
 

 

 

Metadata Enhancement Project 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Shane Majors 

Digital Curation and Preservation 

Professor Penny Cliff 

14 April 2025 

 

 



Metadata Enhancement Project 

 

About two years ago I stumbled onto the LGBTQ History Museum of Central Florida’s website 

and was pleased to find that such an archive existed here. As I browsed the collections, I noticed 

there was a major lacking of descriptive data – a lot of the photos had file locations as titles, 

questionable attributions to the creator of some of the images and a general lacking of 

metadata. If metadata did exist for an item, it was truly nondescriptive. Clearly, I was hoping, this 

was a case of More Product, Less Process (MPLP) but even if that were the case, there should 

have been some basic description scheme for discovery, after all if you’re going through the 

process to make the collection available, by not adding key words or vocabulary to be able to 

search, you are not making the collection accessible. 

 

For this metadata enhancement project, I chose five images from their collection Pride Parade 

2014 and created a mini collection with reworked description using the same platform the 

museum uses, Omeka. In the following pages I’ll show the before and after of record pages and 

the thought process behind the creation of the metadata as well as the resources used.  

 

Using Steven J. Miller’s book Metadata for Digital Collections as my reference I set to work. A 

logical step in designing a metadata scheme is to start with what he refers to as the triad – 

context, content, and users (Miller, 2011). The context for me was the perspective of the 



LGBTQ+ community and the ease of access to finding items that pertain to them. The content I 

chose was Pride parades because there’s nothing more ubiquitous in the global gay community 

than that. I wanted my primary users to be members and allies of the community but then I 

thought about my secondary users – how can you learn about and understand a group of people 

if you can't gain access to collections about them? What about a young person trying to find 

their identity by searching for people like them? Using a vocabulary that is largely understood by 

one group alienates others. I started with the Library of Congress Subject Headings (LCSH) but 

found them to be restrictive, outdated, and not having the appropriate vocabulary. For instance, 

when I typed ”activist” in the search bar for the LCSH, the first subject heading was ”sexual 

minority activists” - I don’t know a single person who would use that phrase. So, I turned to 

Homosaurus, a broad subject term vocabulary that relates to the LGBTQ+ community and this 

scheme of using the two controlled vocabularies was the standard for the rest of the collection.  

 

   

My choice of images was designed to challenge myself on how to describe them and I started 

with this portrait. On the surface, it’s a man in drag under a rainbow umbrella but being a 



member of the gay community and acute to visual ques, I know that this person is more than 

that, they are a member of the Sisters of Perpetual Indulgence, an activist group that started in 

San Francisco in 1979. In example 1, the metadata on this image lacks any contextual 

information. In the example 2, you can see how I reworked the metadata to include more 

information and description so the item could be found more easily.  

  



Example 1: A screenshot from the LGBTQ museum’s page. As you can see it really offers no information except that 

it was Pride Parade 2014. 



Example 2: In this reworked file, richer descriptive information is given and the use of both the LCSH and 

Homosaurus makes the item more inclusive and discoverable.  

 

The second image I chose suffered the same absence of description. The museum’s page uses 

the title Orl Wkly bartlettimage-8506 and as a resident of central Florida I know that Orl Wkly 

means Orlando Weekly, a local newspaper. Their page shows the type element as a ”digital 

reproduction of a printed photograph” and has no creator element. Like the previous example, I 



didn’t give it much thought until I downloaded the image and realized that the metadata 

embedded in it clearly indicated that it was a digital photograph shot with a Cannon EOS 5D 

Mark III camera. This got me thinking about the given title; since it was shot for the Orlando 

Weekly could Bartlett be the photographer? A simple Google search revealed that yes Rob 

Bartlett does contribute to the newspaper and that he has his own site, BartlettImage.com. I 

could now say without a doubt that the creator was Rob Bartlett and that it was a digital 

photograph.                                                                                                     

        

 

The challenge was describing this image – how do you get all of this into a comprehensible 

statement? I went through four or five iterations before settling on, ”Drag queen in an inflatable 

pool innertube decorated as a doughnut and wearing a colorful sleeveless shirt with cupcakes as 

breasts. Also donning an orange and pink foam wig.” It’s a mouthful but I think if you didn’t see 

the photo, you could clearly picture it your mind. The next challenge was assigning subject 

headings. While the image does have a representation of a doughnut, I didn’t think that would 

be appropriate because that’s not what the image is about. The same thought process was 



applied for cupcakes and pool innertubes/ inflatables, so I settled on Drag Queens, Costumes, 

and Camp (Gay Culture). 

Example 3: In the reworked record, the title was changed to something more descriptive and in the subject element 

I again used a mix of LCSH and Homosaurus. Since discovering the photographer, I added him into the creator 

element though not knowing the donor agreement, I left the rights element alone.  

 

After reading the article Focus on Metadata: Creating Simple and Specific Subject Terms, I took 

the author, Elizabeth Lhost’s advice and kept the subject terms simple. She points out that, 



especially for digital collections, using complex terms makes items difficult to find when people 

use only use keywords to search. Also, I used her recommendation of using more specific text for 

description, using mainly one- or two-word descriptions. In the following examples I came across 

the same scenario as above with Orl Wkly bartlettimage titles only to find out that they were 

also digital images from the same creator. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Example 4: Both the image and original description.  



Example 5: The updated record 

 

 



 

 

Example 6: Image and original record. 



Example 6: Updated record. 



 

Example 7: Image and original record. 



Example 8: Updated record. 
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