

Well, good morning.  Thank you for coming on this cold rainy day.  I have the pleasure of introducing our speakers for today’s presentation.  The first one I’m going to introduce is Grace Agnew.  She’s the associate university librarian for Digital Systems at Rutgers, which is, in case you didn’t know, the state university for New Jersey.  Rather than being called the university of New Jersey, it’s called Rutgers.  She has been affiliated with this project since -- actually before its inception I would say because she did a study -- an NSF study that precluded the development of the MIC [called Mike] project and so she’s been the architect and the lead -- technical lead for this project -- it’s called Moving Image Collections project, which is where the MIC comes from -- under NSF funding for the, oh, last five years, I think or something like that.  

But Grace is also -- her interests and her skills are really with metadata, digital video and rights management.  I know I’m more familiar with some of her rights management papers, which have been very, very interesting, and she has a book coming out in fact this year on rights management, “A Practical Guide for Librarians.”  We really need something like that.  Everyone is struggling with rights management in the digital era.  She also had a book, though, back in around 2000 called “Getting Mileage Out of Metadata” and that’s, I think, something that some of us can relate to partly because I think we don’t get enough out of our meta-data.  She consults and gives a number of workshops.  

Now she’s going to be presenting along with Jane Johnson Otto and Jane is the MIC project manager for LC [Library of Congress].  She works in the Motion Picture, Broadcasting and Recorded Sound Division.  She is a part of that division.  She’s worked on MIC since its inception also.  I’m not sure she was with MBRS at that time, but she was out at the UCLA Film and Television Archive.  But she’s got 20 years of cataloging in her background, some of it at LC’s P& P [Prints and Photographs] Division, some at the Los Angeles Museum of Art and then she was at the UCLA film archive.  She’s been very active in AMIA, which is the Association of Moving Image Archivists, and they are partners in this MIC project.  She gives workshops and presentations on her principal areas of moving image cataloging and digital media asset management.

Now the only person – the only thing I haven’t introduced is MIC and MIC, the Moving Image Collection, is a portal for preservation and access to moving images of all kinds.  It’s an exciting multiyear, multi-institutional collaboration with some parts of it being developed in Washington state on the West Coast, some parts in Georgia in the South, some parts in New Jersey and some parts here at LC.  It’s partly because Grace is such a good coordinator of everything that these disparate parts have come together.  They were doing database at one place, interface at another, registry application at another.  It was really a decentralized development effort, but I’ll let Grace and Jane introduce MIC actually in detail.

[applause]

Jane Johnson Otto:

Thank you, Sally, and thank you all for coming.  I’m really pleased to be here to talk about MIC.  Over the past few months, I’ve been giving quite a few presentations.  All over the country we give presentations, actually, but I’ve given a number recently to library management meetings and to several other groups.  In all my discussions, both inside and outside LC and over the years, a number of themes have emerged.  

This is the MIC Web site.  There’s a great push right now for technologies that enhance access to rare and unique materials, these special hidden collections, and to do it in a way that’s standards based and a way that helps librarians and archivists, particularly those who are lacking in expertise and infrastructure and the funding to get those two things.  We also need a new model for revenue generation to support preservation and access initiatives, and we need to work smart.  We have to collaborate.  We have to share responsibility and reduce costs as we serve our users better.  And MIC has been working along these lines now for several years.  All the components of our architecture are about to fall into place and soon the applications will transfer over to our new National Audio Visual Conservation Center in Culpepper, Va., or the Packard Campus.  So I think it’s a good time to share our work with a much broader audience.

Just a couple of words about our name -- MIC does stand for Moving Image Collections as Sally mentioned.  We like the name MIC because we knew that one day we might want to incorporate sound recordings and MIC can also stand for Media n Collections.  Now as MIC has developed, it’s become clear that these applications and this architecture is broadly applicable to any digital collections initiative.  So you can think of media in the broadest sense as a mode of artistic expression or communication because MIC’s architecture and applications could be applied to any medium including print media and graphic materials and so on.

And today we’d like to show how MIC simultaneously addresses multiple Library Services strategic objectives and anticipates the future of bibliographic control.  The Working Group on the Future of Bibliographic Control envisioned this future as collaborative, international in scope, decentralized and Web-based, and that does sound a lot like MIC.  

In addition, MIC is dual purpose; it serves both internal Library [Library of Congress] need and the library field.  The open source platform allows the Library to share development costs for this critically needed tool in a community partnership environment, with every organization responsible for its own work.  The Library then can re-assert its leadership role without the expense of providing cataloging copy to the world.

But let’s go back to MIC’s original mission.  MIC was conceived to advance the preservation of archival moving images.  This was beginning in 1994 when the Library of Congress published two reports detailing the crisis in film preservation.  One was about film and the other about television and video.  And these were mandated by Congress as part of the 1992 National Film Preservation Act, and they contained nearly a hundred recommendations.  So MIC began when the Library of Congress asked the Association of Moving Image Archivists, AMIA, to help create an implementation plan for these recommendations.  AMIA identified, not surprisingly, the first and most crucial step in any preservation solution as a standardized way to identify holdings and, particularly, unique titles.  

So while MIC has a number of components, the one that’s most central to its architecture, and certainly its most popular feature right now, is its consortial database, or the union catalog.  This documents who has what, and it enables archivists to identify past preservation work, an emerging critical need.  This will reduce duplication of effort and prevent loss through deterioration all the while ensuring that titles are preserved from the best surviving footage.  Now, that’s a direct service to archivists.  

On the public side, MIC exposes these hidden collections to new and broader audiences, but it also raises awareness about preservation issues and risks to our cultural heritage.  Through the Web site, which I’ll show you in a minute, we educate the public on the care of their own home collections, the preservation process and the role of archives.  MIC also supplies the tools and resources needed to facilitate this documentation of who has what based on what we know about the field.

