FROM: Digital Exploratory Technical Committee (Linda Gruber, Paul Hedges, Krystyna Matusiac, Nolan Pope, Joshua Ranger, Lisa Saywell, Amy Rudersdorf.)

TO: Digital Exploratory Committee 

The Digital Exploratory Technical Committee makes the following recommendations for a technical concept for providing digital imaging products and services to qualifying institutions in the State of Wisconsin.  

I. It is recommended that ContentDM be used as a centrally hosted digital asset management system for those contributing institutions which do not elect to host their own content.  WHO would maintain ONE hosting ContentDM server location to facilitate asset management and remote metadata input Points to consider:

a. There is a limit to how many remote acquisition stations OCLC will include in a site license.  Assuming every partner using the WHO ContentDM server will want AT LEAST one station indefinitely, this quickly can limit how many partners WHO will be able to accommodate.  Negotiating with OCLC for more acquisition station licenses will be necessary.  

b. Multiple regional image servers are not cost effective, as a central host could host an unlimited (under OCLC license) number of assets.  More servers mean more money. 

c. Compound objects (books) made within ContentDM will LOSE their logical structure when taken out of that system. Will require negotiating with DiMeMa to add this functionality. 

d. ContentDM is not likely in compliance with federal and/or UW System accessibility guidelines. Verify with DiMeMa and if not, will require negotiating with DiMeMa to make it so. 
e. ContentDM also has a limit on how many separate “collections” can be created.  See II below. 

II. It is not recommended that numerous separate “collections” be created on the central server. 
Points to consider:

a. ContentDM limits how many separate unique collections can be created under the license, this could limit participation.

b. Multiple collections take more time to develop and maintain.  

c. Consider very broad thematic collections (i.e. Origins) where all participants contribute to the same collection.  It is assumed, however, that many partners will wish to create singular collections of only their material for each theme they would like to document. Instead, provide instructions for partners to add search pages on their own websites to produce results only from their own institution or theme-based sub-collection. 

III. It is recommended that an OAI-based (Open Archives Initiative) metadata index be created to facilitate WHO content discovery.  It is not recommend that ContentDM be used for discovery of WHO materials.   
Point to consider:  

a. The ContentDM multi-server configuration is not an option given that the Madison-based UWDC is not using ContentDM, and museum systems will also likely not be ContentDM.

b. OAI provides the opportunity for metadata from various content management systems (UW Madison’s, Content DM, etc.) to be searched simultaneously with minimal changes to be made to any one partner’s system.  ContentDM works best when all partners are using ContentDM.

c. The system can provide scheduled harvesting of metadata and the opportunity for WHO metadata to be made available to larger OAI systems (OAIster) as well as WorldCat which may be available soon via Google. 

d. An OAI-system WILL NOT AT THIS TIME provide thumbnails of items with search results.  It may be possible that UW Madison digitization staff will be able to make this work in the near future, providing an opportunity for them to provide the OAI index for the WHO or to provide the support necessary for the WHO to create the necessary computing environment themselves. 
e. It is not known at this time if the OAI index can reside on the same server as ContentDM.  If not a separate server will need to purchased and managed or another partner will need to provide the space for the index (see d. above).  

IV. It is recommended that the WHO project be implemented in phases.  Each subsequent phase would offer increasing amounts of services.  
Possible phases might include:

a. Phase 1: Digitize only small flat material.  Require on-line metadata input. Begin hosting content on WHO ContentDM server and begin offering discovery via OAI-based index server of this material only. Do NOT yet include harvesting of existing materials located outside central server. 

b.  Phase 2: ALSO digitize small paginated books and pamphlets and larger formatted flat material. Customize system to allow for off-line metadata entry forms.  Begin using OAI harvesting of existing metadata found in other non-WHO hosted projects.  This metadata will be added to the WHO index server.

c. Phase 3: ALSO digitize longer paginated books and audio material. Experiment with mobile digitization lab? 

d. Subsequent phases may also require additional or replacement technological infrastructures

V. It is recommended that the “mobile digitization center” be shelved until the idea is more fully explored, perhaps by the “future directions” working group.  There are substantial technical and administrative barriers to this idea. 
Point to consider:
a. Photography of 3D artifacts could be more cost effectively handled through contracted professionals.
b. Large format items would require not only equipment but adequate “studio space” many facilities may not be able to provide.  
c. Difficult to schedule an individual to do the work.
VI. It is recommended that preservation activities SHOULD NOT include permanent “dark archiving” of files until options and costs are fully explored by a preservation working group.  Commitment to preservation can include disaster recovery plan, promotion of best practices and model standards for preservation,  etc.
Points to consider:
a. OCLC’s dark archive proposal is very expensive.
b. As UW develops its institutional repository, there may be opportunities to contract this work to them.
c. Committee needs to decide if preservation standards are required for participation. 
VII. It is recommended that MORE than a 1.0 FTE project manager be considered to coordinate and implement this project. 
Points to consider:
a. Those doing similar work at this time do not believe all required by WHO can be done by a single person.
b. Difficult to find someone with the technical AND administrative skills necessary to do the job as it is conceived.
VIII. It is recommended that if the exploratory committee recommends that public user-made annotations to existing metadata be accepted via the website (Wikipedia model) that this be done via a web form for human review and NOT be populated automatically into the database.
Point to consider:
a. Automating annotation additions is currently not possible in ContentDM, and may also not be possible in other management systems that may be part of the WHO.
b. Human review is acknowledged to be time consuming.  Options will need to be explored to minimize time required.. 
c. ContentDM can be customized to allow for registration of users which may be part of a solution (used by Ancestry.com in a similar fashion).
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