The ALCTS/LITA Linked Library Data Interest Group hosted a managed discussion on Sunday, January 27. Somewhere between 40-50 people attended. We considered this turnout quite good; we'd anticipated low attendance due to another concurrent linked data session (the BIBFRAME report). We almost canceled our discussion because of this conflict, underestimating the general need to discuss linked data issues.

We opted to host a "Presentation Facilitated Discussion" (as described at http://connect.ala.org/node/197451). Our speaker was David Talley from the Learning Linked Data Project (http://lld.ischool.uw.edu/wp/learning/inventory/). David talked for about 15 minutes; he described his project, which is now complete, and which explored the processes and people involved in teaching and learning linked data. 

Given this excellent groundwork, we had five tables and four pre-determined facilitators. Three of the facilitators were from the Learning Linked Data Project (David Talley, Joe Tennis and Mike Crandall), and discussions at those tables were very lively and participants seemed engaged, lots of questions were asked. The fourth table was facilitated by Theo Gerontakos, co-chair of the ALCTS/LITA Linked Library Data Interest Group, and that table had a very lively and interesting conversation also. The fifth table was not assigned a facilitator however, and a person from that table reported that the talk was confused, with major emphasis on the topic return-on-investment. The problem, as reported, was that nobody at the table knew much about linked data, and there was little to discuss, and nobody felt particularly able to discuss topics presented in the presentation.

Other than that, the discussions were very active, and topics discussed included:
· using the ASN (Achievement Standards Network);
· moving catalogs to linked data;
· massaging data with 2 online tools, Google Refine and with Open Refine;
· creating native linked data that interacts with other, external linked data sets;
· open vs. closed linked data, and how some data cannot be open; in this discussion, it was noted how some for-profit organizations will make use of other organizations’ open linked data in their linked data workflows, but refuse to open their own data/ontologies/schemas unless there is some clear advantage in doing so; also in this discussion there arose considerations about the creation and use of (closed) linked data on intranets;
· launching linked data projects, and what projects are well-suited to getting started; some candidates for early efforts were directories, bibliographies, citation indexes, thesauri, digital library metadata;
· validating linked data with ontologies;
· creating ontologies with the open source software Protégé (http://protege.stanford.edu/);
· learning linked data on-the-job, on-the-fly, on-the-go, and some of the results of that, like how it produces a patchy view of the total picture, how it does not allow a broad overview of all the linked data technologies, but by necessity focuses on specific tools needed to produce a narrow range of outputs; this was contrasted against the total view of learning linked data technologies presented by the Learning Linked Data Project;
· creating use cases and other models while many are on the verge of launching linked data initiatives; some community that could provide support in this area would be valuable; it was even noted that some of us are asked to "do linked data" without having a single use case to work with; use cases that contrast to linked data for large repositories could be developed too: maybe data structures for small, short-term topic resources on hot current issues, for example; another seed for a use case: the linked data publisher exposes and consumes linked data, in part for promotion and market interaction.
· making web pages more discoverable using linked data (i.e. microdata);
· pitching linked data to administrators might be helped by (1) a collaborative pitch from both tech services and public services, (2) demonstrations of linked data that works well, (3) leveraging a view of the future that proposes linked data is inevitable, and that we must lay the groundwork now before we find ourselves lost (this was described as “the fear factor”);
· using BBC's site as an example of how elements from multiple sources combine to form a topic resource;
· offering full courses (not just modules in courses) on linked data in information schools (it was pointed out that the University of Washington iSchool offers INFX 538 dedicated to semantic web metadata: http://bit.ly/Vh8luA); it was noted most nuts & bolts classes are in Computer Science programs, not information schools: perhaps their use cases are too abstract to convince librarians? But there was agreement that a course taught jointly by Library and Computer Science faculty would be useful (maybe with the functional requirements from the Library, implementation from CS?);
· working with the probability that advocacy and practical value appear to be trumping instruction in the nuts & bolts of LD;
· creating positions in the library that are natural destinations for linked data; some libraries are in the process of transforming “catalogers” into “metadata specialists,” for example; one library has a "Linking Librarian" position focused on combining related resources for patron needs;
· exposing data, mashup with Wikipedia, and much of the activities associated with creating linked data is something libraries appear to be more than willing to do;
· disseminating information using regional, in-person workshops and other online educational events are important, a need for these in-person events was expressed.
[bookmark: _GoBack]A lot was discussed! Linked data does get people talking.

