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Approved by Martha's Managers (with clarifications based on feedback from the Imaging Group)
In November 2004, Martha’s Managers charged the MSG with making a recommendation for the utility of a centralized image cataloging tool.  We do so in the absence of tools that will allow real-time manipulation of data in the Central Digital Repository.  We were also asked to consider whether we seek a long-term or a short-term solution.  While it is difficult to answer this question with specificity, an intermediary solution is clearly required until we have sophisticated cataloging tools for our digital library environment.  After carefully analyzing a selection of UVa Library image collections, the MSG has concluded that all of our collections can be accommodated by a centralized image cataloging tool.  Moreover, we believe a CCT will net us specific and tangible benefits for metadata management and manipulation and we are committed to ensuring that it be an efficient path to the Central Digital Repository.  The MSG recommends that we now evaluate options for a single software solution for Library staff use.
1. A CCT  for images would offer all the benefits of a robust cataloging system, enabling catalogers to work efficiently in a single integrated environment:

a. Granting of control to catalogers to do the work they need to do without relying on programmers to make underlying mapping (or structural database) changes at every turn

b. Single unified interface

c. Authority files
d. System defaults for working with large batches of data

e. Global change
f. Permissions control
g. Help files & other prompts to aid data consistency
h. Workflow status tracking – what’s been done when?
2. The adoption of a CCT would require that we develop an appropriate training plan and that standards are widely communicated and adhered to.  This would ensure basic data consistency and integrity across our collections and does not prohibit unique treatment for special classes of materials.

3. Once in the CCT, we no longer need to separately manage the original data sources.  It is currently difficult to stay on top of the many original data sources, and this problem would only get worse over time.
4. Data errors currently found in the Central Digital Repository must be corrected in the original source.  Without a CCT, catalogers need to locate the original data source (Excel, Access, Filemaker, individual XML files, etc), locate the original programmer, locate the original script, fix the data errors (in the various interface options: Excel, Access, Filemaker, Notetab, etc), and have the programmer re-run the scripts.  

5. Mapping presents large staff overhead, both for the staff doing the mapping and for the programmers.  Mapping is hard, it is imprecise, and there is always data loss in the process.  From the perspective of data integrity, it is much better to go into a project with the appropriate data structure than to map & migrate the data later.  Obviously, this is not always possible, but it is the MSG’s goal to insist upon doing so when feasible.
6. With a CCT, we would still need various mappings “in” but we would have one established mapping “out”.  We can be confident that the mapping “out” to the Central Digital Repository will be supported, documented, and ultimately efficient.  If we can get data into the CCT, we will know we can get it out efficiently and without significant data loss.
7. Catalogers will need to learn only one cataloging interface & set of cataloging rules.  A single unified interface also enables catalogers to help each other.  Managing data sources in all sorts of external file structures and with all sorts of unique field rules requires that catalogers come to Ann or Erin with each question and to sort through each problem.  With a single interface, catalogers can support each other and we can grow their expertise. 

8. If we also simultaneously encourage our faculty to use only Library-supported user tools (currently the User Collection Tool and iView), we can create established mappings “in” to the CCT.  Moving data around from a limited number of tools will be significantly easier, more accurate, and more efficient.

9. We will obviously still have unestablished inputs – faculty collections not using a Library-supported user tool, vendor data, etc.  This is to be expected, but if we can establish even a few “official” routes, the majority of the data could move through quickly and we could devote our limited resources to the others. 

10. The mapping into the CCT will be the responsibility of the MSG.

11. Existence of the data in the CCT or mapping to it does not imply that all data will be enriched on its way into the Central Digital Repository.  This will need to be a separate vetting process.  The CCT will be a pass-through that offers us the opportunity to consider data-enrichment on the way in, or it is otherwise a big central bucket for all data.  Possible uses of such a bucket include: requests from selectors to enrich records later down the road; fixing data errors; tracking workflow; or otherwise managing the resources’ metadata.

12. Metadata will not have to be “perfect” up front.  Going from the original source to the Central Digital Repository, there is an excessive (and unrealistic) need to achieve perfection up front.  A CCT would allow us to massage the data post-mapping rather than holding the data back until the data nears perfection.

13. Metadata is not static.  What is deemed good even today will change tomorrow as authority headings change or as standards evolve.  Searching for the original data source each time and re-mapping each time is significant overhead.  In many cases, this is likely never to be done and our data integrity will downgrade over time.
14. Although, for some collections, it does seem that going through a CCT will be less efficient, if we have an established path in (especially from I-View and from Jack’s User Collection Tool) and we have an established path out (currently, the IRIS-GDMS scripts), we can actually accomplish this very efficiently while gaining the added benefits of a central data management tool.

Issues currently unresolved:

1. Will we be successful in creating a single mapping out of Jack’s User Collection Tool?  Or will the faculty have structured their data in the User Collection Tool in significantly varying ways that multiple mappings will still be required?  More likely we should aim for “pattern-mappings”, a handful of base mappings that we might be able to use (or tweak) to migrate faculty data.
2. This is currently a one-way flow.  Getting data that the Library has enriched back into a faculty tool is considered beyond the immediate scope of this discussion.  
3. Unresolved also is the issue of refreshing faculty data.  If we import metadata into the CCT from Jack’s User Collection Tool and then the faculty member adds more data (or changes the metadata), how would we successfully import what is new or has changed (or identify in the CCT what old data would need to be first purged)?  We’d have to ultimately build a unique identifier system into the faculty tools (Jack’s User Collection Tool and iView) to create a matchpoint.
4. We need to address the migration of workflows from our legacy collections in conjunction with the migration of the metadata.  Some of our legacy systems serve not only for metadata creation but for publishing those collections to the web.  We likely will need to time the metadata migration of those collections into the CCT with the ability of the Central Digital Repository to deliver those materials adequately.  

5. Staffing is recognized as a serious issue, but beyond the scope of this immediate discussion.  How image cataloging will be staffed is largely a discussion between the Library's organizational departments and beyond the charge of a committee such as the MSG.  The Library must address the staffing issues in conjunction with the CCT and the MSG commits to advocating for this question continually in all arenas.
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