
Welcome, thank you for joining us 
This presentation is about a working group -- We call it our “Digitization Working 
Group” --that we created at Alfred University 
We’re going to talk today about how the group has helped to facilitate communication 
and collaboration in our libraries 



So, why form a work group? 
It started with an idea… that formed during a sabbatical I was taking in the spring of 
2014 
My sabbatical focused on learning about current metadata standards, especially for 
digital collections, and looking at how we might improve our local metadata 
It seemed to me that our libraries were in a kind of transition phase with digitization -- 
we had some projects up and running but we needed to go to the next level and take 
a critical look at what we were doing especially with an eye towards the long-term 
sustainability of our program 
I also thought that it would be a good learning opportunity for staff and librarians 
involved in digitization work, some for the first time 
So, the group really started with a focus on metadata, but our work has since 
broadened to include many other aspects of digitization, including things like 
planning, project management, developing documentation, systems, workflows, 
scanning, rights, and preservation 
Trevor will be talking about some of these things a bit later 



So, the group began with an invitation to four librarians and three staff member to 
participate 
We began meeting weekly in fall of 2014, and we did something sort of unusual -- we 
decided to read a book together 
We selected Steven J. Miller’s book, “Metadata for digital collections” which I highly 
recommend 
We took turns leading discussions on a weekly basis 
Through the readings, I think we developed some common ground and a sense of 
shared purpose 
The readings definitely raised awareness about the role of standards in metadata 
At the end of the semester, we decided to continue meeting 
 



Looking back, I think that there are some specific things that contributed to a positive 
work group experience: 
As I mentioned earlier, there was a general expectation that everyone would 
contribute to the work of the group 
Enthusiasm for learning new things 
A willingness to have difficult conversations, to work through disagreements 
A way to organize things -- we used a LibGuide to organize documentation 
Regular, ongoing communication through weekly meetings 
Hopefully, a sense of excitement and shared purpose  
 



Leading a work group such as ours isn’t without its challenges and there have been 
challenges that I didn’t anticipate -  
 
The first challenge was dealing with some tension between learning and doing 
Learning takes time and I was concerned that some members of the group would get 
frustrated at not being able to get started immediately with digitization projects 
The phrase, “step away from the scanner” became a kind of unofficial mantra for our 
group, and a reminder that there were benefits to taking a step back and reflecting on 
what we wanted to accomplish 
 
Another challenge has been running a work group with people who come from very 
different backgrounds 
I think that reading the book together was helpful in establishing some shared 
language and ensuring that we had a common bank of knowledge 
 
Probably one of the biggest challenges has been dealing with ambiguity -- while I had 
some idea of what I wanted to do when the group was originally formed, there wasn’t 
a specific roadmap and the collaborative nature of the group meant that things 
sometimes got a bit messy 
 



“A group consists of people who work together, but they can work without each other. 
A team is a group of people who cannot work, at least not effectively, without the other 
members of their team (Spector, 2003), and the team members are held together by 
their interdependence and their need to collaborate in order to achieve common 
goals.” 
  
Next, John is going to talk about how his participation in the work group impacted his 
thoughts about building our digital collections 
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Context 
 
I’d like to start with a bit of information on the two libraries that make up “AU 
Libraries”.   
Herrick Library located on the South end of campus provides access to 
scholarly resources in many formats for the liberal arts, sciences, education 
and business programs; the library also houses a Special Collections as well 
as the University Archives.   
Scholes Library on the north end of campus was established in 1947 to 
support the New York State College of Ceramics, providing access to scholarly 
material on the arts, science, and technology, specifically ceramic and glass 
engineering. Scholes also has a Special Collections, and houses the Archives 
for the College of Ceramics, as well as Slide Archive. 
We have been using Summon discovery layer since 201.  
Faculty, students, alumni, and researchers actively use the resources at both 
libraries, both in person and online. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



The Collections 
Much like other academic libraries both Herrick and Scholes hold distinct 
collections in numerous formats, from hand written letters from the early 
1800’s and more recently external hard-drives filled to capacity with 
processing code and scripts created by MFA students in Electronic Integrated 
Arts  program for their thesis exhibitions. 
  
We currently have two digital repositories that we manage between the two 
libraries;  For images we have been using  MDID2.    
For text based digital objects like thesis, newspapers, and meeting minutes we 
use AURA which is an acronym for Alfred University Research and Archives, 
AURA is run on the DSpace Software?  
Brett will go over the changes we are making regarding these two repositories. 
  
One of interesting aspects of being on the Digitization Working Group is being 
able to make the connections between the numerous collections that the 
libraries maintain, whether they are a collection of ebooks,  or the lecture 
notes from Charles Fergus Binns, the first director of the College of Ceramics.  
With a better understanding of these collections I think the group is making 
informed choices in how we move forward with the creation of standards that 
will work with all of the collections. 



Tension / Balance 
  
Tension is a good thing,  I like to remind myself that one of the synonyms for 
tension is balance. 
  
I realized through working with this group that the different collection 
managers all had different sets of patrons making requests for materials for 
example our Archives manager for the college of Ceramics archives works 
generally with museum curators, while Laurie head of the college archives 
works with alumni as well as students and faculty.  
  
