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Further iteration on themes 

In order to clarify things about domains, themes, fragments, topics, etc., to become really specific on content issues and to speed up content development, it was decided that:

· TARX works out a detailed theme table based on the 2nd iteration table and accompanying comments, both of IMAC (Silke)

· MUS and TARX produce a general text explaining the meaning and context of all used terms and methods.

· MECH and MUS produce two substantially worked out themes with their fragments.

This set of documents will be sent to IMAC for checking and further processing into a work document to be sent to the content providers for the development of their part of the content for REGNET. This set will be the guideline for the content providers for their individual presentation in Florence of their respective intentions with and lay out of themes and fragments.

TARX finalises the XML-Topicmap example for St-Angela and St-Ursula as input for further technical specifications by the technical partners.

1 Specific collaboration of MECH-MUS on thematic texts. 
MECH and MUS decided to develop the following themes for the set of documents mentioned above:

1. PROTECTION; protection giving people, items and symbols used by people in different situations

2. FERTILITY; persons and symbols used for successful fertility results or improvement in different domains

Both belong to the domains (themes) SAINTS, MASKS and AMULETS which, at their turn, can be categorised under the domains (themes) RELIGION and/or ETHNOLOGY. These relationships could already be used in the Topicmaps approach.

MECH will take the supervision on SAINTS whereas MUS will do the same for AMULETS and MASKS.

In order to synchronise this, MECH handed over to MUS five worked out fragments about St-Christopher as they were designed and developed by MECH in recent weeks.

As far as the fragment lay out was concerned, the following changes were agreed upon:

· addition of a field MODIFIED BY

· addition of a field MODIFICATION DATE

· addition of a field DESCRIPTION OF MODIFICATION

For the collection management objects part, it must be possible to produce a specific and exhaustive description of the object in a separate file, record or field. This description must be accessible by the themes, fragments and e-commerce catalogue (see also “Open issues”).

Concerning LEATHER and GILT LEATHER, the themes PRODUCTION and DECORATION were put forward for development in a following phase (not for the set of documents mentioned higher).

2 Cluster matters

The fragment/theme-approach is used both in REGNET with the FIT-system (Fragments Into Themes) and in OpenHeritage (Narration’s module). This represents a typical clustering issue initiated by MECH-MUS-TARX, all three partners of REGNET and MUS being also partner in OpenHeritage. Among all REGNET and OpenHeritage partners a deontological code should be followed whereby explicit references will be given to mutual contributions of and use by partners from one project to another project.

The overall lay out of the “fragments “ and the “thematic” construction in REGNET and OpenHeritage are at a first view quite similar but contain nevertheless some important differences at two levels.

1. The insertion of (other than the constituting fragment text) elements within fragments.

Within OpenHeritage the linking mechanisms are encapsulated (hard coded) within the text (see lay out Narration’s module) whereas in REGNET they are referenced to a separate link or locator table, in another field of the fragment, containing the respective addresses or locations of the referred elements (see FIT in IR 1.4). 

2. The sequencing of fragments to become a theme.

OpenHeritage applies a sequence mechanism that uses pointers located within fragments fields (see Narration’s module).

REGNET applies a completely independent theme topic with possibility to other associations containing the full scenario of the sequence of fragments and other elements (see FIT in IR 1.4 and Topic map demo of the REGNET web site). 

3 Some open issues

In order to develop the thematic part of REGNET the following open issues still remain:

· in which form(s), resolutions will the collection management images be available?

· what kind of descriptive material will be available on the images of the objects

· legal framework for treating all the items?

· locator, file and record naming convention?

These questions-items could be an entry point for a DATA GENERATION, REPOSITORY MANAGEMENT and E-BUSINESS forum.

For the digitising plans of the institutions the following pending questions remain:

· do we have to write one general procedure, guide book for digitising of collections taking into account all types of institutions, method of collection management (paper, partly digitised, …) and currently used collection management system?

· do we have to write a specific digitising plan per institution based on the guidebook mentioned in the previous point or can we start from scratch? 

For the rights to use (parts of) the components of REGNET, it is very important to propose a simple consortium agreement at the Florence meeting and start signing. This could be extremely important at the first review meeting.

4 Conclusion and actions list

The actions enumerated hereafter concern the creation of the context wherein the content providers can start a guided content production for REGNET. 

Reference: 12/09, start of the Florence meeting

	No.
	Action
	Task
	Responsible
	Date

	PTGM-00-03/AL01
	Detailed theme table 
	
	TARX
	2001-08-31

	PTGM-00-03/AL02
	Explanatory text
	
	MUS, TARX
	2001-08-31

	PTGM-00-03/AL03
	Specific theme-fragments example
	
	MECH, MUS
	2001-08-31

	PTGM-00-03/AL04
	Topic map example
	
	TARX
	2001-08-28

	PTGM-00-03/AL05
	Agreement on the set AL 1-2-3-4

Send the set to IMAC
	
	MECH,MUS,TARX

TARX
	2001-09-04

	PTGM-00-03/AL06
	Send the set to content providers
	
	IMAC
	2001-09-06


The sending of the drafts (31/08 and earlier) should have cc to IMAC (Silke) enabling a more rapid insertion in and adaption of the already prepared document structure (by IMAC) for the content providers.
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