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Welcome and Introductions:  Angela O’Neal welcomed the Steering Committee to the first meeting of the Ohio DPLA Planning Grant Steering Committee meeting.
Attendees: Angela O’Neal, Columbus Metropolitan Library; Chatham Ewing, Cleveland Public Library; Gwen Evans and Emily Flynn, OhioLINK; Janet Carleton, Ohio University; Jillian Carney, Ohio History Connection; Katrina Marshall, Public Library of Cincinnati and Hamilton County;
Katy Klettlinger, State Library of Ohio; Meg Delaney, Toledo-Lucas County Public Library; Missy Lodge, State Library of Ohio; Nathan Tallman, University of Cincinnati; Shannon Kupfer, State Library of Ohio; Stephen Hedges, OPLIN; Terry Reese, Ohio State University; Tom Clareson,LYRASIS; and Liz Bishoff, the Bishoff Group.  Absent: Laure Gemmill, LYRASIS, Meghan Frazer, OhioLINK. Still looking for an OCLC representative.  

Update on the grant:   Angela provided a summary of progress to date:  It’s been almost a year since we initiated the Ohio effort related to DPLA.  A few organizations were investigating individual efforts but quickly realized that a statewide effort was needed.  The planning committee identified a number of issues that needed to be addressed—technical infrastructure, metadata, governance, and advocacy.  It was realized that a planning grant would be useful to focus efforts.  In April 2015 the State Library of Ohio Board approved a grant to Columbus Metropolitan Library to support the planning, and with matching funds from OPLIN, we now have the funds to undertake planning with the idea of developing a successful application for DPLA participation.
LSTA Grant components—The grant proposal is a roadmap for the project.  The project goal is to create a strategy for DPLA service hub in Ohio; to become ready to implement the DPLA service hub.  The grant runs from July 2015-June 30, 2016.  Goal is to submit a grant application January 2017.  Primary activities of the grant project include identifying the service model best suited to Ohio cultural heritage organizations, develop best practices for sharable metadata, develop a tactical plan to get there, and assist Ohio cultural heritage organizations in developing a pathway.  We will conduct a survey to find out what the organizations need and a symposium to understand participation.  We will need to bring other organizations along so that it’s a statewide effort. 
Project structure—Steering Committee has co-chairs of Stephen, Missy and Angela.  Other Steering Committee members will be co-chairs of the working groups.  The Steering Committee is widely representative of Ohio’s public and academic libraries and cultural heritage organizations; and has extensive digital experience.  Consultants will provide guidance throughout the project.  Know that you can call on them throughout the project.
Project timeline—The project divides into 3 basic phases; the initial phase is data gathering and informing the community --  July-December:  Conducting a statewide survey and hold the symposium.  The working groups will be initiated.  Write charges for the groups, identify members of the working groups.  Steering Committee meeting in Sept/October.  Working groups will be conference calls, etc.  Monthly conference calls for the Steering Committee.  Phase 2—December-April:  First draft of recommendation due in February.  Final draft recommendations will be due in April. Phase 3 – May- July:  Steering Committee will review the working group recommendations.  Develop final recommendation end of July.  
Presentation on DPLA Models and Metadata:  Tom and Liz presented background on DPLA, three models of DPLA Service Hubs and the DPLA metadata and rights management environment.  Following the presentation we held a discussion of the Ohio Digital Environment and the current metadata environment.