  
The image is a scan of a contact sheet from Dan Rhodes’s book titled “Pottery 
Form” 
I thought it was an appropriate image because there is tension in the clay, and 
these tension change over time as the clay goes through the different stages 
in becoming a pot:  from wet mud, to dry clay, to bisque fire, to glazed and 
then fired  
  
Brett will now talk a bit a about the systems side of the work group. 
 
 
 



Being a library system’s professional, metadata is something that we often have to 
interact with, but this workgroup definitely helped to put things in a whole other 
perspective. Like many library projects there was a clear intersection between 
developing the metadata schema and the systems that would house them.  
 
This certainly wasn’t the libraries first interaction with repository softwares, but it was 
a different approach. In the past there was an emphasis on what the systems could 
do and what features they could provide with metadata being more of an afterthought. 
The goal was to get materials accessible at all costs. The workgroup framed the 
problem differently. Instead, we worked for months narrowing down what the ideal 
schema would be for us and all our collections, then seeing how the systems could 
help facilitate the long term goals. This eventually brought us to…  



After the group had developed our first drafts of the metadata schema we had to look 
at the systems we currently had in place and how we could transform them to support 
our newly established standards; or in some cases replace them. It was definitely 
helpful that a majority of the workgroup users had some interaction with the softwares 
we had in place and could identify problems we had to fix before a sustainable 
digitization effort could be made. Things like uptime, being well  behind on releases, 
staff and physical resources were some of the areas we needed to straighten up. I’ll 
talk a little later about how the workgroup proposed to solve some of these problems. 
 
However, these weren’t the only systems related issues that the workgroup needed to 
solve. We discovered in our conversations that there was still a relative disconnect 
between the accepted standards and what the systems actually allowed us to do or 
where the standards were just impractical in a real world setting. This is where I felt I 
had the most to contribute with a solid background in the systems and was able to 
communicate that to the rest of the group. 



I remember in reading one of the chapters of [the book] and they were discussing the 
“best practices” for entering dates and I think this is where I had the first notion of 
“Well that won’t work”. The book was indicating that if you didn’t know the exact year 
but had a relative idea of the time frame then entering something like 198? would be 
best. This seemed like an understandable practice, however, the programmer in me 
was like are you really going to try to enter that in a date typed field? Unless the 
system is designed to cater to that type of input, the results would not be pretty.  
 
I think this anecdote is important because with many fields or user input these are the 
types of considerations that have to be known to have a system that is easy to search 
or browse. The impact on the schema is apparent when standards are indicating one 
way while the systems are telling you that it won’t work. This forced the workgroup to 
make some schema design decisions based on what the applications would 
accommodate and being the one with the intricate systems knowledge I had to let the 
group know where these decisions would need to be made.  
 
Unfortunately, it isn’t just user input that created tension between the standards and 
systems. Here’s another example 



This first image is of the DCMI recommended type vocabulary for the dublin core type 
field. You can see that each value is a very broad category. This standard set would 
work well in our systems as the type field is either free text or a customizable drop 
down.  
 
Too bad it’s not that easy, in this second image you can see our instance of Summon 
with a Newspaper facet that is searching harvested items from our DSpace repository. 
Well how did it know it was a newspaper? Well the answer is the type field, and as 
you can see that’s not a value in the DCMI type list. To have the items appear in 
Summon as newspapers and be faceted as such, Summon needed a mapping that 
included Newspaper as a value. The type field was the logical area for this 
classification and ultimately the group decided upon our own controlled list for the 
dc.type field that better suited our collections manager’s needs and kept our Summon 
mappings intact.  
 



As I mentioned before we had some technical issues with our current software 
installations that we were struggling with and the group had to come up with some 
solutions to solve them. First, a little background. We currently have been reliant on 
locally hosted, open-source software. In theory, this an ideal cost-effective solution, 
but in reality our systems have been suffering from a lack of attention due to a small 
library systems staff and an equally small IT staff with many other competing 
priorities. So, our DSpace instance which we use as an institutional repository was 
well behind on releases and had many server level issues that were becoming 
increasingly difficult to solve. Also, our MDID2 repository that we use for images has 
become dated and the MDID3 release that aimed to bring it up to date has suffered 
from a lack of maintenance and community contributions which is so staple when 
dealing with open-source technologies.  
 
With these issues in mind it led the group to evaluate some outside hosting options 
for DSpace and an overall hosted replacement for MDID. Some members of the 
workgroup had already been investigating a replacement for MDID and had been 
fairly impressed with ARTstor  Shared Shelf product. We got a demo setup and with 
the work group's approval along with my input that the system seemed like it would 
handle our needs, be a relatively easy transition and was being properly maintained it 
looked like the way to go for us.  



Hopefully all of these lead us to a place where collection managers can move forward 
with projects independently 
 

-  Continuation of looking at the schema/systems and evaluating if they meet our 
needs 

-  Further development of system according to needs and costs 



Move from the learning phase to a decision-making and doing phase 
-  Group is excited about getting to work and using the scheme we created 
-  Moving to the host and dealing with anything that comes up in that transition 
-  Beginning our work in a new environment  
-  Still questions about what the group will look like - smaller groups etc. 
-  Understanding roles and responsibilities, from work group to collection 

managers, etc. 
-  Development of standards (metadata, scanning, rights) & Documentation of 

these standards 
-  Working with current users who submit material 
-  Development and documentation of workflows 

 
 
 









 
 
 