As Sally mentioned, this is an AMIA-Library of Congress collaboration.  It was funded initially by the National Science Foundation.  We have three original development partners.  But I’m going to set the stage here for what the field of moving image archiving is about.  We do know that there’s lots of material out there.  Some of it’s analog, some of it’s digital.  We say we live in a digital world but the fact is we have both and neither is going away any time soon.  This analog and digital material is really important stuff.  A lot of it is deteriorating, and there are very few resources out there to take care of it.  

We know that the documentation, the cataloging and the metadata is the first step to preservation but these moving images are spread all over the place in organizations of every description and often in very small and under-resourced archives.  Tools for description and management of these resources are lacking.  The infrastructure in many cases is not there, and the expertise in these smaller organizations particularly is less than we’d like.  And to top it off, the field is extremely diverse.  Moving images come in every conceivable genre, form, subject and format.  They’re in organizations of every size and type and these organizations serve a very wide range of end users.  They have very diverse missions and, as a result, they employ a vast range of metadata schema.  You just cannot impose a single metadata schema from above and yet we know that standards are a good thing and we want to promote standards.

So, along comes MIC, the AMIA-Library of Congress collaboration, and we did receive a grant or rather Rutgers, through Grace, received a grant from the National Science Foundation for nearly a million dollars and that funded our first three years of development.  The three university partners, as Sally mentioned, are Georgia Tech, University of Washington and Rutgers.  Grace is MIC’s architect and Rutgers University Library continues as the technology lead.  Incidentally, MIC is a member of the National Science Digital Library, which does harvest our records via OAI.

Before we look in more detail at MIC itself, I want to just review some of the Library’s own strategic goals and look at some points in the Library Services Strategic Plan and see how MIC is addressing some of these strategic objectives.  Just going down the list, the first is to adopt -- and these aren’t particularly in order, but -- one is to adopt technology that makes collections more accessible to our users, begin development of the next generation of information access utilities, present our collections to newer and broader audiences and promote appreciation and preservation of America’s creative heritage in film and sound.  We also want to provide professional guidance and training to the library and archives community, direct services to libraries and publishers, and establish a new operating model for fee-based services.  

We need to provide leadership for the library community, something that the Library has done for a long time as we know; be a leader in, particularly, in library preservation and practices and work with other organizations to develop a national preservation strategy, both for analog and digital, that identifies preservation priorities and establishes cooperative programs to address them.  Finally, the Library wants to develop new tools and standards for librarianship, to lead the national and international standards to enhance library services -- particularly an international bibliographic system that encompasses metadata for all formats and allows wide sharing of both content and data, and expand standards development and maintenance activities.

Now I was a member of Working Group 4C that looked at this particular objective, under Sally McCallum, and part of our charge was to identify standards gaps.  Two of those we identified were these: the lack of technical metadata element sets and schemas for and video, and the need for use-oriented rights data.  MIC is addressing both of these.

Our working group also made a number of recommendations including these: that LC should implement its own standards and that would be, among others, MARC, METS, MODS and PREMIS; explore new standard technologies and approaches; continue active involvement and leadership role in key technical metadata standards; to collaborate to formalize the METS technical metadata extension schemas for audio and video; develop METS profiles for AV [audio visual]; develop PREMIS use with METS; experiment with OAI; seek partnerships to explore practical FRBR implementations; and explore search and retrieval, especially for multiple-controlled vocabularies.  MIC is addressing all of these.  Most of these it’s addressing directly.  In the case of FRBR, the last two -- FRBR and the multiple-controlled vocabularies -- I would say that we offer the research and development platform which enables these issues to be explored.  

So let’s now look at MIC in specifics.  How does MIC serve the field and the Library of Congress Strategic Objectives and the Library itself?  We have a number of components.  We talked about the consortial database.  Right now the catalog includes a half million records from fifteen organizations, many of the records linked to digital video.  Currently this is basic descriptive metadata, I think Dublin Core-like metadata, batch loaded and it’s actually MODS now.  

MIC also offers a mapping utility that allows us to convert records from any local in-house schema into the database.  We can machine-map records like MARC and MPEG7 but through the mapping utility you can take these local in-house schemas whether they’re from FileMakerPro databases or Excel spreadsheets and get them into the union catalog.

To complement the catalog, we have an archive directory because we know that not every organization that holds moving images will contribute records to a union catalog.  The archive directory then describes collections at the organizational level, and it also serves as a tool for community building and collaboration.  This is not just an online phone book.  We collect the information 
about archives collections and services, their preservation and cataloging activities that gives archivists the information they need to build their collaborations, to evaluate cataloging and preservation activities in similar organizations, to identify organizations with common interests, and then they can exploit the MIC portal structure to create virtual communities.  This detailed data that we’re collecting through the archive directory also enables the sponsors of MIC, the Library of Congress and AMIA, to identify and target particular educational needs, potential collaborations and emerging trends.  This way we can focus community training and support.

Paralleling the archive directory is a service provider’s directory, which lists individuals and organizations which provide services and products for moving image collections.  This could be anything from a professional organization like AMIA, to a funding agency like IMLS, to a manufacturer of film cans or an individual consultant.  And Georgia Tech is delivering this to the Library this year.

Next is the informational resources, and you’ll see that this is the welcome page of the preservation portal, which is one of the archivist portals.  MIC’s informational resources are gathered by experts in the field, mostly members of AMIA’s working committees and interests groups.  It is AMIA’s mission to educate so this innovative partnership between the national library and the professional association maximizes the strengths of both organizations to make a total contribution greater than the sum of its parts.  While the Library will host MIC and provides the technology, infrastructure and management, AMIA in accordance with its national mission is responsible, among other things, for developing MIC’s educational content.

All of MIC’s features are available in this portal structure that allows us to customize search results for archivists, educators and the general public.  And several of the components are customized this way.  If you look in the union catalog and in different portals you might get different results in your search.  The archive directory displays more information in the archivist portal, et cetera.

