
Introduction 
 
Who we are: 
•  Kristin Martin, Metadata Librarian, Catalog Department 
•  Peter Hepburn, Digitization Librarian, Digital Programs Department 
 
Many of the images in this presentation come from the CITY 2000 collection.   
“On a quest to create a lasting record of life in Chicago In the Year 2000 more 

than 200 photographers spent 366 days canvassing the city and 
chronicling its people, places and personality. The project's eclectic mix of 
styles and approaches blended into an historical document that will inform 
those in the future long after it teaches us about ourselves. “ 
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Outline 
 
Given my longer history at UIC Library and yet relative newness to the world of 

metadata, I will speak largely on background and workflow matters.  I will 
also draw in how I, as a non-cataloger, have had to learn about and work 
with metadata. 

 
This will take me into the last point mentioned on this slide.  Kristin will take 

over from that point. 
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Overview (continued) 
 
The process of writing the dictionary 

 
Examples from the data dictionary 

 
Issues 

 
Conclusions (questions left until after all of us have presented?) 
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My past and current role in the organization and in digitization 
 
•  Circulation librarian 
•  Moved to Cataloging (working in digitization for a year given an 

extraordinary pool of money) 
•  Then moved to Systems (permanent position in digitization) 
•  Now head of my own department, Digital Programs – still reporting to AUL 

for Information Technology 
 
Over the course of this move, I have been hands on with a number of things, 

but most of all with writing descriptive metadata. 

All of this points to a couple of key things that influenced the development of 
the data dictionary: 

•  Workflow issues – who does what at what point? 
•  Ownership – who determines the metadata – the department doing the 

digital conversion and presentation, or the department responsible for the 
source material – we are moving closer to the latter, but as with many  



5 

Current set-up for digitization projects 
 
The arrival of Kristin Martin has been a great catalyst for changing the 
digitization work dynamic at the Library. 
 
In the past few years, we’ve been working on building a collaborative, not 
competitive relationship among the stakeholders. 
 
• Establishing – and DOCUMENTING - workflows 
• Involvement of multiple departments 
• Shared information -  use of a wiki 
• Shared planning and development of an agreed-upon set of priorities 
 



Background on metadata work at the Library 
 
UIC-Core pre-dates my time in digitization but not my time at the Library.  It 

didn’t gain traction. 
 
When I started in digitization, it was a learn-as-I-go-along process, with no 

metadata specialist in Cataloging to turn to.  Thrown into deep end:  Dublin 
Core?  Sure I’ve heard of it, but… 

 
Multiple departments got involved in discussion of metadata:  Systems, 

Special Collections, Cataloging, Photo Services.  No department heads 
involved, no formal sanction, no power to implement outside of the group 
who informally met. 
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Background on metadata work at the Library (continued) 
 
Early development of guidelines before Kristin’s arrival at UIC 
 
Special Collections was the gatekeeper.  They would sometimes make 

changes to the metadata guidelines, but the guidelines were on a 
Blackboard (course management system) site with access only for that 
department. 

 
Competing perspectives, and competing wrong perspectives.  A group of us 

from stakeholder departments had some “lively” discussions” about how 
to approach metadata.  Some of our assumptions about how Dublin Core 
worked and about how ContentDM worked were very wrong. Also external 
considerations coming from CARLI, our consortium.  As an example, 
Special Collections preferred not to assign titles to unnamed images, using 
the record number instead.  CARLI does not permit numbers of titles. 
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Start with understanding of primary stakeholders within Library 
• Cataloging 
• Special Collections 
• University Archives 
• Visual Resources Collections (inherited from Architecture and Art) 
And others, minimally 
 
Variable metadata needs 
 
Not uniform by collection, nor even necessarily within collection given that 
some collections can and do have a mixture of types of materials 
 
Issue of legacy collections – earlier efforts that pre-date the current data 
dictionary (or ANY dictionary in some cases) and don’t adhere to the 
guidelines as well.  Some of these we’ve cleaned up, but retrospective work is 
time consuming.  Where we had to extract from a different presentation 
system, we’ve had headaches with mapping fields and funny characters 
added in.  CITY 2000 is an example. 
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Issue of ownership returns in considering the workflow for writing metadata 
 
We seem to be moving toward a system where the department responsible for 

the original materials is also responsible for descriptive metadata.  Digital 
Programs, by contrast, can share some of the metadata duties by filling in 
fields that can copy exactly from item to item, like the rights statement. 

