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As with the functional requirements, our initial responsibility in phase I of the project was to test the metadata requirements as stated in the Pitt model.  Through experience working with various versions of the Pitt metadata model, we felt that the latest version of the Pitt metadata requirements which organized the requirements into six layers was the most useful and easy to use version.  This was the version we adopted, but our field tests suggested that we should make some revisions to this version.  To summarize, the metadata requirement document we created in 1997-98 differed from the Pitt specifications primarily in the inclusion of far less structural metadata than was included in the Pitt model.  Why was there such a difference in our perception of what was required?  We think it had to do the ultimate implementation strategy.  It was our feeling, then and now, that much of the metadata in the structural and handle layers created by the Pitt Project was present because the ultimate goal was to establish a separate recordkeeping system populated by “Metadata Encapsulated Objects.”  These MEOs were designed to be self-contained, self-describing objects which incorporated within them all the information needed to read and understand that record.  Consequently, the records had to be encapsulated with a great deal of metadata and particularly structural metadata.  Another way of expressing this concept was that in the Pitt model there was an assumption that a working information system would not be available and that structural metadata had to be present so that the records could be opened and read.  Does one need to capture detailed metadata describing how the software works and how it achieves this?  According to the Pitt model, we do because the information system which created this record may not be available, and this MEO will in fact be stored in a separate system.  We, on the other hand, did not think obtaining structural metadata at this detailed level was realistic or likely necessary.  We believed that much of this structural documentation would be readily available because either we have a functioning instance of the operating system or because the information has been retained in general documentation.   Moreover, our thinking on implementation, at that time, did not include the creation of MEOs.   Although it was entirely likely that records would be kept in a separate recordkeeping system, we did not foresee encapsulating all the relevant metadata with the record.  With this strategy in mind, we focused on structural metadata which we believed was critical in the interpretation or understanding of the record or which better revealed relationships and contexts. 
For the other metadata layers, our 1997-98 version of recordkeeping metadata specifications was not so much different than the Pitt specifications; rather it differed primarily in the way we organized and described this metadata.  Specifically, in an attempt to make the document more user friendly both in language and in organizational structure, we combined specific pieces of metadata under more general headings and then added plain, fairly non-technical language to describe the types of metadata which should be collected for that category.  
In phase II of the project, our objective was to work continuously on refining and improving our recordkeeping metadata specifications.  This job was made both easier and harder by the fact that a great many metadata specifications for recordkeeping have appeared in the last five years.  As with functional requirements, these lists of metadata specifications have differed widely, and no one list has been widely endorsed by the profession.  One can discern, however, some growing consensus among archivists about certain key issues relating to metadata.  For example, there is general agreement among archivists that records require their own unique, particular kind of metadata.  More specifically, archivists stress that records require more metadata documenting the context of creation if they are to be understood and interpreted, particularly over long periods of time.  There is also agreement about the basic categories of metadata that systems should capture and retain.  For example, most record metadata lists include various pieces of documentation describing the context of creation.  This contextual metadata typically includes information on the agents involved in creating, receiving, and transmitting the record; the date of receipt; and the relationship of the record to the specific business processes and to related records.  There is also general agreement that the metadata model include some documentation on terms and conditions for access and use, and that the system document use history.  Most lists of metadata specifications also include data on the disposition of the record, such as disposal authorization and date, and a disposal action history.  Predictably, most lists also include metadata describing the record content, such as information on title or type of record, date of creation, and subject.  Finally, the majority of record metadata lists include information on the structure of the record, most notably documentation on how the record is encoded, how the record can be rendered, and how the content of the record is structured.   In short, most metadata specifications include documentation in varying degrees of detail on the content and structure of the record and the context of its creation.

In our review of metadata specifications, we were most heavily influenced by the list produced in the “Model Requirements for the Management of Electronic Records” (MoReq) created for the IDA Programme of the European Commission and by the Recordkeeping Metadata Standard of the National Archives of Australia.  During the course of the project, Rosemary Flynn reviewed and compared eight recordkeeping metadata lists.  Another project team member, Jaana Kilkki, conducted a detailed comparison between our 2001 list of specifications and the Recordkeeping Metadata Standard of the National Archives of Australia.  

During phase II of the project, we produced two versions of metadata specifications – in 2001 and 2002.  The 2001 list differed from the 1997-98 version in the following ways:

1)  In the 2001 metadata specifications we attempted to deal with the issue of applying metadata at different levels, for individual records, files of records, and for classes or series of records.   From the very beginning of our review of the Pitt metadata specifications, we were concerned about the impracticality and expense of applying every metadata specification at the individual record level.  This especially applied to all the structural metadata included in the Pitt specifications.  We recognized that most of the structural metadata and some of other categories of metadata, such as preservation history, would be the same value for many, many records.  Eventually we recognized we needed to add a new value to our metadata specifications that reflected the level at which it should be applied.  In the 2001 version we still had only a fairly basic understanding of this concept and how it would work.   We determined that unlike the other categories of metadata the structural and preservation history metadata would be not applied at the individual record level.   We surmised that this metadata would be applied at the file, class or even system level, and would likely be embedded in system configuration or in system documentation.  Reflecting back on this solution, I view it as a first, rather crude attempt to deal with an important and valid issue.  In the 2002 IU Metadata Specifications, we returned to the problem of applying metadata at different record levels, and I think we provided a better solution. 
2)  Identification Metadata – In the 2001 document, I believe we more clearly defined the handle or identification metadata by adding a piece of metadata that specified when the record was entered into the recordkeeping system.  This is an important piece of evidence authenticating that the record will be managed by a system that meets the requirements for a recordkeeping system.  