And last but not least, Rutgers University Libraries has developed our METS cataloging utility through which organizations can directly contribute records to the consortial database.  I’ll talk about that more in a minute.  The key to MIC’s progress are our metadata strategies which allows us to simultaneously address several goals of expanding education, outreach, access, preservation and research in culture and information technology.  First we promote metadata standards.  We’re committed to open source, standards-based interoperability protocols.  We provide a standards-compliant tool that’s utilized in METS and MODS and PREMIS.  We also illustrate by example the value of standards.  It’s really kind of interesting to see, especially in these smaller organizations that come in and contribute their records to the union catalog, the light will go on when they see their records in this broader context and in a standards-based system.  And some of these smaller archives will actually go back and change their practices based on what they see there.  Finally, we educate archivists in the use of standards through those informational resources.  

Our second strategy is to embrace that diversity in the field that I talked about.  We can import and export in standard formats and use our mapping utility to map local schema.  This does two things.  First of all, it encourages archives to participate, which helps us gain that critical mass we need to really serve our preservation objectives, and it opens new avenues for exposing collections to broader audiences because you can export your records, say in MARC, for bibliographic utilities or in Dublin Core for OAI harvesting.

Now I’m just going to take a little detour here for a minute to show you how the mapping utility works.  This is the application form.  An organization interested in contributing records through the mapping utility first just fills out this brief application.  It asks mainly contact information, a little bit of information about how they would contribute their records, what kind of content standards they use and that sort of thing.  Next they submit a list of data elements or a field list along with some sample records.  So you can see it’s its pretty self-explanatory.  

MIC then populates an online form with that field list so you see the scroll here contains every field that this organization submitted.  And the user is then led through the form, MIC data element by MIC data element, and selects from the scroll its own equivalent for each MIC field.  You can’t see it here, but the default would be no map so as you go through, and there about 50 fields, you would go through and if you’re not mapping that particular field, you just skip over it.  Most of the organizations I would say contribute maybe 10 to 15 fields in their record.  Some keep very abbreviated records and some have very full records but just choose to share a few fields.  The current catalog, the one you see on the Web site now, is for discovery of resources only.  It’s not for management and that’s why the few fields works.  

Once a field has been selected here on this scroll, it disappears from this scroll so as you go through the form, your scroll is getting shorter and shorter so that makes it go very quickly.  For each element you can see there’s a description of the field, some examples, and you can set maps, several of your records to a MIC field or if you have multiple values in a single field, you can split your values and put them in multiple fields.  

You have to input a sample value for each -- you’ll see at the very bottom there that example, the interview with a U.S. senator -- you input the sample value and this allows you to preview your record as you build your map so you can see how it will appear in the database.  You can also view a sample MIC display at any time with that hyperlink.  And once the form is complete you then check the map, tweak it as many times as you want, and then ingest and just index the records.  Now this of course is for our original mapping utility.  This is the one with the MODS descriptive metadata.  Rutgers has now expanded us to a full METS cataloging utility complete with the source, technical rights and preservation metadata.  

The mapping utility allows small organizations to make their holdings accessible on the Web at low cost and in accordance with standards and with their existing personnel and infrastructure.  Then larger institutions, like the Library of Congress that have multiple schema or legacy schema can bring them into conformance by mapping them through METS and then exporting them elsewhere as a single schema.  

Returning to our metadata strategies, the third was to extend standard metadata use to all.  This is democratizing cataloging.  We do this through the mapping utility also by providing guidance through the informational resources and through the cataloging utility and the mapping utility.  So let’s turn to the cataloging utility now.  

This is a front-end input form where organizations can directly contribute records to the consortial database.  Two points about the union catalog we discussed earlier.  First, it was primarily descriptive metadata in MODS, and it utilizes batch import for ingest.  So the cataloging utility does several things for us.  It allows organizations to input descriptions of their holdings directly into the union catalog and edit them there, one by one, and it accommodates all the metadata necessary for end-to-end management of a resource from acquisition through digitization, preservation, et cetera.  

Rutgers has developed the MIC cataloging utility from its own workflow management system.  This is already in use for both the New Jersey Digital Highway, which is the statewide repository in New Jersey, and Rutgers own repository, RUcore.  Rutgers is now partnering with additional universities, notably Northwestern with others on the horizon.  This is open source, it’s Web-based, low overhead, low infrastructure requirements.  For MIC, we built out the moving image and recorded sound technical metadata although the system does accommodate all materials.  

The MIC cataloging utility, as I said, is a METS implementation, descriptive is MODS.  We draw from PREMIS for preservation and rights metadata.  The technical metadata is based on the Audio Engineering Society draft standard for audio objects which we’ve extended to moving images.  We’re aiming for FRBR implementation and we’ve explored mechanisms for advancing this objective, not yet implemented.  

I just want to say a couple words about AES.  This is the Audio Engineering Society schema, and it has a number of advantages.  First, it’s based on structure types.  It defines four structure types: audio tape, optical disk, analog disk and cylinder.  We extended that to wire recording and also to the moving image formats.  This is great because it enables us to create dependencies between the object types and vocabulary.  For example, if you’re describing an audio tape, you’re asked for the length of that tape and not the diameter whereas if you’re cataloging an LP, the reverse is true.  So this allows for streamlined, expedited inputting.  

AES has lots of data elements but very few vocabulary so what we did is we drew vocabulary from a number of existing standards and systems including LC’s own AV prototype.  The AV prototype I learned in this process was actually based on an earlier draft of the AES standards so that was very consistent.  We also looked at SMPTE RP210, PBCore and these other sources and consulted experts in the field, many here at LC.  

