Proposal on how best to provide links to related metadata records for multidisciplinary cross-DAC datasets
The MEDIN DAC WG are trying to determine best practice when dealing with multidisciplinary datasets which are archived by many different DACs.  We are trying to ensure that end users can easily discover all ‘sibling’ datasets.
Some different options are outlined below, each has benefits and drawbacks.  
Option 1 – Use a series level parent record
When providers supply the overall package of data for dissemination to multiple DACs, the receiving entity (MEDIN helpdesk, core team etc) will need to ensure that a ‘parent’ series level record is provided as well as those at the dataset level. This parent record will need to be created first to generate a Parent ID.  Each dataset record will then ensure the parent ID is include in element 30 – ‘Parent ID’ of the metadata record.
Pros 
- This will not require a change to the standard and is in line with how the MEDIN portal is configured to find related records.
Cons
- The Series level metadata will not have a clear ‘Owning’ DAC.  Hence the core team / Helpdesk will either need to take responsibility for the creation and maintenance of this record or determine a method to identify which DAC should be responsible for the series level metadata.  
- When end users are discovering metadata on DACs individual portals, this field will not be usable of relevant as it will not be a hyperlink but a text string. Hence another field will be needed anyway to allow a hyperlink to the series level metadata.
- It is not clear if the series metadata record needs to be actively updated to contain all the ‘child’ IDs and where this info would belong.  Does the portal automatically determine child records by use of the parent ID field from the dataset records?  - can the portal WG or core team determine this? 
Option 2 – Use the lineage field
DACs use hyperlinks in the lineage field to connect to all other sibling records.
Pros 
- This will not require a change to the standard and the end users would be easily able to see and use these links when reading the record. 
Cons 
- Where there are a large number of sibling records, the lineage field may become very long.
- It would be increased effort for DACs to ensure that all siblings relate to all other siblings as opposed to linking to one parent.
- It is not clear as to how the lineage fields handles rich text hyperlink markup when received via WAFs, this might make the hyperlinks unreadable and not usable on the MEDIN portal
Option 3
Use another field which can accept hyperlinks and allows multiple occurrences, to record hyperlinks to sibling records.  n.b. The Standards WG believe that the ‘Coupled Resource’ field might not be technically usable for this due to the way the metadata model is set-up.
Pros 
- Making use of another field will allow DACS to ensure hyperlinks to siblings are added in a consistent manner and avoid overly large lineages being created.
Cons
- This would require a change to the standard if a new field needed to be added, with follow on implications for the portal etc.
- Where there are a large number of siblings, this would be more effort for each DAC than simply pointing towards one parent record.
Summary
None of the options above are simple to implement, each having it’s drawbacks.  It may be that a better options exists that is not listed above.  One of the elements that make this difficult to resolve is the decision will have an impact on pretty much all MEDIN entities (Core Team, Helpdesk, DACs, Standards WG and Portal WG).  The core team will need to determine the best way to approach discussion on this issue as waiting for individual entities to discuss this within their own ‘silos’ would not really be effective.