3)  Context Metadata – In the 2001 set of metadata specifications, we broke out the various elements associated with actors involved, time associated with the transaction and process activities.  For example, process of creation had only one entry with explanation in the 1997-98 version.  In the 2001 version, the process was documented with three entries that defined the transaction that generated the record, functions that are documented by the record, and other related records that are part of the business process.  In essence, nothing new was added, but the specification was much more clearly defined.

4)  Content Metadata - We added content metadata to the 2001 version.  This was an oversight we simply corrected.

5) Use Metadata - In the 2001 version we actually eliminated some of the use metadata that we included in the 1997-98 version.   We found it was very rare for any of the IU automated systems to collect use metadata, and it was a tough sell to convince data and information managers that an extensive set of use metadata was necessary.  Nonetheless, we continued to feel some use metadata was needed.  The compromise position was to reduce the amount of use metadata by focusing on who accessed the record and when and by eliminating metadata documenting how the record was used and the nature of its impact, both of which we decided would be hard to capture anyway.  We then eliminated “Use History” as a separate category of metadata and placed use under the “Terms and Conditions” metadata, along with documentation on access and restrictions.

6) Disposition metadata – In the 2001 version we added some metadata to this category, specifically a metadata item identifying the physical or system location of the record, and metadata documenting when the record was destroyed and when.
7)  Preservation History Metadata - In the 1997-98 specifications, preservation metadata was listed as a specification under the general category of “Disposition.”  In the 2001 version we decided preservation deserved its own main category.   We then created separate metadata elements identifying who is responsible, when the action occurred and what activity was performed.  We also added a new element documenting the physical medium on which the record was stored.
8)  Structural Metadata:  We made some significant changes in this category.  We have never been comfortable with our selection of metadata in this category.  We felt strongly that the Pitt metadata specifications included too much structural metadata, but we were never sure how much was needed.  For the 2001 version we decided to focus on metadata that would be needed to understand how the record is formatted and how it can be opened or rendered.  This resulted in the inclusion of five pieces of metadata that documented the following:  data and media format, compression and encryption methods used, hardware/software dependencies, and standards employed.  

In sum, we felt that the  2001 version of the IU Recordkeeping Metadata Specifications were an improvement because the document: 1) Dealt with the application of metadata at different levels:  the record level, the file level, and the class/record series level; 
2) Provided better definitions and explanations of individual metadata items; 3) Dealt more comprehensively with preservation history; 4) Provided a more realistic strategy for documenting use; and 5) Provided more useful and necessary structural metadata.  However, even after we completed this document, we recognized it was by no means our final statement, and we knew we would be refining our response later in the project.

In the spring of 2002, we generated another version of the IU Recordkeeping Metadata Specifications.  This version was heavily influenced by our review of metadata specifications produced by other projects, particularly the MoReq’s list.  In the past year, we have given considerable thought to the level at which analysis of record metadata will occur and to the value of classification schemes.  We have become convinced that if recordkeeping metadata strategies are to work much of the metadata must be applied at the class/record series or file level rather than at the record or item level.  This requirement necessitates that a well conceived classification scheme exists, preferably one that is based on business functions and processes.

The 2002 IU version differs from the 2001 version in the following ways:

1)  Level of Analysis and level at which metadata specifications are applied:  In the 2002 document, we have tried to classify metadata according to three categories:  1) Metadata to be applied at the at record level; 2) Metadata to be applied at the folder or class level; and 3) Metadata that may applied at various levels depending on individual circumstances and needs.  Unlike the 2001 version, much more metadata is placed in the third category.   Based on our experience, metadata on access and use, disposition, structure and preservation will likely be the same for many records within a class.  Once it is determined that the values are the same for files of records, the metadata value can be bulked loaded into the system, thus saving much time.  What’s more, analysis of these records will proceed much more quickly, since review will not have to be undertaken at the record level.  

2)  Audit Trails:  The 2001version made no direct mention of audit trails.  In the 2002 version, we have made a conscious effort to identify audit trail metadata and distinguish it from other types of metadata.   Since audit trail metadata is by definition data documenting activities performed on individual records, it comprises the primary set of metadata elements that must be applied at the record level.  It is also the metadata group that must be captured automatically by the system if the metadata strategy is going to succeed.  We found it was important to distinguish between audit trail metadata and other metadata for such activities as access and use, disposition and preservation.  The audit trail data for these functions will document activities performed on the record, such as the date when the activity occurred, the nature of the activity and the person who initiated it.  Other metadata on these activities, which will likely be applied at the file or class level and will primarily document the management of the record, will include metadata documenting laws or policies that govern or restrict access or disposition, retention periods, specific preservation strategies performed, and the physical medium on which record are stored.
3)  New metadata elements added:  In the 2002 version only a few new metadata elements were added.  They included:  a) Classification Scheme:  We added  an element that defined the person or post responsible for maintaining the classification scheme and the class and file structure; b) Relationships to other records:  We added metadata elements defining the authoritative record, attachments or appended notes, and aggregation level at which the record is being controlled; c) Preservation History:  We added metadata describing the impact of the preservation strategy on form, content and accessibility.
As with the functional requirements list, our goal with the metadata specifications is to constantly review and refine our list.  This analysis will be based on experience implementing our list and on input from other sources and other metadata specifications. 