The other thing about the MIC cataloging utility is it uses an events-based model.  We define an event as any action that occurs in a particular place and time.  It can be associated with an agent, and it can be associated with an object.  MIC defines five different kinds of events -- descriptive events, provenance, preservation, condition evaluation and rights.  So just to take one example, a provenance event might be the acquisition of a particular resource that takes place at a particular place and time and the associated agent could be the donor with the associated object a deed of gift, which you then scan and link to your bibliographic record.

Returning once more to our metadata strategies, the fourth is to enable exploration of new technologies including digital rights management.  Grace is going to be talking about that.  MIC also provides -- [break in audio] -- English speakers.  

Another further area for exploration would be low-level indexing or content-based retrieval.  This is the retrieval of digital objects by things like color or shape, texture for example, facial recognition.  For moving image materials, I think this is really the equivalent of free-text searching and shows a lot of potential for the future.  We have laid the groundwork for that by supporting MPEG7.  The other thing is we want to provide a model extensible to other archive and library communities.

Before I turn this over to Grace, I just want to give you a quick tour of the MIC catalogue utilities metadata.  This shows you the input form.  You can see across the top you’ve got descriptive, technical, source and rights metadata following METS.  You can also click that required tab and the fields that you have designated as required, and that’s configurable, will appear which makes for faster inputting.  You can also jump to a particular data element.  So it’s all MODS here in the descriptive metadata although there are some extensions mostly to accommodate events.  If you scroll down the descriptive metadata you’ll see a field like target audience that has a variety of source vocabularies, and that’s all configurable so you can choose, in this case MPAA [spelled phonetically], and then if you go to the pull-down, you’ve got only the MPAA terms there.  

Going to the technical metadata and just scrolling through, you’ve got elements for Kodak [spelled phonetically], operating system, compression and sampling, audio characteristics, bit-rate reduction and so on.  Most of this conforms with the Audio Engineering Society standard.

Moving to source metadata, you define your source type, which is based on AES structure types for moving images and sound recordings and then the relevant elements for that structure type appear.  

This shows the current model of the cataloging utility where you have an instance of descriptive metadata together with the source, the technical and the rights altogether in the METS document.

This is what Rutgers is working on for us now.  This new functionality allows users to create multiple instances of both source and technical data within a single METS document using the METS structure map.  We need to give the archivists a way, too, to track the migration of these different elements.  So if you have a 35-millimeter -- this shows a 35-millimeter, two 35-millimeter source objects, actually, which could go into making a 16-millimeter print and from that you could make a video tape and then generate digital objects from those.  So this is critical for preservation.  It’s something that the typical ILS doesn’t do so well, so this is something I think preservationists will be really happy with.  The rights metadata we record is persistent, durable information about rights so it’s linked there to the descriptive metadata.

You’ll remember earlier in my talk that the 4C Strategic Plan Working Group identified these two standards gaps, one of which was the technical metadata element sets and schemas for AV.  I think you can see how MIC is addressing this.  We’re also planning to register the moving image and audio technical metadata as METS extension schema this year.  The other gap was use-oriented rights metadata.  This is where I’m going to turn it over to Grace to talk that a bit more.

Grace Agnew:

Okay -- positioning myself correctly here.  Uh-oh.  Uh-oh, what did I do?  [Laughs] Okay, what happened here?

Just clicking, right?  Oh, click there.  Okay.

Jane Johnson Otto:

You should be able to use a mouse.

Grace Agnew:

I won’t use a mouse.  Unless someone has a recipe, I won’t use a mouse but if you want that recipe, I’ll go back to that later.  So Jane asked me to talk about rights because for the past three years of my life rights has pretty much what I’ve been doing with myself.

I think it’s really important to understand that rights are really, in the metadata sense, I feel that rights are best suited for information that’s really durable about the object.  There are better strategies for looking at, for conditional, contextual access, so we’ll talk about that in a minute.  So we basically developed a rights schema that’s based on some really good work that’s been done by UC-Berkeley for their METS profile and by Karen Coyle and then extended.  

So what should rights metadata do?  Well, rights metadata, one of the first things it needs to do is it needs to capture the rights status of the source.  Is it copyright protected, is it public domain or is it unknown?  There are a lot of people who get open access confused with public domain.  So it’s really important that people really understand the distinction.  Public domain means that there are no more rights that pertain to the resource.  When something is public domain anybody can do whatever they want with it.  That’s the societal promise behind copyright.  The copyright is of limited duration and when something goes out of copyright, it’s freely available for the public good.  So it’s really important.

Most materials, because copyright basically extends in the U.S. seventy years beyond the life of the creator, most material is copyright protected within the moving image space but you could release something into the public domain.  You can choose to make something public domain -- so there probably are some public domain materials.

You also want to make it clear what your justification is for making the resource available.  This is particularly important in the moving image space because people watch moving images.  Commercial publishers watch moving images very carefully.  I mean, it’s something we do anyway, but it really is important to educate your users and yourselves.  You know, how do you know you have the right to make something available? So we -- it could be because your claiming Section 108H which says it’s in the last 20 years of the copyright and it needs to be preserved and you can’t find a commercial version readily available and you can’t find or locate the rights holder so you’re making it available in its last 20 years of life.  I guess a year or two ago, Section 108H was extended to audio visual materials.  The most common scenario is you’ve got a license or a deed of gift from the rights holder giving you permission to do this.

We also want to document publication or broadcasting status because copyright really varies based on whether something’s been published and because WIPO, the World Intellectual Property Organization, is working on a broadcasting treaty, whether or not something has been broadcast is going to impact rights.  There’ll be an additional term for broadcasters of rights in the work.  

So you can see, what we have is we do document copyright.  We document why it’s available, and we document its publication status and for MIC we’re adding broadcasting.  

You also want to provide rights and usage information for the end user.  You want to give them something eye-readable that tells them what they’re allowed to do with the work.  Is this something that they can view only?  Can they download it for reuse?  And this could be collection specific.  It could be item specific.  It could be tied to your license or deed of gift.  And as I said, that’s an eye-readable statement and we address it right now by having multiple eye-readable statements.  This is from the test database.  You can see some test ones there but it could be, we have numerous -- you know, people can put whatever they want in there.  

