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Overview

Micah Altman (Harvard University) and Jonathan Crabtree (University of  North Carolina) presented on the Data-Pass shared catalog that provides unified access to social science datasets at their institutions. 
The catalog enables unified discovery of multi-institutional resources. While the catalog sits on a Dataverse (http://thedata.org/), partners contributing catalogs need only expose their records via OAI-pmh. Dublin Core  provides a simple presentation layer, but Data Documentation Initiative (DDI) metadata (a standard for technical documentation describing social science data)  prevails “under the hood.”  There are regular releases of catalog/metadata to participants.

Altman and Crabtree talked about the history of social science datasets, stressing continuities between analog and digital, yet citing current major threats to born-digital datasets. These range from the mundane, such as office moves, loss of known location of data on servers, etc., to more complex problems of obsolescence.  
Among the benefits of the shared system are lowered barriers to submission, shared cataloging workflows, a standards base that facilitates system administration, and, for the user, unified access, sophisticated drill-down searching, and, most important, the ability to create virtual archives, without having to install anything. 
Preservation is enhanced because single institutional failure is eliminated, there is collective commitment to preserving the data, and the system also provides a way for small archives to become a “trusted archive.”
Among the surprises the project experienced were the varying ranges of effort reflected in metadata, especially subject headings, and user assumptions: while it is the metadata that is unified, shared, and distributed, users seemed to assume the same in content access, overlooking restrictions notices, being surprised by differences in web presentation, etc.
Altman noted that the Chinese proverb, “Start 50 years ago” especially applies to social science data. The project will leverage its success by stressing shared incentives and benefits.

Tom Habing presented on “Hub and Spoke,”the project based at the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign to move and ingest data between different repositories, employing a testbed comprising DSpace, Fedora, Eprints, etc.
Managing heterogeneous repository systems is the biggest hurdle in preservation. Even a single institution may have more than one kind of repository. Repositories also change over time. Therefore, enabling interoperability enhances preservation.

Hub & Spoke is a project to provide framework and tools for carrying out preservation activities—pulling out digital objects, working on them, and putting them back in--between different repositories.

There are three main components to the system.  (1) A registered METS Profile that addresses the interoperability layer. The Profile is neutral on content, addresses basic preservation metadata, and employs MODS and PREMIS.  (2) Interoperability architecture, RESTSful Web Service--aka “LRCRUDS” (Lightweight Repository Service). CRUDS stands for standard db actions Create, Retrieve, Update, and Delete, though the system does not support Delete. (3) HUB, which handles the interoperability transformations. For example, for ingest, it creates a stub record to retrieve an object’s handle from a repository, adds the METS document to the handle, and then the object is ingested. The METS profile helps to ensure interoperability, as it is master metadata that can be trusted even when the repository is out of one’s control. 
Nonetheless, a difficulty in the project was how to preserve the METS file over time--how to deal with changes in the METS file itself.  The project developed scenarios to merge the metadata but then decided the cleanest and most reliable method was successive file versions.
The project aims to keep things lightweight but may consider extensions to its mechanisms, such as, for example, CRUDF (F=fixity/verification). Longterm, the project is interested in relating its work to the Open Archives Initiative and Object Reuse.

Robert McDonald (San Diego, Super Computer Center) provided an overview of the SRB datagrid.

There are many gateways to a datagrid environment: LOCKSS, Fedora, DSpace, Bagit, etc.). The storage piece (datagrid) is separate. The gateway sits on top, as in, for example, the University of California, San Diego Library’s Digital Asset Management System. The building of separate silos is to be avoided and a unified preservation system is then possible. SRB/iRODS adds logic rules and will replace SRB.
Martin Halbert (Emory University) posed questions for concluding discussion. 
Each of the previous presentations represent a problem area for interoperability. What are the key elements for success overall? Are there any salient yet generic scenarios for use and interaction to challenge the work?

Use issues discussed were how to leverage sufficient compute power to move content (see Amazon’s EC2 problems); knowing what you have when you “dip in and out of repositories”; moving content from dark archive repositories to access repositories; and exploring more discovery scenarios.
