Notes from METS Editorial Board Meeting
At Digital Library Federation Fall Forum

November 3 – 4, 2010

Palo Alto, CA

Present:  On-site:  Robin, Jenn, Brian, Patrick, Nancy, Kevin Ford for Clay Redding (Wednesday), John Cruikshank, Skidaway Institute of Technology (Guest)

Call-in:  Rick, Terry, Rob, Clay (Th)

Regrets:  Tobias, Richard, Joachim, Markus, Arwen

Agenda:
A. Wednesday, 3 November 2010, 1:30 - 5 pm PDT

1. - Welcome and Introductions

2. - Feedback received from White Paper discussion

3. - Feedback received from Fedora - METS discussion

4. - Member Updates

5. - Integrative Practices Grant Proposal

B. Thursday, 4 November 2010, 8:30 am - 12:30 pm

1. - Action Items related to previous day's discussion

a) Issues from Reimagining METS

2. - Board vacancies

3. - Meeting schedule for 2011

After the welcome and introductions, the topics surfaced at the Reimagining METS session were discussed.   
Robin’s notes from the Reimaging METS session are included herein:

Reimagining METS

Nov 2, 2010

Present:  Nancy Hoebelheinrich (Nancy), Jenn Riley (Jenn), Patrick Yott (Patrick), Robin Wendler (Robin), Brian Tingle (Brian)  from the Board. 20 other people

Paper Outline: 

Brief history 

New MD technologies and trends

Successful Uses

Implementation Issues – barriers to use, including prescriptive metadata buckets; challenges to exchange between repositories (Jerome McDonough article, North Texas article, FCLA research  - TIPR project)

Options for Future directions

The board has been mulling how METS should develop for some time, based on what we hear from and are asked for by others.  What would be the key functions METS would serve?

Packaging?

internal structure of a resource?

relationships among resources?

Behaviors?

Should METS be optimized for exchange or for local storage and use? generic pkging vs. formally defined relationships? What are the relationships with other protocols?

Discussion:

Kevin Ford from LC: has METS ever really been used for exchange purposes? Cilla Caplan (Cilla) from Florida Center for Library Automation: Yes, TIPR project, also source to target exchange – rather than repository to repository is an important use.

Patrick: digital humanities grant project to see if it worked. It worked, but raised questions about nature of a scholarly object as it moves around – can lose authorial intent (but wouldn't have to?) 

Cilla: not enough places to put meta metadata as object moves around. Also need place to put processing instructions, e.g. destination 

Brian: I work on system that ingests METS from contributors – ingest easy, use hampered by variations in application of the standard.  

Princeton??? working with METS, on user interface side, so much more information than UI needs. Were disseminating entire METS file before they streamlined it for that function.

Nancy, is anyone using BagIt.  Cilla – Yes, Bagit is the entire package, which contains METS and content files.  Uses not incompatible.
At some point, processing information is workflow information, and could be expressed in different ways – e.g. put different places for different processing.

Charles Blair (Charlies) looking at EAD header, lots of other standards have this kind of thing.

Tim Donohue (Tim): DuraSpace architect: they'll have METS-based backup and export packages, also need the kind of meta metadata Cilla requested.

Beef up header and provide extensibility or new bucket. Don't want a preservation bucket, but could use a generic admin bucket or a generic type-able bucket.

Nancy: from Dspace point of view, if header were expanded (without using an extensibility mechanism such as is used in PREMIS and MODS), would that be enough? For Dspace per se, yes – Could we put this in a profile? If profile were actionable, that would be helpful. Need versionable profile. What information would profile need to support that it doesn't now? How to tackle this? Volunteer working group?

Brian: machine actionable means to me that we need our own language for expressing that.

Sometimes might be considered recipe, rather than profile. 

Jenn: some of the constraints we want to impose can be tested for – others can't. Need to tease those apart. Brian – yes, and it's also difficult (impossible?) to express processing rules for structmap. 

Princeton: defining relationships in METS (coming from relational db world, misses foreign keys and enforceability, preventing orphans). 

Patrick – internally already too expensive to process – behaviorSec abandoned because it was too much overhead.

Jenn: RDF doesn't solve that problem, does it? not really.