You’ll notice one of the bottom ones there is from Virginia Tech.  Rutgers has made our repository available to Virginia Tech for them to build their April 16 memorial archive.  They don’t have a repository yet so we were able to map in, using the mapping utility, the information that they collected on Excel spreadsheets and then they went in and added source and administrative metadata.  

You also want to document the rights holders.  We do not right now have a very good way of knowing who our rights holders are.  It’s very confusing, of course, in the moving image space when you have a lot of related rights and when performers and people responsible for the soundtrack all have separate rights in a resource.  That’s where the event metadata in MIC is proving to be really powerful because we can capture associated entities and we can capture their roles.  So we actually have the ability to capture the different rights holders and the role that they played.  Are they an actor or did they compose the sound track?  Were they the director?  Were they the producer? 

For RUcore we’re using that to great effect right now because we’re supporting the NIH requirement that principal investigators deposit any articles funded by the NIH with PubMed Central.  Well, as I discovered myself when I was pulling my articles together for the final report for the NSF, the principal investigator isn’t always the author of these articles and most repositories assume that the person depositing is the author.  We’re able to create an event and say that this is the principal investigator so we can associate any article with the principal investigator.  Large NIH grants might have 10 or 15 different authors none of whom is the principal investigator.  So the principal investigator will be able to pull all the articles together in a report.  

Well, the same used to be true with images.  You need to be able to track by role what you’ve got and what rights you have.  That’s even true not just in the big feature films, but it’s really true in like a presentation today.  I signed a publicity release.  And so you often have publicity releases that are signed by presenters and you need to document that you have the right to make this available because you’ve got publicity releases from the two speakers.  

So one of the things we want to do in the future, of course, is integrate with either federated or centralized authority control.  We’re not doing that right now.  But we are documenting the rights holder, and this is an example from the jazz oral history project, a series of audio recordings that Rutgers owns in its Institute of Jazz Studies.  We’re documenting, as the rights holder, the Institute of Jazz Studies, and we’re also documenting the date that we cataloged it, actually.  It’s the date of our last information so that down the road we can send automatic e-mails and ask our rights holders to refresh their information periodically.  

We also want to document, as Jane noticed about the event model, rights events.  We want to document the life cycle of the resource such as transfer of rights or deed of gift.  But also, we want to document repository rights events.  It’s very critical to document things like rights holder research.  I tried very hard.  I looked in every biographical dictionary I could think of.  I looked in every phone book.  I tried to find this rights holder and I couldn’t.  Or I did find the rights holder.  I contacted the rights holder.  The letter came back “Addressee unknown.”  

Every bit of that can be documented and for those of you who are following legislation, you know that we’ve got an orphan works, a bicameral orphan works bill pending.  The bar for documentation is pretty strict.  So one of the things that I think is important for the Library of Congress and the Association of Moving Image Archivists is to set a standard of documentation.  What are best practices for a community?  So that down the road, orphan works can be declared.  

You know, what we found with the Center for Social Media setting standards for fair use in documentaries is – that that’s already stood up in court because the court said, “Well, clearly, the community has established practices and the person followed those practices.”  So it’s clearly important to have an organization who really represents the community and has that stature in the community like AMIA does and like the Library of Congress does, to set standards for this documentation.  What this will do, of course, is document and create an audit trail.  

So you can see these are some of the rights events that we’re expecting right now: availability research, collection owner contact information update, copyright renewal.  Is there a DRM implementation associated with this?  Is this an indigenous cultural or historical artifact that’s been researched?  Have you done a normal permissions rights research?  Did you send a permission request?  Do you have a permission or license?  So there’s numerous things that could be done here.

Here’s an example from jazz oral history again.  We’ve got a deed of gift -- it was signed by Doc Cheatham who’s also documented elsewhere as having the role of interviewee, but here his role is donor and he is the deed of gift signatory.  You can see that he’s an associated entity with the role donor.  

Now something we have in development is we are actually developing what will be in our Fedora-based repository documentation objects that will enable us to upload.  Right now, I’ve just uploaded this some place, and I’ve linked to it from the associated object, but we do plan for the New Jersey, NJVid, the New Jersey statewide video portal that we were awarded an IMLS grant to build in November.  We are building this out so that as people upload videos, they can also upload their deeds of gift, they can upload all their publicity releases.  Every document to do with that resource can be readily available to the archivist so that the archivist, somebody comes back and says, “Why is my kid in your video?”  And you can say, “Well you did sign off on that five years ago.”  

This is basically how MIC works.  As you can see it starts with the org’s records, it maps them in to an import facility, goes into the MIC core registry and then a MODS, METS.  The catalog utility, I mean I’m not going to go into that, it’s pretty much how sausage is made if you look at it.  But what I do want to make clear is what does this mean for an organization that’s participating?  Well let’s say you’ve got a small, you know but active film archive, you know in the South, and they catalog in their own schema and it’s a nice enough schema and it works for them.  They go ahead and participate in MIC.  

Well, first they start with an archived directory, then they map their records in.  Well two things have happened when they do that.  Suddenly their records are publicly accessible in a standardized way, but also available is information about the organization that shows up with a display that tells people, you can visit and see these films on site, but they’re not available for loaning.  So now they also have noticed that they, you know have a little bit of vinegar syndrome, they’ve got a few issues, they wish that, you know they have a file cabinet that’s stuffed full of deeds of gift and when the head, you know archivist is away, nobody can get at those because they’re locked in the office.  

So they can now --  their records are now available in the union catalog, but with the bibliographic utility, they’re also available for viewing in the bibliographic utility.  And what they’ll see is they probably got their MODS descriptive record there.  Well they can then go into any of the other areas.  They can go into technical; they can go into source, metadata and document the condition of their analog.  In technical, they can document when they’ve converted it to digital, and in rights they can, they’ll be able to upload their deed of gift and they’ll be able to document, you know that that’s why their making it available, and here’s what they want the public to know, and here’s the rights holder.  

