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1.  Introduction









The National Initiative for a Networked Cultural Heritage is applying for $140,000 for its project to review and evaluate current practice in the creation and management of digital cultural resources in order to publish a Guide to Good Practice for the cultural heritage community. At this stage, funding is requested for the project up to the delivery of a completed manuscript for the Guide, which we plan to subsequently publish in print and electronic form.

The Guide will encompass all genres. To encourage the broadest use of digital resources, the Guide will be organized around types of cultural resources (e.g., manuscripts, paintings, performance documentations, etc.,) going beyond the limited perspectives of institution types or disciplines (e.g., museums or history). The primary audience will be institutions or researchers preparing to create and manage digital cultural heritage resources without extensive knowledge of current technical and information standards and good practices. Funders will be an important secondary audience for whom the Guide would provide a set of key criteria for assessing the design and feasibility of digital projects.

2.  Problem Statement: Standards & Practice




A. Translating Standards to Practice

In digitizing and networking cultural heritage materials, the cultural community has increasingly realized the importance of developing and applying broadly recognized technical and information standards to ensure the consistency and reliability of digital resources.

With the profusion of different types of standards, it is increasingly important for us to be able to navigate among, choose, and translate relevant standards and guidelines to a set of practices, governed by principles, that are shared and widely deployed across a community. 

B. Why Do We Need Good Practice?

Accepted and shared good practice will contribute greatly to the development and maturity of the enterprise of networking cultural heritage materials. 

One of the clear goals of this project is to move beyond what one participant has called the "vigilante" stage of networking cultural heritage, in which eager early developers of digital projects had no thought for how their projects could dovetail with others. Often these projects cannot be extended for broader use, cannot be built upon by others and their creators have not thought through how the resources will survive into the future.

By adopting good practices, project designers will be able to ensure the broadest use of their projects, now and in the future, perhaps by audiences undreamed of by the designers. They will be able to ensure the quality, consistency and reliability of their digital resources. They will be able to ensure the compatibility of their digital resources with those of other projects and other domains. They will be able to ensure that, building on the work of others, they can produce digital resources most economically, and maintain and manage them into the future with maximum cost benefit. Overall, good practice will maximize a resource's intended usefulness while minimizing the cost of its creation and subsequent management and use.

In addition, the existence of this Guide to Good Practice will enable project directors applying for funding to find and reference those practices, standards and principles that they will need to apply to their projects. Likewise, funding agencies will be able to recommend that applicants consult this Guide and can also use them to evaluate, in part, the merit of the proposals they receive.

C. What Currently Exists

Currently there is a wide range of types of guides and "best practice" statements written for particular disciplines and particular institution types at a variety of levels. 

The following brief selection of examples will illustrate the focus of current material on specific problems, on specific types of material, on particular sectors of the community or on particular academic disciplines. Examples include the Text Encoding Initiative Guidelines, Cornell University Library's Digital Imaging for Libraries and Archives, and the Getty Trust's Introduction to Vocabularies and Introduction to Metadata. There is a range of publications from the UK's Arts and Humanities Data Service, established by the Joint Information Systems Committee (JISC) of the UK's Higher Education Funding Councils to improve the delivery of digital material to the UK's Higher Education sector, from a nascent series of individual discipline-based "Guides to Good Practice" to high-level formulation of institutional digitization policies, and Discovering Online Resources Across the Humanities, a guide to the practical implementation of the Dublin Core.
 

The goal of the "Making of America 2" project (in which the University of California, Berkeley, Cornell University, Stanford University, Penn State University, and the New York Public Library are participating) is to further the research and demonstration projects that have begun to develop best practices for "the encoding of intellectual, structural, and administrative data about primary resources housed in research libraries." The Library of Congress, in creating the National Digital Library has provided good documentation and discussion of its practices. Learning from its own efforts, the Library has published "Challenges to Building an Effective Digital Library," to focus on particular problem sets and has circulated "Technical Notes by Type of Material," "Background Papers and Technical Information" and published a 1998 report on a manuscript digitization demonstration project, among many other publications. The National Archives has published its own internal "Guidelines for Digitizing Archival Materials for Electronic Access," to stimulate thinking within the community as well as to provide an example of good practice.
 

The Colorado Digitization Project, an initiative of the museums, libraries, historical societies and archives of that state, provides one instance of bringing together many lists of general resources, questions to ask when planning a digitization project, and administrative, technical, copyright and funding resources.

But where does one start and how does one evaluate the relevance of any particular text in the growing amount of material on project planning, digitization, types of metadata and on the maintenance and preservation of digital resources?