 
This now fits better with some of the processing work that feeds into 

digitization projects a little more directly. 
 
Departments consult with Kristin Martin. 
Quality assurance by both the department and Kristin 
 
How this works for CITY 2000 – not in place for the legacy collection.  Not the 

only example. 
Comparison to newer IDOT images wherein when we tackle the collection, we 

have mapped out very carefully with Special Collections what they’ll be 
responsible for in terms of description. 
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In the development of the dictionary and workflows, there have been additional 
considerations 

 
Meeting standards of Catalog Department.  UIC-Core may no longer be part of 

the conversation, but we do not proceed without collaboration with 
Cataloging to ensure metadata meets best standard possible. 

 
Metadata must be grasped by the librarians who write it.  We need to 

understand what a field is, its properties, before we can populate it.  The 
guide has been IMMENSELY helpful with this – the documentation is 
extensive but clear and useful. 

 
Metadata must serve users.  I think we may have got away from that into what 

the librarians needed in order to do their work.  No.  We now focus on how 
the users might be able to find images and other content effectively.  This is 
THE guiding principle above all others. 

 



The dictionary was a collaborative effort again involving multiple departments:  
Cataloging, Special Collections, Digital Programs. 

 
Use of wiki space for group editing.  Kristin did a lot of the heavy lifting on this. 
 
Everyone who works with metadata can edit – for example, add in special 

case examples when they pop up in new collections (like numbering/
naming conventions).  Edits are not frequent, but the tool enables us to 
easily accommodate unanticipated situations with new projects. 

 
Transparent – the wiki is open to everyone at UIC.  That means our colleagues 

can read, comment, edit.  In practice, this hasn’t proved to be the case 
often, but it is somehow reassuring. 
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FosWiki wiki: The wiki is great for fast updating and versioning control, and 
now is a WSYIWYG editor.  Library uptake of wiki is growing fast.  Some 
caveats: Using multiple wiki software can create to confusion (different 
software from CARLI wiki)  Not to mention timeouts with Bluestem.  Also, 
FosWiki leaves a lot of blank space on the side of the screen, as I discovered 
when redoing the screenshots! 
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Easy table format allows users to click straight to instructions for field 
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Information indicates: 
 - label name 
 - mapping to DC 
 - required/optional 
 - searchable/not searchable 
 - viewable/hidden (why would you want to hide?  Example coming up with 
date fields) 
 - repeatable content (CDM does not allow the same field to have the same 
label, but you can repeat with different names 
 - use of controlled vocabulary 
 - description 
 - instructions 
 - examples 
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Creator example continued 
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Date has both a viewable and hidden version. 
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Example from CITY2000 
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Metadat for example.  Discuss use of specific labels: advantages within CDM 
and controlled vocabulary for clicking, but disadvantage with sharing (all maps 
to description, meaning can get lost); note date 
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Date browsing from Carberry.  Why making fields hidden now has a cost. 
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Clean-up needed to have metadata conform to CARLI guidelines.  Note that 
titles are identifiers, a no-no. 
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Have a controlled vocabulary for collection name allows the user to easily 
retrieve all items in a specific collection (and gives them the nifty facets on the 
left) 
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Closing comments 
 
• Mistakes are not the end of the world 
• Some findability is better than none 
• Still, better to iron out issues beforehand rather than partway through 
• Good to ensure that any plan that does come into place is flexible enough for 
exceptions or special circumstances 
• Document, document, document  