So they’ll be able to keep information that their system, which works fine for the person coming in the door and works fine for, you know making their materials available to their public, but hasn’t done so good because they’ve got an Excel spreadsheet on this computer and as I’ve said they’ve got their deeds of gift in that file cabinet.  And now they’ve got the ability to pull all of it together and store it on the MIC site and they can go in at any time and see this information and run statistics and do things like that.  So basically, you know they’re now, they’ve now gone from a Volkswagen to a Ferrari and they didn’t actually pay for it.

So the way we’re going to enable this is through an open source metadata utility OpenMIC.  And what this’ll do is let people can make a couple of choices.  They could just work via the MIC site and just upload their metadata and keep it centrally via the MIC site, but they could also download the utility and that way they can customize it and use their own vocabularies.  They can integrate it into their own home system and they can do whatever, you know they want to do to extend it.  

So what the OpenMIC will do is it’ll enable organizations to participate in MIC and they could also download it.  There’s nothing that says they can’t download it and choose not to participate in MIC, you know, there’s no requirement to do so, it’s just an open source bibliographic utility that frankly, is going to get a lot of use outside the moving image community because we’ve had a lot of requests for it.  It will enable them to collect administrative information in a METS format and if they maintain it at the administrative site, what it will let the Library of Congress do is it’ll let the Library of Congress look at, you know the aggregated health of the moving image collections in the United States and be able to say well of the, you know, 40 organizations participating in MIC, 15 percent of them have collections that are riddled with vinegar syndrome or at risk of disappearing, you know seriously deteriorating.  And that’s useful information to call attention to the fact that, you know we have issues with our moving image heritage and we need to start doing collaborative preservations.  So statistics like that are really needed and there’s no way to collect them right now.  

So with our open source development at Rutgers, we try to do two things.  We try to support standards, but be standards agnostic.  Having been in metadata from the very earliest days when EAD was all there was and with Emory we invented a single-item metadata standard for EAD -- predated Dublin Core.  I can say that standards come and standards go.  So while you want to support standards, you don’t want to be tied or wedded to a standard.  You want to be beyond standards.  

We also had a lot of work to do to be as modular as possible, enable a lot of customization at the organizational level, and be very flexible.  And we needed to be policy and workflow agnostic.  People needed to be able to decide what they thought were important data elements.  They needed to be able to go directly to rights metadata if that’s all they’re capturing.  And what we’re still working on now is documentation training and some level of support on our site, which will really be mostly e-mail questions answered, but we will do things like support a community wiki and a user’s e-mail list.

We are working with open source license, GNU GPL 3.0.  This requires share-a-like and attribution.  If you take our source code, you have to be willing to share with others and share what modifications you make with others.  And they have to attribute Rutgers and the MIC project.  It does require that the license is downloaded with the application.  The reason we selected 3.0 instead of 2.0, which actually has a creative commons version so we were interested in it, is I don’t know how many of you are familiar with the Digital Millennium Copyright Act, but there is a requirement that says if you put either rights information or access control technology in an application that people cannot -- or a resource -- people cannot remove it without infringing copyright.  And there are, you know substantial legal, or can be substantial legal penalties for circumventing.  

Well, what GPL 3.0 says is that you’re welcome to put that copyright information in, you’re welcome to put anti-circumvention tools in, you’re welcome to ask people to honor them, but you can’t sue them if they don’t.  So there is -- so you cannot invoke the anti-circumvention redress with the MCA.  And since we really didn’t want people using our software and then suing somebody over it later, we liked that provision.  

So who are our open source audience?  Well we do have two development partners right now.  We’re working on memorandum of understanding with Columbia University and with Northwestern.  And we also through our NJVid, which is our statewide digital video portal, we have a collaboration with NJEDge, which is our Internet 2 provider in New Jersey.  We also want to serve -- I work at a very large university.  The library gets dozens of requests to serve on grants and I don’t have a large staff so we can’t honor all of those.  But what we can do is we can make our open source applications available to faculty that are doing grants and they can use them and we’ll give them a higher level of support than we would if, you know they were just somebody downloading it.  Obviously for MIC, LC is an internal organizational implementer.  There is the MIC community, which are really any moving image but particularly AMIA members.  And then as I said we’ve had a lot of interest expressed internationally by many libraries and archives.  

So the other piece I wanted to talk about is there’s often, I think a lot of confusion about rights metadata and DRM.  I think it’s important to really realize that we really need to be integrated with where the digital rights management community is going and that has been largely the commercial space, but also the higher education space.  And metadata -- any of you -- how many of you are catalogers?  Well you know how often do you go back and correct a cataloging record?  And, you know if you do do it, not something you want to do.  I mean talk about going back and trampling old ground.  I mean it’s something you never want to have to do.  

I think it’s important that metadata is durable information that really ought to persist over time, but rights are very, particularly access rights are very contextual.  You might offer access rights within your own organization that are different from what you offer someone outside your organization.  You might offer, you might limit resources in the higher education space to a course and then when that course is over, you might make it broadly available to everybody in your organization.  

So they’re contextual, and they’re time bound.  And there actually are standards that do a very good job of handling those, and they’re tied to authentication and authorization strategies.  XACML, which stands for extensible access control mark up language, is one of the better standards for documenting access policies and access permissions.  It can be done at the organization level, at the resource level, or at the user level.  So that’s a better strategy for contextual information.  So we use a rights event to document that there’s a DRM implementation and here’s where it is and here’s who’s exercising it, but I don’t consider that rights metadata, I really do consider that an application or a behavior that might be applied to a resource.  