The broad educational and cultural community needs a guide that will combine community-wide guiding principles for the creation, capture and management of networked resources with "hands-on" expertise developed in exemplary practice and projects. There is also a need for a map of where the lacunae are: areas for which good practice still needs to be developed, assessed and documented.

The NINCH Guide will be a significantly different kind of publication than any that currently exists. First it will cut across all types of material, all sectors of the cultural community, all academic disciplines and all institution types. It is designed to be a unifying guide with a primary focus on resource types (text, images, moving images, etc.). Second, it is designed to be the result of an extensive survey of current practice that will create a rich knowledge base of success and failure of many approaches. Third, it will be an eminently practical guide, a handbook for practitioners "at the coal face." Working Group and consultants agree that a Socratic decision-tree structure will be an essential navigational device of this Guide. It will ask a practitioner with a given resource a set of questions at each decision point in the long process of digitizing and managing cultural resources, guiding them through the process and pointing to the best available set of tools that currently exist to help in the decisions that have to be taken.

Through the Principles established by the Working Group and the iterative, evolving set of evaluative criteria developed from those Principles, the Guide will be a dynamic tool evaluating and pointing to the most appropriate current practice and linking to a few model projects that best exemplify the most effective use of standards and good practice. This might include, for example, combining lessons and statements of best practice from the museum community in digitizing images with those from the library community and from individual university faculty projects. This will offer users the combined wisdom of the broadest range of experience with the technical requirements for working with different types of materials, while allowing--and encouraging--flexibility for adapting models for different audiences and uses.  It is this breadth of scope, based on the survey of practice across the entire cultural community, and our evaluative criteria establishing best practice for specific applications and audiences that distinguish this Guide from discipline-specific guides, such as those in the AHDS series
The Working Group envisions the Guide as a dynamic document with an active and developing future electronic life–changing more in respect to the most actively evolving forms and standards, for example in presenting moving images and three-dimensional objects.

3. The NINCH Working Group on Best Practices



A. The National Initiative for a Networked Cultural Heritage 

The National Initiative for a Networked Cultural Heritage (NINCH) is an organization well-placed to respond to the need for a community-wide guide to good practice in the digital representation and management of cultural resources.

NINCH is a diverse coalition of organizations launched in 1996 to both assure leadership from the cultural community in the evolution of the digital environment and to catalyze greater coordination and integration of the enterprise of networking cultural resources. Its members represent activity in the fields of the arts, the humanities and social sciences, through institutions that include museums, contemporary arts centers and organizations, universities, schools, archives and libraries.

B. Working Group on Best Practices in Networking Cultural Heritage 

To respond to the above-stated need, the NINCH Board, at its October 26, 1998, meeting, created the Working Group on Best Practices in Networking Cultural Heritage. The charge to the group was:

•  to develop a set of guiding principles; 

•  to organize a review and evaluation of  current practice; and 

•  to write and publish a Guide to Good Practice in the Digital Representation and Management of Cultural Heritage Materials.
Members of the group were carefully selected to fairly represent the communities forming the coalition and the networking expertise developed by different kinds of institutions, different disciplines and fields of knowledge. A list of the members of the working group is given in Appendix One. 

C. Values

The Working Group, representing members of NINCH as well as the community at large, embraced NINCH's own statement of Core Values: a belief that the pursuit and study of the arts and humanities is vital to the health of society at large; that a networked cultural heritage is a decided public good that should become part of the digital infrastructure; and that in sharing ideas, resources, experience and research, we will advance the goal of an integrated, distributed body of cultural material accessible to all.

The Working Group first met January 11, 1999, to discuss the purpose, scope, character and method of the project. A key element, considered at some length, was the important need to break down institutional barriers, notably between the ways of talking about and approaching digitizing projects by museums, libraries, humanities computing centers, individual scholars and others. Another key element was the importance of showing individual practitioners, often scholars, the value of employing and contributing to community-wide practice, thereby extending and enriching resources they wanted to make available across the network.

The Working Group established a website to capture its progress and to collect key documents. This may be viewed at http://www.ninch.org/PROJECTS/ practice/index.html.

D. Six Principles 

The Working Group developed a set of six core working Principles, designed to encapsulate our belief in the value of capturing and maintaining digital resources for the community. These six principles are as follows:

Good Practice should:

1. OPTIMIZE INTEROPERABILITY OF MATERIALS

Digitization projects should enable the optimal interoperability between source materials from different repositories or digitization projects.

2. ENABLE BROADEST USE

Projects should enable multiple and diverse uses of material by multiple and diverse audiences.