Robin: PREMIS and descriptive metadata both can carry some kinds of relationships.  Patrick: just because your objects are in METS doesn't mean your graph has to be in METS.

Brian: structmap: so many options. Can we develop structural relationship vocabulary to support more consistent structmaps. (e.g., thumbnail)

Define ontology for structural components: social work /agreement far harder than technical issues. However, no place to put at fptr level, only at div level.

Jenn: should METS start to document assumptions? Adam from Virginia (Adam) fine, but would constrain METS community. 

Cilla and others: gets to the issue of … Can we type IDREFS – that is, the relationships we need. XML may or may not be mechanism, need to define concepts before you worry about mechanism.

Charles: Lots of ways to express relationships, harder to type them. Xpath is another way.

Virginia: OWL is needed when you want to hand me an object and I need to interpret it.

Ironic that structmap is what we require and its the place we provide less guidance for. That's the place that's not handled by PREMIS, descriptive metadata, etc. – 

Cilla: few mets-makers, and they aren't very good. Patrick: METS-makers are very tied to your local workflow, don't transfer well.

Adam: your workflow gets instantiated in your structmap. (How?)

Rob Sanderson (Rob): what does METS do well, vs what other standards do well? Use RDF/ORE for relationships, use METS for packaging. 

Brian: METS is three standards in one: file list, metadata and structure.

Jenn: what would defining a packaging format look like it?  

Charles: Structured Tersely Expressed Metadata (STEM), building serial runs from bottom up using RDF triples, build structmap using SPARQL queries. But it means you have to name your triples the same way.

Triples: two at a minimum for every page: will it be fast enough? Rob and Virginia say yes.

METS – transfer / exchange is the strength(?)  But, package needs to say what it is, not how to process it.
Get rid of behaviorSec?  Rutgers is still using the behaviorSec.

Notes from Fedora & METS session:

Only about 7 participants including Patrick & Nancy from the Board and Chris Wolper from Fedora Commons.  Issues raised:

· It seems that most people are using METS as one of several datastreams when ingesting into FOXML rather than using the Fedora – METS schema which is taken from METS 1.2, but extended by Fedora
· The manner in which people are using Fedora & METS will be surveyed by Patrick after the DLF meeting.  Other questions will be asked about what issues have arisen in the use of METS with FOXML, such as how content models can be used in conjunction with METS

· It would be useful to have some basic models of object structure for different content types for those just starting, especially if the object models could be expressed without referring to any particular schema that might be used to encode or package them, such as FOXML or METS

· It would be useful to have either a profile of METS or Best Practices available for scanning vendors such as SafeSound, Backstage Library, Digital Divide and Kirtas.  This would greatly facilitate the chances of getting good METS output from these vendors.  Can work with Columbia (Stephen Davis & Terry Catapano) and NLM for this task (John Doyle & Sally Sim) as well as Joachim Bauer from ccs:docWorks perhaps
· Would be useful to include in Best Practices what is the best way to encode rights information such as licenses, copyright statements, access rights & privileges for different users especially in the form machine actionable codes.  

· Action items:  Conduct a survey of Fedora – METS users to get broader feedback.  (Patrick).  Use this to craft a plan for actions related to this area of education & best practice development and/or METS schema changes.
Board discussion at the Meeting:  

· Didn’t appear to get a mandate that METS needed to be radically changed;  rather, could be some incremental changes in version 1.x, and then think about what / how to construct a 2.0.  Issues that came out of the paper discussion include:

· Need to expand, maximize METS for exchange & transport by:

· allowing the METS pckg  to describe itself: 

· Typing the METS dox

· Describing audience ala EAD

· Allowing for routing & processing of the METS dox

· Perhaps providing for extensibility in the metsHdr.