DPLA
· Must have infrastructure in place before you submit an application. Timeline is set for implementation as soon as application is accepted. “We are” ready, not “we will” be ready.
· For this project, we have to have strategy ready to implement at the end of July 2016 and then have to be able to build it by December 2016 in order to submit our application. 
· Role of service hub. Doesn’t have to be one institution that takes on all duties, but one institution has to be the contact. 
· Use of collections/metadata will most likely be most challenging issue
· Models
· MWDL
· Multi-state model
· Great resources to adapt: 
· What the Harvesting Organization Needs to Know
· How MWDL uses OAI to harvest
· Minnesota Digital Library
· A “dark” archive that then gets sent to DPLA
· They have 130 people come to annual DPLA in MN conference. Could we do this? Maybe connect with OhioDIG meetings? 
· Common with all models: all of these states have a technologist. One of the things we need to do is set up calls or meetings with each one of these people. 
· Empire State Digital Network (NY)
· METRO is the lead on the project; regional libraries partner
· Dark archive with the idea that they could eventually create a New York site by pulling data out of DPLA through an app
· Staff: PM, metadata specialist and tech specialist
· An example of a state that has a content hub (NYPL) that doesn’t aggregate through this system
Ohio Digital Environment
· Ohio Memory – 20 active participants; 360 originally; some are still creating items; many of the libraries were original participants in Ohio Memory including academics.
· Four digitization hubs:  Cleveland PL, Columbus PL, Cincinnati PL, Toledo PL
· At various stage of development/implementation
· The digitization hubs are service centers available to both cultural heritage centers, community organizations and individuals; not currently set up as cooperatives/collaboratives
· All use CONTENTdm and Dublin Core, various levels of consistency
· Columbus:  
· Led by CML, total of 23 participating institutions (libraries, historical societies, etc.).  
· Selection criteria focused on Central Ohio.  
· 250,000 images; 20,000 metadata records.  
· Metadata modelled off of Minnesota with local fields.
· Cincinnati:  
· Recently migrated into Content DM.  
· 15 active organizations.  Service center model.
· Cleveland:  also a service center model.  
· Levels of service include scan only/scan and donate to digital library/give copyright to digital library
· Toledo:  service center model; 
· talked about working with individuals
· Question from Katy (State Library):  Are there Statewide Digital Collection Development policies?  Policies are hard to find for statewide collaboratives, but we will share what we know of. 
· DPLA effort should be looking for consistency:
· CONTENTdm—so many CDM sites may be a plus
· Using Dublin Core
· Need to understand rights – uniformity within and across collections
· Question:  can institutions pick and choose what goes into DPLA?—they can select at the collection level.
· What other collaborative projects exist in Ohio? 
· Cleveland Memory (Led by Mr. Barrow at Cleveland State U.; includes some material from Western Reserve Historical Society; Cleveland Public Library
· Summit Memory
· Alliance Memory
· Missy mentioned LSTA-funded collaboratives around the state such as Digital Shoebox and projects begun by the NORWELD and SWON regional library systems. Their current status is unknown
· Need to added questions on collaboration to the survey 
· Project needs collaboratives to identify participants, maybe need to interview them.
· Academic Library digital activity:
· Ohio State:  migrating to Hydra (45,000 images); dark archive with 250,000 images, mostly from Special Collections.
· Ohio U:  Using Omeka, CONTENTdm, Flickr (for Library PR photos), and Internet Archive
· University of Cincinnati:  Some material in Ohio Memory; 600,000 records in DSpace (images, documents, and Institutional Repository materials); also using Luna, Hydra.
· State Library of Ohio:  using Ohio Memory
· Ohio History Connecting:  using Ohio Memory
· Most academic libraries are doing projects on their own
· OhioLINK DRC:  Content has been peeled off, but participants stayed with metadata practices and documentation still exists, according to Janet Carleton.  Need to get the metadata best practices.
· Possible museums to talk with (need to check with DPLA on some rights issues first):  Cleveland Museum of Art; Western Reserve Historical Society; Toledo Museum of Art.  What other major museums do we need to talk with?
· Multi-type consortia:
· CLEVNET, NORWELD have some participation in Ohio Memory; NORWELD has contacted Toledo Public Library digital hub about doing work for their members.  Need to determine if these consortia are doing anything with digitization—Stephen???
· Academic institutions: 
· OSU- migrating to Hydra (45K images): Dark archive w/250K images
· Ohio U: Omeka, CONTENTdm, Flickr
· Cincinnati: D-space, Luna, Hydra, great deal does have Creative Commons license
· State Library
· Participates in Ohio Memory
· Museums: 
· Cleveland Museum of Art
· Museums may be a challenge because of rights issues
· LSTA grant-funded projects
· Multi-type consortia
· CleveNet
· Norweld- some participation in Ohio Memory
· Toledo Dig Hub
· OhioLINK DRC
· Many of organizations that participated still maintain metadata application profile
· Look for documentation
To do: develop a list of projects/collaboratives in Ohio
· Cleveland Memory
· Summit Memory
· Alliance Memory
·  Question from group:  What Internet Archive material is in DPLA?  
· If an organization has done digitization with Internet Archive is their material going into DPLA? 