3. ADDRESS THE NEED FOR THE PRESERVATION OF ORIGINAL MATERIALS

Projects should incorporate procedures to address the preservation of original materials.

4. INDICATE STRATEGY FOR LIFE-CYCLE MANAGEMENT OF DIGITAL RESOURCES

Projects should plan for the life-cycle management of digital resources.

5. INVESTIGATE & DECLARE INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY & RIGHTS RESTRICTIONS 

Ownership and rights issues need to be investigated before digitization commences and findings reported to users.

6. ARTICULATE INTENT & DECLARE METHODOLOGY

All relevant methods, perspectives and assumptions used by project staff should be clarified and explicit.

4. Method











A. Scope

The Working Group clarified that the project would encompass all genres/object-types/formats, both analog and digital, for example, paintings, sculpture, architecture, artifacts, digital images, marked-up text, databases, photographs, electronic publications and other "born digital" materials, performance documentations, moving images, and recorded sound. It would follow the life-cycle of a digital resource from project planning, creation and capture of resource and metadata, to its maintenance and preservation. 

To encourage broadest use of digital resources, the Guide will focus on the digital resources and their potential uses and users, going beyond the limited perspectives and constraints of institution types or disciplines (e.g. museums or history).
B. Audience
The primary audience will be institutions or researchers preparing to create and manage digital cultural heritage resources without extensive knowledge of current technical and information standards and good practice. Funders will be an important secondary audience, for whom the Guide will provide a set of key criteria for funding digital projects.

C. Process 

Principles & Evaluative Criteria

The Working Group, in following its three-part charge to develop a set of guiding principles, organize a review and evaluation of  current practice and write and publish a Guide, determined to start out by creating the principles (see above). The principles formed the foundation for deriving evaluative criteria, by which current practice could be judged. 

These criteria (see Appendix Two) are not regarded as definitive; indeed it is expected that they should be iterative and should be further refined and extended by the process of reviewing current practice. The Working Group has built into the process a stage for formally reviewing the criteria.

Survey

The Working Group will next proceed by commissioning a survey of the field to discover and define exemplary practice. The survey will include interviews with practitioners and reviews of published guidelines and projects that demonstrate good practice. The survey should also reveal areas for which good practice still needs to be developed and documented.

The survey is not intended to be a comprehensive review of current practice; its purpose is to gather material, experiences and opinions for the writing of the Guide. The Working Group will announce a call for nominations of practitioners and projects to be considered for inclusion in the survey.

The Working Group will hire a consultant or consultants to conduct the Survey and write the Guide in close consultation with the Working Group. A Request for proposals was published June 1, on the Internet (through NINCH's own listserv, other community lists and on the Working Group's website).

The goals of the survey include:

• to identify projects and practice that emerge as exemplary under the Working Group's Evaluative Criteria;

• to identify further criteria proposed by practitioners;

• to clarify the user communities identified by practitioners and projects; and

• to compile an annotated bibliography of articles, statements and documents on good practices and relevant standards. 

Elements of the survey will include:

a) definition of the categories of guidelines, practices and projects;

b) a call for nominations of existing good practice and exemplary projects, followed by a review of literature, consultation with the Working Group for any notable omissions and selection by the consultants and Working Group;

c) a survey of the selected practitioners, documents and projects, using the Working Group's criteria, and an evaluation of practices by category; and

d) the creation of an annotated bibliography.

5. The Guide










The product of this project will be a print publication that will also be available in electronic form. It is our intention that the electronic publication will be maintained and updated regularly. Copyright will belong to the National Initiative for a Networked Cultural Heritage. The title of the product will be: A Guide to Good Practice in the Digital Representation and Management of Cultural Heritage Materials.
An outline of the contents of the Guide is as follows:
CONTENTS OF GUIDE

1. PREFACE

Establishes the scope and context of the Guide and summarily discusses contingent issues not covered in detail.

2. GUIDE TO THE CREATION AND CAPTURE OF DIGITAL RESOURCES AND METADATA.

This section will include but not be limited to the following:

•  an overview of principles and general issues common to all formats;

•  a detailed discussion of the issues and techniques pertaining to digitizing specific types of original formats and creating appropriate metadata;

•  a discussion of the different strategies to be considered with particular digital materials for particular uses and audiences.

3. GUIDE TO THE MANAGEMENT OF DIGITAL DATA & METADATA

A discussion of general issues in the management and maintenance of digital cultural heritage materials. These will include but not be limited to:

•  intellectual property and access management;

•  strategies for the storage, archiving, and long-term maintenance of large collections of digital data in accordance with newly-developed standards and technologies;

•  the documentation of all practice.

