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Digital Registry Presentation

Judith Cobb of OCLC began the discussion of the Digital Registry.  Early digitization efforts focused on special collections – unique materials.  But now digitization of books and serials held by many libraries is becoming common.  Ejournals, ebooks, and other born digital materials are also being acquired and used by many libraries.

The Digital Registry concept was intended to help libraries share information between institutions about:

· What specific items have been, or are planned to be, digitized with a commitment to sustainability

· What archival holdings of born digital materials exist and who is committing to their preservation

· Where these holdings can be accessed

· The technical specifications and management practices being used to sustain these digital objects

The Digital Library Federation (DLF) created functional requirements for the Digital Registry.  They envisioned making the registry widely available through traditional library tools – and the idea of using the MARC record for the Registry was introduced early on in their initial meetings about the Registry concept.

DLF also identified the scope of the Registry to include “faithful” reproductions of books and serials; and born digital items.  All items included in the registry are to be of traditional bibliographic entities.

The Registry is intended to serve two main purposes – notification and coordination.  It should provide an expanded and easily accessible ability for libraries to use to coordinate their digitization efforts.  By accessing the Registry, a library can identify items already digitized and make informed decisions about what items they need to digitize, thus reducing redundant digitization efforts and providing cost savings.  Libraries can also use the Registry to discover what items are “in line” for digitization, again reducing expensive and redundant digitization.  Finally, libraries can begin to coordinate efforts to preserve born digital material by using the Registry to see what libraries are committing to preserving specific born digital items and what preservation actions have been taken.

DLF began specifications for the Registry in April 2001.  Discussion with OCLC began in the fall of 2001.  Implementation at OCLC will occur over time, as WorldCat is redeveloped and new functionality is acquired.

What functionality does the Registry require?

The ability to record or link to key information, including:

· Technical specifications about the digitization to help libraries decide if the digitization effort was sufficient for their needs.

· Technical specifications of the archival digital master and information about preservation practices in place at the holding institution

The ability to provide a unified and coherent view of all digital versions registered.

For example, the Registry should show that one organization has digitized some volumes of a journal, and a different organization has digitized other volumes of the same journal.  The Registry should allow users to see both efforts in a unified, understandable, coherent view.

Data input should be available for online transactions of individual records and batch mode for groups of records.  And the records should be updatable as pertinent information changes.

The Registry should be easy to participate in and should be visible and recognizable within the community.

The intended use of the Registry is for library staff.  Staff should be able to query the registry to find out if there is a registered digital copy of a specific title; if that digital copy meets their requirements; and if the organization holding the digital copy is trusted.  Records within the Digital Registry should also be available for extraction and use by libraries.  Local catalogs should be able to incorporate the Digital Registry records; and the Registry should support topical portals, subject catalogs, etc. at the library.

Organizations that want to use the Registry should be aware of the intent, or criteria, for including digital material in the Registry.   In order to be included in the Registry, material must be digitized according to documented standards and best practices; the organization must have an intent to preserve the digital material for the long term; and there must be a use copy available of the digital resource.  If an organization chooses to use the Registry to document their intent to digitize specific material, the Registry record must include the material queued for digitization; the date of expected digitization; name and contact information.  

A Registry record will contain information about the digital master and the use copy.  Metadata elements will include:

Use Copy

· Persistent URI link to use copy

· Terms and conditions for access

· Technical information if use copy cannot be accessed via standard browser

Master Copy

· Persistent ID for master

· Terms and conditions for access

· Technical standards used inc reating master

· Technical format of the master

· Repository practices

OCLC will provide tools to record and access Registry information about digital masters or intent to digitize non-digital masters, rights management, technical specifications, responsible party, access and available of materials, storage and maintenance, owners of materials (holdings), and a Digital Registry identifier.

OCLC is in the process of implementing the Digital Registry using existing WorldCat functionality and current MARC fields.  This implementation strategy allows contribution to and use of the Registry to be aligned with regular library workflows.  A Digital Registry Working group has been meeting for the last several months to put to develop Guidelines for using the Digital Registry using existing OCLC and MARC functionality.  That document is expected to be released in the upcoming weeks.  Susan Westberg of OCLC described specific elements of  the Guidelines to attendees during her presentation.  

Interest Group attendees had questions on the cost model for the Digital Registry, and asked for a further presentation on the service at the February Members Council Meeting.  In addition, there was a request for DCPS staff to develop a “grid” of services and how all of them work together; for example, how CONTENTdm records could be used in the Digital Registry, and how the Registry could work with Archiving services.  There was also discussion on how to work with non-Library partners such as museums, faculty, government, and other communities which may want “fast service without a lot of work” on their part, and are looking for adaptability and ease of use in digital library services.

Interoperability Issues

Ralph LeVan of OCLC’s Office of Research gave a presentation on interoperability issues, particularly in regard to Institutional Repositories.  His discussion gave attendees a sense of the range of standards being contemplated for Institutional Repositories.  LeVan discussed searching and harvesting repositories via Z39.50, Search and Retrieval on the Web (SRW), and Search and Retrieval with URLs, and provided links to Library of Congress and OCLC Websites with additional information on these search protocols.  Jeff Young of OCLC’s Office of Research discussed a current project providing federated access to e-print archives.
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Institutional Repository Discussion

Tom Clareson and Dawn Lawson of OCLC moderated this discussion.  Lawson presented information on institutional repository activities including LOCKSS, the OCLC Digital Archive, DSPACE, and Fedora.  She described the Digital Archive as a turnkey system for those libraries not developing their own archives.  Other repositories are open source, and need technical support and resources.  Pieces are in place for interoperability and exchange of information among repositories; e.g. METS.  OCLC’s Digital Archive is METS-compliant.  Discussion on institutional repositories began with questions about the OCLC Digital Archive.

