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Charges

• Define Metadata Application Profile and its shareability
• Perform environmental scan and identify “prior art” 
• Recommend plans and maintain profiles
• Relationship with stakeholders
• Training and documentation machine-generated
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Getting the basics
• Profile objectives and deliverables
• Onotologies/vocabs, e.g., RDA, BIBFRAME, RDF-based, etc.
• Intended audience/practitioners
• Plausible extension to RDA if not RDA based
• System implication
• Current and future workflows
• Human-readable and/or machine-actionable
• Relationship to MARC if any



Work to date
• Environmental scans 

• DCMI (K. Coyle)
• BIBFRAME (J. Williamschen)
• LD4 ARM (art & rare monographs) (S. Folsom)
• DPLA (M. Della Bitta)
• RDA (G. Dunsire) & EURIG (R. Behrens) 
• BIBFRAME Lite + (G. Gonzalez)
• Sinopia (N. Lorimer)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In the last 5 months, as you see on this slide were the colleagues showcasing their application profile and process with the TG.



Current states of the MAPs
• Created for a defined community
• Provides general guidelines for how a vocabulary (or vocabularies) 

should be used
• Entity requirements, e.g. core/cardinality/constraints
• Cascading decision process (if/else, preferences, etc.)
• Human legible and machine actionable
• Quality assurance for RDF validation at the early state

• Orders of entities in relation to data cardinality and value constraints

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We learned that 
Most APs are based on respective user community, setting parameters and rules regarding the use of terms and vocabulary encoding schemes. 
Some defined cardinal elements and constraint values at a high level, others were a bit more restrictive  
In some cases, would go deeper investigating the possibility of implementing cascading decision processes for preference and options. 

Most profiles are human readable. Though not yet machine actionable, are moving toward that direction. These colleagues perceived there would be benefits of machine-parseable APs since these can be more explicit, leaving little for interpretation. Hence the output are more interoperable. 

In addition, machine-actionable APs can generate human-readable documentation. But human readable APs are not as easily produced as machine-actionable files. 

In terms of data quality and assurance, orders of elements in some APs are built into in its user-interface. How the organization of entities order will influence the validation process is uncertain? 




Next steps
• Criteria for best practices when creating application profiles
• Intended audiences
• System platform considerations
• Workflows and outputs for profile editor design
• External sources for APs
• Data validation and quality control (tooling support needs)

e.g., constraint languages between Description Set Profiles and
Shape Expressions (RDF data shapes)
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