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Overview 

• What are we trying to accomplish? 
• Why a Registry? 
• Activities to-date 

– Scope 
– Metadata 
– Functional requirements 
– More! 

 

 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
I’d like to start by giving you an overview of what I’m going to cover today. First, some background on what we’re trying to accomplish and why, then dive into the activities we’ve been working on for the past year, including discussions about scope, metadata and source analysis, a few technical notes, and end with some future plans. 



What are we trying to accomplish?  

• 2011 Constitutional Convention – Ballot Initiative #4  
• Resolved: “that HathiTrust facilitate collective action to 

create a comprehensive digital corpus of U.S. federal 
publications including those issued by GPO and other 
federal agencies” 

• Resolved: that “HathiTrust initiate and carry out a planning 
process to coordinate operational plans and a business 
model to further sustain coordinated digitization, ingest, 
and display of U.S. federal publications including those 
issued by GPO and other federal agencies” 

• Resolved: “that HathiTrust develop a process of catalog 
record review to ensure accurate and full display of U.S. 
federal publications including those issued by GPO and 
other federal agencies” 

 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
It seems as though people have been wondering just how many government documents were “out there” for forever. The last known estimates, back in 2004, indicated that the collection ranged from 1.7 to 2.2 million volumes. (And it’s likely these were based on estimates from previous years.) 

In the fall of 2011, the HathiTrust partner libraries held a constitutional convention. During the convention they approved a ballot initiative “to provide expanded coverage and enhanced access to US Government Documents.” Among the goals were: [READ FROM SLIDE]
 

http://www.hathitrust.org/constitutional_convention2011_ballot_proposals


Why a Registry? 

• A registry of metadata for the comprehensive 
corpus of US federal documents. 

• Envisioned as a stand-alone resource, 
separate from the HTDL, and open to all 
 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Now, why a registry? When folks began working on this initiative, they realized that it would be difficult to determine when the project was “finished,” because no  definitive record of the comprehensive corpus, nor a reliable inventory of items in libraries, exists. Thus, the idea for a registry was born – a way to define the corpus and allow for a more targeted approach to the digitization / contribution of materials deposited into the HTDL.

As you all are well aware, we don’t have one place where you can find out everything that’s been produced by the federal government (let alone everything that’s been produced at government expense!) – we have many sources for this information. Some of these sources are machine-readable, others not. I envision the HathiTrust Government Documents Registry to be THE source for this metadata – a stand-alone product that is an aggregation of metadata from a variety of sources, and acts as a companion to the HathiTrust Digital Library.

Now obviously, the registry records will link to the HTDL when appropriate (and will include links to ALL digital copies of the item in HTDL). But we’ll be including metadata for all items – it will not be limited to only digital items, or only those items issued in print. The comprehensive corpus. 




Scope 

• “The Registry is intended to include metadata 
for the comprehensive corpus of U.S. federal 
documents. This will include materials 
produced at U.S. government expense, in all 
formats, at the item level, from 1789 to the 
present.” 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Which brings me to the scope of the project. Of course, before you can start collecting metadata, you need to figure out WHAT metadata will be included – and  so, we developed a scope statement. (READ SLIDE.)

You may notice that it’s pretty broad! 

In defining the scope, I wasn’t totally starting from scratch – I had some help from the language included in the ballot initiative, particularly regarding the date and the, for lack of a better term, FDLP-ness. 

The ballot initiative used the term “federal” to describe the documents, so I interpreted that as beginning with 1789 – the year the federal government was established. 

I also interpreted the ballot initiative language to mean that the scope should be broader than just FDLP materials, based on the words “produced by GPO and others.” (This actually makes things a lot easier – no worries about what was/wasn’t in scope for the FDLP at a given time. Also, govdocs are located everywhere in libraries – and are more likely to have been cataloged, though not necessarily as a govdoc, if they were placed in a “regular” collection.)

In defining “government document” I used the broadest possible definition. Because not everyone has the same definition of this term, we also spelled out examples of items that likely wouldn’t be included right away, but fit the scope – items like “administrative publications,” “declassified materials,” “individual pieces of legislation,” and “numeric data sets”.

And again, note the highlighted text – the registry is intended to include metadata about all formats, even floppy disks. =) And is intended to be at the item level – ie, an entry for each issue of a serial. (Why? Again – comprehensiveness. I’m very aware that the primary purpose of the registry is to shape the digital initiative.)

Additionally, the full scope document noted some assumptions, including:
The registry will have metadata for copyrighted materials; 
 non-English language materials; 
broader than FDLP.
Metadata will need to be created for some materials.



Metadata Analysis 

• Sources 
– Libraries, agencies, publications 

• Schemas 
– MARC; Dublin Core; MODS; Custom XML 

• Minimum required for a registry record: 
– Title 
– Agency OR SuDoc number 
– Publication date 
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Now, the Registry is intended to be a compilation of metadata about government documents. So, one of the other major undertakings early on (which in some ways is never ending) was to conduct a survey and analysis of existing metadata and sources of metadata. And I while I know how very frustrating it can be to have an item in your hand and be unable to find a record already created for it, I will say that there is a LOT of metadata about government publications out there – from a variety of sources. A major challenge is trying to take these records from multiple sources and decide whether or not they are for the same item – without having a piece in hand.

Metadata can come from sources including libraries (of all types), either from cataloging or digitization projects; from government agencies; from print publications which may or may not have been digitized. (ie, print Monthly Catalog; 1909 Checklist, ‘76 Checklist). 

And metadata can come in a variety of “types” or ”schemas” – including MARC, Dublin Corps, MODS, and custom XML (which a lot of agencies seem to prefer when describing their digital objects).