Question: Who is using DA?  

Answer: 5 state libraries (Ohio, Michigan, Connecticut, Arkansas, New Mexico) and the GPO.  Library of Congress has tested with us.  In general, staff resources have been a problem in institutions wanting to use the Digital Archive.

Question: Do you have DA pricing? 

Answer: Yes, your Regional Service Provider can supply. 

Question: Can a DCPS  product grid (discussed in Meeting 1) be expanded to show the comparable functionality of Dspace, LOCKSS, etc?

Answer: Such a document is in preparation. 

The group was asked, “What does institutional repository mean to you?”

Miami Ohio:  We plan to use it for the researchers, but at the library we want add other things including special collections materials. 

Virginia Tech: We have electronic theses.  Have a committee building interest around campus and then is responsible to write a report on how it can be built.  We want sustained funding for it, not grants. 
Wisconsin: Cooperative activity.  Distinguish between digital collections and institutional repositories (IR).  IR not necessarily available around the world.  U.W. Digital Collection is not grant funded.  It’s part of the University System library automation budget.  We fund joint projects around the state.  Need to aggregate collections for usability.  Libraries are finding it is difficult to get metadata in a common format.  Wisconsin uses a centralized digitizing center.  

University of Alberta: Keeping two initiatives separate.  Digitizing projects are very library-focused.  Institutional repository activity is interpreted in an “ARL context,” that is a complement to the scholarly communication lifecycle.  Also becoming a repository for grey literature.  The questions was posed: “Is the IR a “keeper” in the long run?” 

Dept. of Justice: Security and access a big issue.  

The group was asked: what digital preservation activities are you undertaking? 

Creighton: Using hosted Olive for newspapers.  Health sciences library is using SIRSI Hyperion for managing digitized pathology slides.  

University of Alberta: Western Canadian publications are being digitized by OCLC. 

The group was asked: what activities are doing to ensure sustainability?  Do you have a timeline for how long you will preserve materials? 

Virginia Tech: “Forever” but they are currently just doing refresh.  Migration will be a part of their digital preservation strategies. 

Palinet: Public libraries want to do everything with grants.  They suffer from shrinking budgets.  How to pay for institutional repository and digital preservation activities is a big question.

Wisconsin: We will preserve it as long as funding continues.  We have offline copies on CD.

The group was asked: what role do you see for OCLC?

Virginia Tech: More than information, products to buy.  OCLC can offer infrastructure, searching, etc.  Understand that the providers of metadata will be the creators of documents, which raises questions about what levels of metadata are needed and how to search content. 

Wisconsin: Sophisticated, high-end digitization that we won’t do in house. 

University of Alberta: Many institutions outside of the US have collections that complement US collections and have access to grant-funding; many institutions are looking for partners.  Can OCLC be a match-maker? 

netLibrary Presentation

Marge Gammon of netLibrary gave an update on recent activities.  There are currently 61,000 titles in their catalog.  netLibrary is seeing growth in all types of research and reference use.

Gammon discussed the September 2003 netLibrary Publisher’s Summit.  One of the key purposes of the session was to educate the publishing community about OCLC.  The group discussed common ground, and came out with action steps.  Key findings of the Summit (also included in a Summit Summary document dated 10/20/2003 and distributed at the meeting) included:

· EBooks are still in an experimental stage, but there is a market.

· There is sufficient data (knowing what is being used and how much) to develop new models for eBooks.

· Publishers need to take the structure of libraries into consideration.

· Publishers are concerned about print cannibalization, conversion costs; internal resources including budget and staff, sales predictability, and one book/one user models.

NetLibrary staff will give further updates at the February Members Council Meeting.

Collection Management Service

Ishwar Laxminarayan gave a brief update on the development of the OCLC WorldCat Collection Management Service.  The service uses holdings in WorldCat to analyze and compare collections, including age and content analysis comparisons to other libraries’ collections or standard recommended title lists.  The service is envisioned as a self-service, on-demand add-on to FirstSearch.  Libraries are already using WorldCat manually to do this, but it takes a great deal of search time.  Folllowing a phone survey in September about the service, there is current discussion on pricing models.   A Business Plan will be completed in November 2003 for the OCLC Strategic Leadership Team.  A further update on the status of the service will be given at the next Members Council meeting.

Key Issues from the PEC Interest Group Meetings 

1. Need for a grid or simple overview of products (existing and in development) and services that OCLC provides to manage digital projects (CONTENTdm, Olive, Digital Archive, etc.)  How do the interoperability issues for DCPS products work together?  A comparison to other non-OCLC Institutional Repository tools should also be included.

2. A further update on the Digital Registry is needed, including pricing, applicability, user benefits, possible involvement of institutions such as GPO and involvement of commercial publishers).  Workflow and possible interaction with digital archiving activities should be discussed.

3. What role does Members Council see for OCLC in developing and sustainability of institutional repositories?  This is a possible discussion for the entire council since it includes cataloging, reference, preservation, and other issues.  Discussion needs to include status of global libraries on this issue.
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