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 This is what we got: 

http://www.expressen.se/nyheter/personbil-rammade-busskur-i-stockholm/


This is what we get: 



… or, after some work, rather this: 



  
 This is (only part of) what we need: 
… for storage and preservation 



  
 … and this … 



  
 … and more … 



  
 … and still more … until: 



  
 So, how do we get from … : 

this …  

     ...to this 



… to give access through: 

 
 

 



… or – presently - rather this: 

 
 

 



Stumbling blocks: 

1. Negative expectations  
  
2. The Law - what can we legally ask for?  
 
3. Positive expectations – too much, too soon! 
 
4. The Publishers 
 
5. Format / metadata standard constraints 
 
6. Deduplication and version control 
 
7. Inundation  



Stumbling blocks: 

1. Negative expectations 
 
• Swedish Media Publishers: “new law on e-legal 

deposit too complicated and resource demanding” 
 
• Legislator argument:  harvesting Swedish web 

pages not enough (already in effect since 1997), no 
access to content protected by passwords, 
encrypted etc. 

 
• Result: lower requirements for metadata on e-legal 

deposit 
  



Stumbling blocks: 

2. The Law – what can we legally ask for? 
 
• Default method of e-legal deposit delivery: physical 

carrier (USB-stick) 
• NLS accorded the right to decide about other possible 

methods of delivery of e-legal deposit, viz. electronic 
file transfer  

• Presently four different methods of online delivery: 
web form, FTP, OAI-PMH and RSS-feeds 

• Self-interest: avoid too strong metadata requirements 
on suppliers choosing online delivery, in order not to 
make them prefer the USB-stick instead 

• Strike a balance between requirements of the law, the 
metadata standard itself, a sufficiently rich metadata 
quality and a fair enough work load on the supplier 
 
 

  



Stumbling blocks: 

3. Positive expectations: too much, too soon 
 
• E-legal deposit  replacing earlier resource demanding in-house 

manual library cataloging with automated, machine generated 
catalog records 

• Mimer already produces machine generated high quality catalog 
records in LIBRIS, comparable to corresponding manually 
cataloged records.  

• Requires substantial initial effort from the supplier, setting up 
and managing their system for delivery, including metadata. 

• End users: expecting free, ubiquitous access to copyrighted 
documents, otherwise restricted by payment or password 
control? Disillusionment! 

• Substantial legal, financial and technical issues to deal with 
before  that can happen. 

• NLS only just begun to deal with technical issues (DIPs, GUI, 
search options etc.) 

  



Stumbling blocks: 

4. The Publishers 
 
• News media publishers are active in a very volatile and 

vulnerable market -> accelerating rate of mergers, 
ownership changes and discontinuances -> keeping track 
of online news media publishers a real challenge. 

 
• We need publisher identifiers that are persistent, unique 

and distinct from the supplier-IDs, which are often shared 
by a number of online news media belonging to the same 
publishing house or media syndicate. 
 



Stumbling blocks: 

5. Format / metadata standard constraints 
• RSS 2.0 designed to be a very simple and easy to use standard, with 

very few mandatory elements or attributes  
• NLS and Mimer uses possibility to “mix and match” by adding certain 

elements from MediaRSS and Dublin Core (dcterms) as mandatory in 
our implementation of  RSS for e-legal deposit 

• 7 mandatory elements and 3 mandatory if applicable.  
• Most mandatory elements derived from law requirements:  

identifier (guid), internet address of resource and constituent files (link, 
media:content/@url), publishing date (pubDate), publisher 
(dcterms:publisher), accessibility at the time of publishing 
(dcterms:accessRights), file format of resource and constituent files 
(dcterms:format, media:content/@type) 

• Mandatory title element - a byproduct of the RSS format itself: “… at 
least one of title or description must be present.“ -> made title 
mandatory, avoid never knowing beforehand which one we would get. 

• Among optional metadata elements: license, statement of responsibility 
(creator, contributor), keywords, categories (subject headings) - 
considered to be less important for news feeds, a price to pay for 
keeping it simple 
 
 



Stumbling blocks: 

6. Deduplication and version control 
 
• Format limitation of RSS 2.0 specification: main identifier for 

items, guid, can contain almost anything, since data type is not 
specified -> makes it very difficult to use for deduplication and 
version control searches 

• Recently trying to overcome this limitation by means of optional 
and repeatable dcterms:identifier element, with an xsi:type 
attribute for specification of identifier type (such as, e.g. doi, hdl, 
etc.), allowing effective deduplication 

• Still dependent on the supplier / publisher to use the same 
identifier value, the same guid, for every update of one and the 
same item (misfortune cases with corrected spelling in update) 

  



The last hurdle? 

7. Inundation 
• Forces of nature: too many online 

news items out there. Even with 
complete deduplication and version 
control, still risk of completely 
inundating library catalog LIBRIS with 
records for news items, other 
document records being submerged in 
a sea of news bites. 

 

• “Solution” (temporary): suppression of 
news item records (‘articles’) from 
display in LIBRIS web catalog. 



Processing  

RSS: 

• 1. Feed-reader & fetching the files 

• 2. Validation  

• 3. Split up of items 

• 4. (Re)packaging into SIPs (input metadata + files) 

• 5. Validation  

• 6. Normalization: transformation to AIP & enrichment (XSLT) 

• 7. Transformation of AIP to LIBRIS catalog (MARCXML). 



Normalization  



Normalization 1  



Normalization 2  



Normalization 3  



Normalization 4  



Preservation  

• No legal right to specify preferred file formats. Mimer must accept and 
ingest all types of electronic resources in file formats published online. 

• For preservation planning and to apply the right measures at the right 
time (e.g. migration), need to know which data formats are in store.  

• File data: as a minimum: MIME types.   

• File validation using DROID: format name, format version and key in 
format register PRONOM.  

• Format identifiers and checksums (if any) from  supplier also saved.  

• Mimer always adds its own checksums (MD5). 

• Preservation metadata standard: PREMIS; information about actions 
(events) performed on each data file (validation, normalization), results 
of actions, applications software (agents) that performed the events 

 



Giving access  

Only preliminary and preparatory steps: 

• Transformation of  AIP metadata to MARC catalog records in LIBRIS, 
the national library union catalog, by means of XSLT. 

• Preparation for LIBRIS XL, new cataloging client and web catalog 
based entirely on linked data (JSON-LD) and discarding the MARC 
format, will eventually require new transformation of e-legal deposit 
(MODS-RDF?) 

• Hoping for new LIBRIS XL web catalog to allow display also of now 
suppressed catalog records of online news items (web articles) 

• Preparatory development of possible DIPs 

• Query processing and access times have been speeded up 
considerably through transfer from Fedora triple store to XML database 
solution (MarkLogic) 



The future? 

 
• Offering other methods of delivery and other 

metadata formats for e-legal deposit (e.g. Atom, 
RDFa, ONIX?). 
 

• Resolution of legal and financial issues (copyright, 
licensing)? 
 

• Being prepared for the unexpected   



Time for a break? 



 

 

 

 

 not quite THE END … but , 
          
 Thank You!  for now 
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