We also determined the minimum required metadata fields necessary for including a record in the registry: title, agency OR SuDoc number, and Publication Date. We felt that we couldn’t require a SuDoc number, given the sheer volume of records for government documents lacking that information. Also, if we have the agency name, there’s a fair chance that down the line a SuDoc stem could be generated for that item.




Metadata Comprehensiveness 

• Comprehensiveness 
– Agency list 
– Current HTDL content (sets, agencies) 

• Relationship detection 
• Gap detection 
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Determining comprehensiveness of the corpus (or even of a particular set) can be a challenge. Govdocs don’t have a unique numeric identifier that can be used to distinguish one piece from another. (No ISBN, item number isn’t unique to one particular item, and most of the records we’re currently working with don’t have a SuDoc number.) While we do have some dedicated sources for identifying government documents, mentioned earlier, a major resource – OCLC – is not reliable when it comes to identifying items as governments documents due to variations in cataloging. 

When we began talking about how to determining comprehensiveness, we kept coming back to the agency approach – if we know of an agency author, we can query on that instead of worrying about whether or not there’s an ‘f’ and a ‘us’ in the fixed fields. With that in mind, I’ve been working on a list of all known federal agencies that have existed since 1789. It’s a work in progress, but it is publicly accessible & linked from the slide. I encourage you to send me any additions, corrections, etc.

And I have to say, this is one area in which I’m glad that the scope explicitly states that this will be broader than just materials distributed through the FDLP. In my research I’ve discovered titles which were not included in the FDLP, but were available for purchase from GPO (thus ending up in libraries); I’ve come across a title that GPO wasn’t able to obtain, but at least 12 libraries were – one of those libraries was the University of Michigan, so that item is already available in HTDL. 

Also, the sources that we are using can be inconsistent. That title that GPO couldn’t obtain? There’s an entry for it in the ‘76 Checklist, but not in the Monthly Catalog. I’ve also found an example where the agency website says that an item was never published, but it has an entry in the Monthly Catalog (and has two copies in HTDL).

Another part of determining comprehensiveness is what we’re calling relationship detection. There can be many different relationships between individual metadata records – they can be “siblings” (part of the same set), or perhaps parent/child (a record for the set is the parent of a record for an item in the set). However our first focus has been on trying to identify duplication among metadata records. And as you likely know, there is a LOT of duplication out there! 

Libraries have different ways of describing the same piece (sometimes even in their own system!) 
	Example of FRUS volumes – FRUS series record; Dept of State publication record; unique title; part of the Serial Set (Same content; sometimes a different wrapper) – Many different ways to catalog.  We are currently working to build and refine algorithms to automate some of this relationship detection – based on content in certain fields of a record.

And on the flip side of that, we’re also starting to think about gap detection. When we say gaps I mean “gaps in metadata coverage.” This can be anything from not having a record for a particular issue of a series, or missing a lot of metadata from a particular agency. There may also be “Known non-published items” (though this can be challenging to verify, as I demonstrated with the inconsistency in sources!)

When formulating a strategy to identify gaps, it can be a challenge. Some “seem” easy – there may be gaps in series (as indicated by holdings statements) – but creating a record for it may be more difficult due to the variations in holdings statements. The hardest part is identifying the metadata for titles we just don’t have. And again, that’s where we’re hoping the agency list can help, as well as the creation/analysis of brief records from sources such as the Monthly Catalog and the ‘76 Checklist. 


http://bit.ly/1dr9WpI


Functional requirements 

• Use cases 
• Focus groups 

 

Presenter
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Yes, the metadata analysis is incredibly important, but we also need to build a system in which to house it! In the fall we developed and refined use cases – scenarios in which our primary audiences would be using the registry for various purposes. We then held focus groups to get feedback on use cases (which some of you participated in – thanks!) – following those, the use cases were edited, and re-prioritized.

From there, we drafted functional requirements for the registry, identifying the functions necessary, if not the specific technology to be used. Defined terms – like “government document,” “duplicate” etc – as used in the document. Thinking about processes such as the relationship and gap detection I just mentioned, but also basics like searching; APIs; and editing/enhancing of records. 




Future Plans 

• Continue working to automate ways to 
identify relationships between items, along 
with gaps in metadata coverage 

• Build the registry (hire a developer!) 
• Identify ways in which the community can 

help & find/build platforms to support that 

Presenter
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So, where are we now? You can probably tell that we’ve done quite a bit of research and analysis, and are moving forward towards actually building this thing. To that end, we’ll (hopefully!) soon be posting an opening for a programmer/analyst who will work with me to build the system. 

We’ll continue to work to automate ways to identify relationships between items, as well as identifying gaps in metadata coverage. 

And finally, we know that we can’t do this alone – we will need the help of the community. We’ve identified possible ways where the community can help us – including using your collections to help determine whether or not records are actually for the same item or different items; identifying gaps in metadata coverage (particularly once we have a searchable system); metadata creation and editing (especially when it comes to SuDoc numbers!). 

Ultimately, you are our primary audience, and we need your help and also your feedback to assist us in achieving our goal. So I hope that you’ll be willing to let me/us know if you see something that you like, or something that you don’t like. 




Thank you! Questions? 

Presenter
Presentation Notes

Thanks so much! And now, if you have any questions about either of our presentations, we’d love to hear them!

http://www.hathitrust.org/


How to find out more 

• HathiTrust US Federal Government 
Documents Initiative: 
http://www.hathitrust.org/usgovdocs 

• Creating a Registry of US Federal Government 
Documents: 
http://www.hathitrust.org/usgovdocs_registry 

• Contact me: valglenn@umich.edu 
 
 

http://www.hathitrust.org/usgovdocs
http://www.hathitrust.org/usgovdocs_registry
mailto:valglenn@umich.edu
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