The discussion will include links to web pages and projects that exemplify model practice and its documentation. The guide will also indicate the areas that need to develop good practice that is also well documented.

4. AFTERWORD

The Afterword will concentrate on the range of potential uses of digital material. Focusing on model projects that exemplify good practice, as determined by the Working Group's evaluative criteria, it would examine the power of the medium to connect and re-combine material, and use digital objects in often unforeseen ways.

6. Timeline










A. Overall Schedule: July 1999--June 2000

The Working Group expects to be able to hire a consultant, or consultant team in the Summer of 1999. Deadline for completion of the Guide manuscript will be by the Spring/Summer of 2000. A Request for Proposals was issued June 1, 1999, with a response deadline of June 21. Those responding may address one or both parts of this project: the Survey (Phase 1) and the Guide (Phase 2).

B. Consultants' Schedule of Work 

The Schedule of Work, as presented in the Request for Proposals, is as follows:

1. Initial survey

The consultant will commence by interviewing practitioners and reviewing projects drawn from an initial small pool of approximately ten practitioners and projects from diverse cultural communities, applying the criteria for evaluating practice established by the Working Group.

2. Submission of Report 1.

The consultant will present initial findings in written form to the Working Group.

3. Working group review and project evaluation.

The Working Group will discuss its response to the findings and make modifications to the evaluative criteria and survey method, as appropriate, with the consultant.

4. Main survey

The consultant will proceed, interviewing practitioners, reviewing existing statements and guidelines on good practice and investigating exemplary projects nominated by an open call to the community, issued by the Working Group.

5. Submission of Report 2.

The consultant will write a report on the survey findings, including a bibliography and/or other compilation of useful resources gathered through the survey, and present it to the Working Group for its review.

6. Working group review and project evaluation.

The Working Group will review and evaluate the survey report. On the basis of the survey report, the Working Group will then review and make modifications to the proposed form and content of the Guide, as appropriate.

7. Writing of the Guide

A consultant will proceed to write the Guide, according to a timetable mutually agreed to by consultant and Working Group.

8. First Draft of Guide manuscript due.

9. Working group review and evaluation of guide manuscript draft 1.

Consultant and Working Group will discuss a first draft of the Guide, after which the consultant will revise the Guide as needed.

10. Final Draft of Manuscript due.

11. Review and final approval of manuscript by Working Group

12. Publication

The Working Group will then proceed with making arrangements for the electronic and print publication of the Guide.

C. Schedule of Working Group Meetings

September 1999: Meeting with consultant to review contract

October/November 1999: Meeting with consultant to review initial findings and make modifications to criteria, method, etc.

March 2000: Meeting with consultant to review and evaluate the survey report and discuss the writing of the Guide.

July 2000: Meeting with consultant to discuss the first draft of the Guide. 

7. Budget











Budget for period September 1999-August 2000, up to delivery of manuscript
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APPENDIX ONE

NINCH Working Group on Best Practices

Members

June 15, 1999
Kathe Albrecht (from May 24, 1999) 

  Visual Resources Curator, Department of Art,

  American University

  Also representing: Visual Resources Association

LeeEllen Friedland
  Senior Digital Conversion Specialist

  Preservation Directorate/National Digital Library Program

  Library of Congress

Peter Hirtle
  Co-Director, Cornell Institute for Digital Collections

  Cornell University

  Also representing Society of American Archivists

Lorna Hughes
  Director, Humanities Computing Group,

  New York University

Kathy Jones
  Assistant Director,

  Peabody Museum of Archaeology and Ethnology, Harvard University

  Also representing: American Association of Museums

Mark Kornbluh
  Executive Director,

  H-Net: Humanities and Social Sciences Online

Joan Lippincott
  Assistant Executive Director,

  Coalition for Networked Information

Michael Neuman 

  Director, Research, Curriculum, & Development Group,

  Academic & Information Technology Services.

  Georgetown University

  Also representing Association for Computers and the Humanities

Richard Rinehart (from June 14, 1999)

  Information Systems Manager & Education Technology Specialist

  Berkeley Art Museum/Pacific Film Archive

  University of California, Berkeley 

  Also representing: Museum Computer Network

Thornton Staples
  Director, Digital Library Research and Development

  University of Virginia Library

Jennifer Trant  (through May 24, 1999)

  Executive Director,

  Art Museum Image Consortium 

Don Waters/Rebecca Graham (through May 24, 1999)

  Director,

  Digital Library Federation

APPENDIX TWO

Evaluative Criteria

The Working Group, at its April 20, 1999 meeting, determined the following as an initial set of working criteria for evaluating practice in creating, capturing and managing digital cultural heritage resources. The criteria are organized under six basic principles.