· Needs to be versionable

· Needs to be actionable

· Machine actionable profile another possible way to make exchange more easily

· Differing definitions of machine actionable including providing a set of limitations, something to enforce, more as a recipe, providing the means to drop a METS doc into another system without customized alterations
· More assistance with the ways that relationships within a digital object could be defined by:

· Developing a structural relationship vocabulary (perhaps in OWL as an ontology, perhaps by using other vocabularies for certain content types, e.g., BISAC)

· Purpose would be to define and declare how relationships could be described, not proscribe as many in the METS community would not like that

· Need more than can currently do, e.g., can TYPE a div, but not the fptr within the div, so no way to describe what a given file is for;  also cannot TYPE the IDREF / IDREFS side of a referential relationship which might be useful

· Developing best practices for relationship / structure of digital object(s)

· In order to do this, would be very useful to describe concepts associated with  a digital library object in the form of a data model that could be used for a number of purposes

· Might also be very helpful to think about modularizing METS more than it is, e.g., by allowing other standards or attributes from other standards’ / namespaces to be used within METS, such as an ORE resource map instead of a structMap.

Action Plan related to discussion:

· Get more feedback on issues raised by sending a brief report to the METS listserv soon outlining the plan:
· Redraft / clean up the Discussion Paper (Rob will add a section on OAIS Info Pckgs by Nov 19, Brian will ask a colleague from CDL to help edit the paper;  Nancy to ask Richard if he can help with this.)

· Write a summary report of the findings from the community & Board discussions (Nancy to do)

· Write up a Road Map of suggested changes to METS version 1.9x for 2011 and METS version 2.x for 2012 & ask for feedback on priorities.  Note that is the beginning of a process.  (Patrick & Brian)

· 1.9x changes may include:  value list problem, headers, type on fptr, anonymous blocks, more specific typing on IDREF/IDREFS 

· 2.0 changes may include key/keyref, modularizing by allowing other ways of defining the structMap, e.g., mix & match ORE or, deprecate MD blocks defined by METS,  less indirection in fileSec & structMap, assess or drop behavior sec

· We need to investigate and develop shared practice & examples during both phases, especially for Fedora and METS uses based on the feedback from the Fedora – METS BOF, and the survey to Fedora – METS users that Patrick will be initiating.   
· Timeline for all of the above to be distributed to the METS listserv by end of calendar year (2010).  

· Find funding to assist with these activities from IMLS Sparks! Ignition for next year, CLIR, LC, perhaps CNI, other orgs such as National Libraries (Nancy & Rick to head this up)

· Brian will initiate some other mechanisms for conveying info about METS and for getting feedback on the above issues including a METS blog and twitter links.  

On other issues:

Integrative Practices activity:
In light of the previous item and information received about apparent issues of concern to the METS community, we will NOT pursue a grant proposal for integrative practices for TEI, EAD, DDI & METS (ORRA) this year.  The IMLS Sparks! Ignition grant proposal would have been due about November 15th for a project commencing next year;  we decided to try for a grant with CLIR support for next year instead for the Reimagining METS activities.  

Board vacancies:

As we are down at least one position on the Board, and the likelihood of other vacancies is probable, we need to draft changes to the language on the process for filling Board vacancies since the language still refers to dependence upon a semi-annual face to face MEB meeting.  Upon approval to this language and (possibly) to the MEB requirements language, we’ll issue a request for applications with an eye to finding people who are interested in pursuing the Reimagining METS and Best Practices development activities.  The goal would be to have new Board members join us in early 2011.   (Nancy to do)

Board meeting schedule:

The importance of face to face meetings at least once a year, if not more,  was reiterated by many Board members as a way to keep the momentum of activity and to provide the means for thoughtful work on upcoming issues.  As a result, we plan to aim for another face to face meeting in June of next year at Open Repositories in Austin, TX (June 8 – 11, 2011).  This meeting seemed the most logical given our imminent work upon Fedora and METS, and upon exchange / transport of METS between repositories.  Also, this meeting meets in Europe every other year, so this will give us the opportunity to meet in Europe with our EU colleagues at least once in a while.  

Other possibilities for face to face meeting timing, and possibly, for meeting support are CNI, JCDL, and ALA (plus ECDL?).  Feedback on this issue from Board members not present is desired.  

In the meantime, conference calls will continue every 6 – 8 weeks including one in December 2010.  Tentative schedule for calls is:  (all Thursdays at 8 am PDT)

December 9, 2010

January 20, 2011

March 3, 2011

April 14, 2011

May 26, 2011

?June 7, 2011? Face to Face before OR 2011, Austin TX

Please calendar these days.  They can also be found on the METS wiki at:  https://www.socialtext.net/mim-2006/index.cgi?mets_board   
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