So I just have finished, as Sally noted, a book on digital rights management.  And it was interesting to me, you know, digital rights management has a very bad reputation of course in our community.  It’s often called digital restrictions management, and it’s something we kind of hold our noses about.  But the fact of the matter is that digital rights management, if it’s done correctly, does a number of things.  One of the things it does is that it asserts the authenticity of the object.  You know that’s very important to do because particularly if you paid for something, you want to know you’ve got what you paid for.  You know if you paid a video -- to download a video of Lawrence Olivier’s “Hamlet,” you’re probably not going to be happy with Mel Gibson and particularly if you paid money.  So authenticity is important and that’s documented by provenance.  You also want to have authoritative rights holder identification because someone may want more rights than you’re offering them and they need to be able to contact the rights holder.  

A lot has been going on in the digital rights space.  There are a couple of consortia right now, the Coral Consortium and also there’s Sun Microsystems’s program DReaM.  They’re building digital rights management systems that are not tethered to the device so you’re not required to be on your iPod or your computer.  They do acknowledge that groups may come together in a sort of community of trust and they work together and have different rights and policies.  They still tend to be, you know, they do have implementations.  Sun DReaM has an implementation for fair use.  There still tends to be a lot of overhead because they’re still focused on predominantly the rights of the right holder.  

And the library world is conspicuous by its absence.  And I think this is a mistake because, you know while we’re always saying that open access is really critical, the fact of the matter, and I know when I talk to our moving image folks, they’re well aware of this, the fact of the matter is that the bulk of resources in some areas like moving images are commercial.  And the Library of Congress has an extensive collection of resources that it doesn’t really have the rights to display because it’s got the right to preserve them, but not the rights to make them publicly accessible.  And they’re not the only moving image archive for whom that’s true.  

We also, if we really want to push the idea in the higher education space, for example, that are institutional repositories open access should be competitive with an Elsevier product, we need to quit stove piping them and we need to mix them together so that people find both resources, the commercial one and the noncommercial one at the same time and they can make a legitimate comparison between the two.  So I think we’ve made a very serious mistake in just turning our noses up and ignoring what’s become really a very exciting and complex area of development for those who make commercial intellectual property available.  

So some of the things we want to do and we want to enable single sign on within a session.  For anybody that signs on, they should be able to traverse, like anybody signing in on MIC should be able to work on their archive directory record, they should be able to go into the union catalog, they should be able to go in the bibliographical utility, and they should not have to sign on but once.  And we want to support active privacy, which means that as Shibboleth, is a federated authentication authorization suite of protocols does it, the minute somebody from a site contacts a contact provider, the contact provider asks where are you from and what they’re told is they’re given a handle from the Shibboleth identity provider that says this person is a member of the Rutgers organization.  

Now the person may come back and say well he needs the attribute of, registered in course, English course 101, at which point an additional attribute would be provided.  If that attribute is not needed, that attribute won’t be provided, but you’ll never know who the person is.  You only are released the attributes that you actually have to have for them to engage in the activity.  So act of privacy is really critical.  You need to know that somebody has the right or the authorization to do something.  You don’t need to know their name.  You don’t need to know that they’re, you know that Jane Johnson is getting “Treasure of Sierra Madre” because she probably doesn’t want you to e-mail her back and say if you liked that, you might also like this one.  You know, we need to respect people’s privacy.  

So one of the projects we’re working on at Rutgers right now is something called NJVid, which is a statewide digital video portal, which has three different collections.  We’ve got our open access collection, the digital commons and here we’re planning to set a really good strategy for make sure you have the rights, don’t just tell us you have the rights, make sure you have the rights and upload all of your documentation to prove that you have the rights to that video.  Then we’re going to have licensed commercial videos because, you know I may want “The History of the English Language” and William Paterson may want “The History of the English Language,” we only have to load that commercial video once and then we create XACML statements that say you must be a member of Rutgers University or you must be a member of William Patterson to see this video.  

Now both of those videos will be discovered by anybody, but somebody coming from Farleigh Dickinson would be told, “Sorry, your organization does not have the rights to this,” and then they can go to their organization and say well I wish you’d subscribe to that because I really need it.  We’re also going to have a learning object repository that includes what we’re calling lectures on demand which are basically annotated videos.  And instructors and organizational owners and actually any individual will be able to annotate videos.  They’ll be able, by creating a structure map with notes they’ll be able to say, “Well I’d like to share it with others so go ahead and index it.”  “Well no, I wouldn’t, so I’ll just send the link to those I want to have it.”  And it can be limited by organization.  

So we are building a statewide Shibboleth implementation, which is not an easy matter because we are supporting every possible educational and cultural heritage institution in the state.  So public libraries keep patron records in a SIP format.  In their integrated library system most academic, but not all academic have something called lightweight directory access protocol.  The schools mostly keep their information centrally at the county level for truancy records.  And so we are going to be combining both what we can map in like SIP and others will have to create LDAP records into a central directory.  So we’re actually borrowing some of our MIC developments to do this, some of our MIC architecture.  

So basically all we’re doing is taking the workflow management system, our Fedora repository and layering what I think will be a very sophisticated but useful authentication authorization protocol.  And we will be creating a single repository where both commercial and non-commercial resources can live.  

So what I think is important to realize with digital rights management is that what the commercial entities have given us and they’re giving us increasingly sophisticated, I’ve identified that since I guess the mid-’90s, they’ve gone through I would say three phases of development.  The heavy duty device tethered, which we’re still in, I mean Blue-ray is very, you know device tethered as is, you know, Windows DRM, et cetera, FairPlay for your iPod is very device tethered.  But we’ve gone from that to a modular construct that says you need to be able to plug and play any technology.  An example of that would be the open mobile alliance.  You know, there’s a slightly different construct for how cell phones work than the device tethered that we’re used to.  And then they’ve moved to this whole community and supporting new business models and recognizing everybody’s not a buyer and a seller, and I would say that Sun’s project DReaM and the Corel alliance support that.  

