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1. Why  Curation Module?

● It’s all about VLO (and VLO is about resource discovery)

● CMDI complexity and flexibility 

● Impact on Metadata Quality 

● VLO problems for resource discovery

● Trippel, et al. (2014),  Kemps-Snijders (2014), ACDH team 

(2015), King et al. (2015), Odijk (2014, 2015)



What we know by now:

• How many CLARIN centers? (Center Registry) - 38

• How many records in VLO? (VLO search) - 913629

• How many records harvested? (CMDI harvester) - 881268

• How many (public) profiles / components (CompReg) 

- 194 / 1207 

• How many concepts (CCR) - 3160 

• What structure and stats of CMDI metadata? (SMC browser)

• What percentage of facets covered? 

(Odijk 2014, King et al 2015)

http://clarin.oeaw.ac.at/smc-browser


https://clarin.oeaw.ac.at/curate
(https://clarin.oeaw.ac.at/vlo)

• tool for curation, normalisation and quality 
assessment / benchmarking of CMD records, 
collections and profiles.

• automatically and systematically collects statistics 
about metadata quantity and quality

• Web Application, RESTful API, and Java library

2. What is Curation Module?

https://clarin.oeaw.ac.at/curate
https://clarin.oeaw.ac.at/curate
https://clarin.oeaw.ac.at/vlo


Use cases

1. Metadata author can validate and assess the 

quality of a new record

2. Metadata modeler can assess the quality of profiles

3. Repository administrator can assess the quality of 

his repository

4. Metadata curators can investigate additional 

aspects of CMDI (beyond VLO facets)

5. Integration in VLO workflow



Initial Curation Module concept: 
Durco, Matej, and Karlheinz Mörth. 2014. "Towards a DH Knowledge Hub-Step 1: 
Vocabularies." Clarin Conference 2014.



Curation Module in the long-term Dashboard and its 
workflow (King et al, 2016)



Your enquiry

Pre-processed 

3. How does it work







Facet section



Issues



Public profiles assessment

● Profile ID
● Profile Name
● Score (0.0 - 3.0)
● Facet coverage (0.0 - 1.0)
● Percentage of elements with concepts (0.0-1.0)
● Link to SMC Browser



Collection Assessment

● Avg. Score (0.0-14.0)
● Number of records
● Overall size (bytes) 
● Avg. size per record (bytes)
● Number of used profiles

● Avg. number of Resource Proxy
● Avg. number of XML elements
● Avg. number of empty XML elements
● Avg. rate of XML population (0.0-1.0)
● Avg. facet coverage (0.0-1.0)



Basic integration of the SMC Browser



profile is public 1.0

rate of elements annotated with concept [0 .. 1]

facets coverage [0 .. 1]

     Max 3.0

How we calculate the score - Profile



profile's score [0 .. 3]

file size < 10 Mb       0.0 or 1.0

Header schema is specified    0.0 or 1.0

schema resides in Component Registry    0.0 or 1.0

MdProfile element contains a valid value    0.0 or 1.0

MdCollectionDisplayName is not empty    0.0 or 1.0

MdSelfLink is not empty    0.0 or 1.0

ResProxy rate of resources with MIME type [0 .. 1]

rate of resources with references [0 .. 1]

rate of non empty XML elements    [0 .. 1]

rate of accessible URLs    [0 .. 1]

facets coverage  [0 .. 1]

    Max 14.0

How we calculate the score - Instance



4. What can we find out?

Lot of numbers

• Assessment criteria -> Scores 
for profiles, instances & collections

• esp. Facet coverage of profiles, instances & collections
• Concept coverage of profiles
• Statistics on size of collections

• Problems with ResourceProxies (link checks)
• Detailed info messages on issues 









Public vs. private profiles



Public vs. used profiles
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Avg Score





Comparison of facet uncoverage 
 2015 2016  

Nr. Records 631000 ratio 880973 ratio change

Language Code 240183 38% 224423 25% -13%

Collection 0 0% 0 0% 0%

Resource Type 482935 77% 520290 59% -17%

   174170 20% -57%

Continent 472048 75% -  - - 

Country 474637 75% 669885 76% 1%

Modality 490195 78% 706971 80% 3%

Genre 329114 52% 478582 54% 2%

Subject 503233 80% 611406 69% -10%

Format 62381 10% 37714 4% -6%

Organisation 520560 82% 687504 78% -4%

Availability 580907 92% 704595 80% -12%

National Project 104316 17% 312475 35% 19%

Keywords 567347 90% 816140 93% 3%







5. Into the future

• Upload file/copy&paste function for the assessment
•  API support and/or CSV export  (on its way)
• Automatic email notification to data providers (curation reports)
• Visualise results in a user friendly way 
• Calibration of scoring
• Concentrate on the facet-value variability / normalisation 
• Add facet-oriented view
• VLO Dashboard as integrated environment for VLO curators and 

administrators for work with CM and other components (harvester, 
validator, mapping and normalisation, VLO importer etc.)

• Any other suggestions?



Demo is ready for you to see more 
stats of the metadata (after the break)

Austrian Centre for Digital Humanities 
(ACDH-OEAW)

www.oeaw.ac.at/acdh

Davor Ostojic davor.ostojic@oeaw.ac.at

Go Sugimoto go.sugimoto@oeaw.ac.at

Matej Ďurčo matej.durco@oeaw.ac.at 

http://www.oeaw.ac.at/acdh
http://www.oeaw.ac.at/acdh
mailto:davor.ostojic@oeaw.ac.at
mailto:go.sugimoto@oeaw.ac.at
mailto:matej.durco@oeaw.ac.at