Exemplary Projects:

1. OPTIMIZE INTEROPERABILITY OF MATERIALS

Digitization projects should enable the optimal interoperability between source materials from different repositories or digitization projects.

Criteria:

1. 1.  The project uses community-appropriate and widely deployed 

1. 1. 1.  means of representing content (e.g., TEI, CIMI DTD, Laban Notation, etc.); 

1. 1. 2.  means of describing content (e.g., MARC, Dublin Core, EAD, TEI Header, Categories for the Description of Works of Art); 

1. 1. 3.  technical means of representing information digitally (e.g., SGML, UniCode, JPEG,  MPEG, etc.); 

1. 1. 4.  means of controlling data values (e.g., AAT, Thesaurus of Geographic Names,  LC-Names, etc.); and 

1. 1. 5.  existing guidelines to digitizing particular document types and object types; (e.g., TEI/MASTERS proposals for manuscripts; LC/Ameritech Competition Guidelines, etc.) 

1. 2.  The project can be used by other than the primary intended audience. 

2. ENABLE BROADEST USE

Projects should enable multiple and diverse uses of material by multiple and diverse audiences.

Criteria:

2. 1.  The project uses community-appropriate and widely deployed solutions, systems, standards,   software, etc., to enable broadest use;  

2. 2.  If the project managers have made decisions that limit the use of materials, they have   declared and justified those decisions; 

2. 3.  Project managers considered potential users of the digital resource other than the intended   audience; 

2. 4.  The project takes account of the W3C's "Guidelines for Web Site Accessibility" or otherwise acknowledges the needs of those with disabilities. 

3. ADDRESS THE NEED FOR THE PRESERVATION OF ORIGINAL MATERIALS

Projects should incorporate procedures to address the preservation of original materials.

Criteria:

3. 1.  Project managers have addressed the need for the preservation of the original materials (if any) in a digital project; 

3. 2.  Project managers justified their choice of methods that destroyed or compromised original materials. 

4. INDICATE A STRATEGY FOR THE LIFE-CYCLE MANAGEMENT OF DIGITAL RESOURCES

Projects should plan for the life-cycle management of digital resources.

Criterion:

4. 1.  If long-term preservation of digital resources was a consideration, the project managers have a reasonable strategy that will facilitate long-term access.

5. INVESTIGATE & DECLARE INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY & RIGHTS RESTRICTIONS

Ownership and rights issues need to be investigated before digitization commences and findings reported to users.

Criterion:

5. 1.  Project Managers have investigated, acted on and declared the rights status of all parts of a project as much as is possible.

6. ARTICULATE INTENT & DECLARE METHODOLOGY

All relevant methods, perspectives and assumptions used by project staff should be clarified and made explicit.

Criteria:

6. 1.  The project has declared its rationale, its intended scope, significance and funding base (for example, is it the equivalent of a scholarly monograph or a broad collection of national resources?). 

6. 2.  The project is explicit about: 

6. 2. 1.  its intent; 

6. 2. 2.  its primary audience; 

6. 2. 3.  its long-term persistence; 

6. 2. 4.  its chosen level of faithfulness to an original or an intermediate, whether analog or digital; 

6. 2. 5.  its suitability for different levels of teaching and research. 

APPENDIX THREE

Consultant: Selection Process and Consultant Team's Material

June 1
Request for Proposal Published

June 26
RFP Deadline: six proposals received and distributed to



Working Group members (Thornton Staples 



recusing himself from the process as he had 



a working relationship with one of the applicants).

June 30
Working Group Conference Call: discussion of proposals

June 30-July 2
E-mail discussion

July 2
Working Group Conference Call: candidates narrowed to 



two; questions developed for both candidates

July 3
Questions e-mailed to both candidates

July 14
Responses received from two finalists

July 20
Working Group Conference Call: consideration of responses



Further questions developed for basis of interviews

July 20
Questions e-mailed to candidates

July 22
90-minute telephone interview by Working Group of three 



members of team from Humanities Advanced Technology 



and Information Institute, University of Glasgow

July 26
90-minute telephone interview by Working Group of three 



members of team from Institute for Advanced Technology 



in the Humanities, University of Virginia

July 27-29

Working Group e-mail review and telephone consultation

July 29
Selection of HATII

The material following reflects the above timetable:
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