And so now I think it’s time for the library and archives community to step up and for us to take our place.  And we need to put the focus back on the user because remember copyright in the U.S. started with the idea of balancing the rights of the copyright holder with the rights of the society for the public good.  And society’s not gotten the fair shake it should have gotten, and that’s not the commercial’s fault, that’s our fault.  We decided that this smelled bad, and we weren’t going to play.  So we’ve done our users a disservice.  They haven’t, you know, it’s not the commercials.  We abdicated our responsibility so our fault.  So we need to address that now.  

And this is just an idea one possibility might be right now if a user finds a resource, they have to authenticate and authorize to use that resource and then if it’s a different resource with different licenses, they have to authenticate for that one.  So if you find 60 resources, even in the computer space that’s pretty fast, you’re talking about fairly time-consuming activity.  And I’m talking about in a broad environment, not necessarily within your own institution.  So an idea I had, and I just throw this out as an idea because I want people to start thinking about how can we have a user-centered one, is what if the resources all had licenses either as XMP file headers or XACML scripts in the resources and their sole responsibility and their sole desire was to be used by whoever found them.  

So they look at the person who’s identified by an XRI identifier because XRI lets you put a cross reference in that identifier that links back to your LDAP directory.  So they find a user and they say well I want you to use me.  So the first resource looks at the user, goes to his directory and says, “You can use me,” and populates the results right away.  The next resource says, “Well, you know you’re not listed as having that right.  Shall I contact the rights holder?   Well I’m going to go ahead and do it and then you decide if you want me,” which you do and then you go into that.  Maybe he said, “Yes, I’ll pay a fee,” whatever.  

Another one just wants an opt-in where you agree that you’re not going to use it for, the resource for commercial purposes, it’s maybe got a creative commons license, so that gets populated in.  And the next is you have the rights to it so go for it, its open access; so all of that is in a space of seconds because all of the overhead and all of the work has been on the resource level and not on the user level.  So that’s what I mean when I say we need user-oriented digital rights management, so and I think that as the library and archives community take back our role in that DRM space, that’s where we can head.  

So now I’m going to turn it back over to Jane, and she’s going to talk about some next steps for MIC.

Jane Johnson:  

Thank you.  What time is it?

Male speaker: 
[Inaudible].

Jane Johnson:

Well when envision next steps – next steps for MIC, we always want to keep in mind MIC’s origins and preservation and its basic mission which is to immerse moving images in the education mainstream recognizing that what society uses, it values.  And what it values it preserves.  This is an 1897 Edison film showing the Young Men’s Blaine Club of Cincinnati.  I got this still from the National Film Preservation Board Web site, which has a lot of great resources, including links to the orphan works legislation that Grace had mentioned.  You can also find the National Moving Image preservation plans there if you’re interested and good visuals like this that illustrate deterioration.  In this case the nitrate deterioration caused the emulsion to separate from the base and that’s what we have to look at.  

We don’t like to see this of course, so with MIC we’d like to stay faithful to our original preservation mission, even as we make these hidden collections available to archivists, researchers, educators and the general public.  There are a lot of things we can do to further our preservation mission.  The archive directory is gathering a lot of data, as I mentioned about collections including the formats collected, the percentages preserved, and we’d like to build out that preservation portal to dynamically generate reports based on this data.  Sharing this kind of aggregate statistical data could really advance our preservation objectives.  

It would also allow us to identify partnerships, what’s grant worthy and this kind of thing.  It would also give us a very real picture of the status of our collections preservation-wise.  You might be familiar with the 2005 Heritage Health Index survey on the state of America’s collections, which showed that 43 percent of the moving image items are in unknown condition.  And that statistic suggested really that the volume of materials in need is likely to be much higher than previously supposed.  Rutgers is also giving us this reporting capability in the cataloging utility and as we speak we’re creating some specifications for these reports and this is another area that’s ripe for collaboration.

So where do we go from here?  MIC is a set of tools that’s been developed in partnership with the Library.  The Library has a significant investment in MIC and consequently we’re developing applications that are of potential use to quite a few initiatives both inside and outside the Library.  As LC pursues its preservation access and rights strategy, we should think about how we could further use MIC.  This is a good time for discussion because we’re about to hold a MIC Steering Committee [meeting] fairly quickly here so this is where these kind of ideas get vetted.  

Just within the last few months I’ve had conversations with a number of people across the Library who are exploring MIC’s potential for their initiatives, and these are just some of those.  Well, first let’s stop here: the plans for 2008.  We want to further explore MIC use within the Library.  We want to discuss co-releasing the bibliographic utility as open source with Rutgers.  We need to migrate the infrastructure to the National Audio Visual Conservation Center, put all the technical documentation up on the Web site.  We want to register both the technical and rights metadata as METS extension schema.  We’re talking about integrating LC’s look and feel in the Web site and rewriting it in workflow process language that would be a Rutgers thing.  

These are some of the related LC initiatives.  These are all people that I’ve spoken with that are interested in exploring MIC for their use.  One is the Sheet Music Consortium.  This again involves external partnerships as does the Music Manuscripts -- also known as the Treasurer’s -- Consortium.  The LC Web Archive is another.  The World Digital Library is testing the bibliographic utility, as is some of Sally’s staff at the LC Web Archive.  The digital repository has been in on some of these discussions, particularly in the context of the World Digital Library.  They have asked to see the code, and we’ll be sending them that.  The American Folk Life Center and its consortium is another group that’s interested and of course MBRS -- the Motion Picture, Broadcast and Recorded Sound Division.  There’s always something that we can probably use there.  

So one thing I would like to do is get together some of these folks to further discuss how we might work together to build on the Library’s investment and try to strategize about next steps.  And I think at this point we’ll just go ahead and take questions or ideas, discussions, questions.

[applause]

[music]

[end of transcript]