Survey
The group reviewed a draft of the survey, which will be distributed to directors of libraries, museums and cultural heritage institutions. Comments should be sent to the listserv by Wednesday, August 29th.
· Pre-test August 24-28
· The survey will be available Sep 14-Oct. 2
· Top-line analysis available for the symposium


Symposium Planning
· Angela, Stephen, Missy and the consultants will work on the Symposium planning and run plans past the Steering Committee
· Audience:  Discussed who the audience of the symposium should be.  Directors already support DPLA participation, so focus should be on the implementers.
· Date:  Looking at the week of November 16th, will get more info out after hear from speakers  
· Goal of the symposium is defined in the grant.
· Morning:  General Session/Plenary with Speakers including:
· Emily Gore, DPLA
· Kerri Willette, ESDN/METRO
· Presentation on Survey Results by Tom and Liz
· Session by panel of Ohio presenters to “show off cool stuff in DPLA” (exhibits, examples, etc); what we could do if we’re in DPLA
· Afternoon:  
· Breakout sessions on working group topics; each attendee can go to two sessions during afternoon out of a total of six sessions that would be offered twice.
· Also do report outs from sessions
· Use dots to prioritize activities?
· Final session is a “call to action.”

Working groups
· Steering committee members signed up for co-chairs
· Suggesting that working groups have 5-7 people including the co-chairs 
· Timeline:
· August
· Review and finalize charges
· Recruit and select group members
· September
· Initiate meetings
· Schedule regular meeting of the working groups
· Develop work plan
· October
· Steering committee meeting, report on activity of group
· November
· Governance group and legal have some idea of structure so that you can discuss it at the symposium  
· February
· First draft recommendations
· April 
· final draft of working group recommendation
· July
· Recommendations to implementation.  
· Working group charge discussion:
· Technical infrastructure working group:  Draft the technical strategy, system choices to be made based on DPLA requirements. 
· Metadata working group:  Best practices from Florida; compare DPLA API to what’s done in Ohio
· Advocacy:  Long term advocacy program; hold the date for the symposium; education on DPLA; outreach; how to use DPLA content
· Governance:  Staffing, governance (management) structure; funding; how are all the different kinds of organizations represented in the governance structure; what kind of governance structure is needed?
· Sustainability: Address both financial sustainability, how grow contributions and add new partners; how grow use of the collections—K-20 education, museum education, etc  
· Legal agreement:  Explore and make recommendation for partner agreement to participate in service hub 
 
· Populating the Working Groups:  Do a broad call, explain the project, explain the working groups and let people nominate themselves.  Advocacy group will take this on.  OhioDig list.  Want the people on the groups by the end of August.  
Communication:   
There is a wiki for the group, however it was recommended that we need a means of sharing and editing documents.  Stephen will be investigating a means of doing this.  Angela will be sending out a Doodle for a call in August that will focus on progress on setting up the working groups.  Discussed working around SAA.  Starting in September the group will have a monthly call the 4th Friday of each month. 

Follow-up:

	Activity
	Responsible party
	Status
	Deadline

	Symposium—Identify date
	Angela O’Neal
	
	Aug 1

	Symposium—Contact speakers
	Angela O’Neal
	
	Aug 1

	Symposium Program Planning
	Steering Committee & Consultants
	
	Ongoing

	Draft Working Group chargers
	Consultants
	Done
	July 25

	Solicit participants in working groups
	Advocacy Working group
	
	Aug 7

	Establish Google Docs site
	Stephen 
	
	July 25

	Select working group members
	Steering Committee & Working Group Chairs
	
	Aug 27

	Review & finalize working group charges
	Working groups
	
	Sept 15

	Review survey and send comments to Tom/Liz
	Steering committee
	
	Jul 29

	Complete draft survey for pre-test
	Tom/Liz
	
	

	Survey pre-tested
	Tom/Liz
	
	Aug 14-28

	Survey in field
	Tom/Liz
	
	Sept 14
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