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• project led by Stanford Medicine 

• funded by the National Institutes for Health (NIH) through the Big Data to Knowledge Initiative  

• goal is of “drastically improving the metadata that annotate datasets in public repositories” 



The CEDAR Workbench 

• suite of open-source, Web-based tools and APIs 

• modular REST-based environment for authoring metadata enriched 
with terms from ontologies  
• allows users to: 

• construct metadata templates using pre-existing ontologies 

• fill in the templates to generate metadata 

• share and manage resources—ontologies, templates, data 

• make metadata available as JSON, JSON-LD or RDF 

• can leverage APIs for validating and submitting metadata to external repositories 



CEDAR Workbench 

• Create 

• Update 

• Validate 

• Search 

• Analyze 

• Publish 

• supports the entire metadata lifecycle 
 



 



 





 



 



 















































Technical Workflow from CEDAR to SDR 



Cataloger Dreams 

o  richer metadata expressed through relationships, rather than database records 

o  for our data to be able to be part of, and interact with, the greater web of data 
•  data that maintains its meaning outside our catalogs 

o  more control of our metadata world 
•  templates, choices 

o  our work not be defined by software/database limitations 

•  our choices based on need, not on MARC 

•  our workflows, not imposed workflows 

o  broaden our metadata horizons 
• use others’ metadata to enhance ours, or at least, explore that possibility 

o  a true shared cataloging environment, where we can build on one anothers’ work 

 



Testing: CEDAR & LC Editor 

• CEDAR data easier to read, but both really depend on the native linked 
data for analysis 

• CEDAR data could be edited more easily, though with some glitches 

• metadata creators slightly preferred the BIBFRAME templates 
• may partly be a familiarity issue 
• may also have been partly the form of the template, which had a few errors 

• some vocabularies lacking 

• developers find the path to implementing locally more straight forward 
(this will change with improved docker technology) 

• technical overhead for BF less onerous, primarily because it is already 
established 



Benefits of the CEDAR template 

• allows for individualized views of the same ontology, based on format, user-type, 
project, etc. while still standardizing data entry 

• can mandate required data, validate it at a basic level, and provide pre-selected 
vocabularies 

• can repeat fields and elements 

• can have auto-suggestion (particularly useful for keyword entries) 

• templates are linked directly to ontologies and vocabularies—no typos for URIs 

• templates intended to be created by metadata creators, not developers 

• API for sending metadata to other repositories 

• Template creation strongly supported by ontologies and vocabularies 

• Support beyond just metadata creation—analysis and publication 



Drawbacks of the CEDAR Template 

• ontology structure can be covered up textually, but is more apparent 
structurally 
• becomes somewhat clunky, given the amount of nesting of elements 

necessary (blank nodes) 

• cannot add new fields to a template 
• can repeat but not add 

• some ergonomic issues 
• a lot of clicking 

• biomedical data ecosystem simpler than that of library data 
• concept of multiple linking of metadata “records” new 
• we use a lot of vocabularies most are in SKOS 



Where you might want to consider CEDAR now 

• web-based projects or workflows that make use of crowdsourcing 

• metadata forms for use by faculty, students, and other researchers 

• pulling data from web pages and creating standardized metadata 
from it (CEDARonDemand) 

 



Cataloger Dreams? 

o  richer metadata expressed through relationships, rather than database records 

o  for our data to be able to be part of, and interact with, the greater web of data 

o  more control of our metadata world (templates, choices) 

o  our work not be defined by software/database limitations 

o  broadening our metadata horizons 
• use others’ metadata to enhance ours 

o  a true shared cataloging environment, where we can build on one anothers’ 
work 

 



Grazie a tutti/tutte!! 

Nancy Lorimer 
nlorimer@Stanford.edu 

CEDAR: https://metadatacenter.org 
BioPortal: https://bioportal.bioontology.org  

https://metadatacenter.org/
https://bioportal.bioontology.org/
https://bioportal.bioontology.org/

